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Abstract 

 The purpose of this quantitative correlational research study is to understand the variables 

of social stratification, academic performance, and academic progress and how those variables 

affect a student’s decision to drop out of college. The researcher selected participants for this 

study from the database at a 4-year private HBCU located in the northern part of Jacksonville 

Florida. Many students enrolled in college encounter outstanding tuition balances that threaten 

their ability to obtain adequate housing and remain actively enrolled in college. The researcher 

explored social stratification as measured by high school Title I status, academic performance as 

measured by overall institutional grade point average, and academic progress as measured by 

academic standing. The data collection method for the study is from a purposive sampling of 

undergraduate students from a Title I high school. 

On a national average, college students and college graduates owe a staggering 1.4 

trillion dollars in student loan debt. The public concern about student loan debt has increased; 

there has also been an increase in the number of college students facing housing insecurities 

linked to a growing population of homeless individuals in the United States. Consequently, many 

undergraduate students that attend 4-year colleges still have almost $11,000 in unmet needs after 

utilizing student loans, grants, and other scholarships. This study will contribute to the literature 

on the factors that influence retention and progression in college. 

Keywords: college academics, social stratification, housing insecurities, overall academic 

performance, student retention, and grade point average 
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Chapter I: Introduction 

Numerous research studies have been conducted on social stratification, seeking to 

discover a clearer understanding of people’s actions as they transition through society Lucas, 

2001; Turcios-Cotto & Milan, 2012; Zhimin & Yao, 2015). Davis-Kean’s (2005) cross-

functional study examined social stratification in the context of evaluating the effects of parental 

income and education on a student’s academic achievement. The study participants were boys 

and girls in the age range of 8 to 12 years old, from non-Hispanic European American and 

African American families. Family income alone was not a vital contributor to a student’s 

academic outcome, although family income and education together contributed to developing 

children’s behavior patterns toward academic achievement (Davis-Kean, 2005).  

Baum et al. (2013) examined individuals’ perceptions of education in the 1960s. The 

public shared strong beliefs of efficacy toward government and strong confidence towards higher 

education as vital to a better life. During the 1960s, higher education was viewed positively due 

to the rise in the baby boomer generation. Baum et al.’s (2013) study outlined the changes in the 

United States over a 50-year time frame among high school students who attended college. The 

definition of post-secondary education shifted from being viewed as a 4-year degree to a period 

of post-secondary study that applies to education or occupation, public or private, 2-year, and 4-

year, or that can lead to the completion of a certificate, diploma, or degree (Baum et al., 2013). 

The federal government provided financial support for colleges in the 1960s, currently support 

for colleges and universities are supported by state, federal, and other private resources. Public 

views toward who should pay for post-secondary education changed from being widely 

supported by the federal government to one that shifted the responsibility to the state, parents, 

students, and others. Positive concepts such as Dwight Eisenhower’s National Defense Student 



 
 

Loan provided options for funding. Colleges have also taken on the role of accommodating 

demand for formal job training. In the past, on-the-job training was the sole responsibility of 

employers. Throughout the 1960s, access to a college education was available through private 

non-profit colleges, but it is now a commodity expanded to public colleges. There is a new trend 

of demographics in post-secondary education that consists of increases in women being the 

majority enrolled in colleges or universities and higher enrollment numbers of those from a 

disadvantaged population. Before the1960s, post-secondary education was sought by male 

military servicemembers. 

The researcher investigated changes in higher education over the last 50 years that 

include the type of students entering college, the transition in financial resources provided by the 

federal government, state support for education, societal views towards higher education, and 

issues policymakers face with higher education. 

The values of higher education can be associated with the scarcity of factory jobs, which 

became more prevalent in the 1960s, along with the cultural expectations of women transitioning 

from being viewed as homemakers to being gainfully employed outside the home (Baum et al., 

2013). Also, widespread commitment toward education took place at the state level, with the 

University of California laying the groundwork by promoting an environment that increased 

college access for high school students. Later, the federal government followed a similar pattern 

by implementing new policies to support education (i.e., The Higher Education Act of 1965 and 

The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program, now known as Pell grants; Baum et al., 

2013).  

The once strong perception of higher education has diminished in the eyes of parents, 

prospective students, college graduates, and government officials at state and local levels 



 
 

(Freeland, 2018). People in society no longer see the value of a college education due to 

excessive tuition increases and a lack of confidence that obtaining a degree will guarantee 

financial security (Freeland, 2018).  

According to Bloom et al. (2017), the number of two-parent family households has 

declined. The family household encompasses many extensions, including single-parent family 

homes, where either mother or father is absent. The non-traditional family can include students at 

risk, such as foster children, those with a low socioeconomic status (SES), homeless, or 

unaccompanied. Findings from this research study details that individuals brought up outside of 

the traditional two-parent families experience higher instances of mobility than those from 

traditional two-parent families (Bloom et al., 2017). Even though children may interact with both 

parents over an allotted timeframe, this does not impact the number of mobility instances that 

may occur. In the 1960s, 86% of the population consisted of two-parent families. By 2016, two-

parent families declined to 68.7%. The shift in higher education funding created much anxiety 

for many students considering college as an option. Now, the responsibility for funding 

education is placed on the student alone. Earlier, both parents shared the responsibility of 

providing support for children. 

The positive values linked to a college education are now unclear because of the daunting 

challenges related to colleges and universities’ financial standing. This change of perception is 

due to a decrease in funding to support higher education by state and the federal government and 

increases in tuition and fees and low enrollment rates after the 2008 recession (Baum & Ma, 

2012). Baum and Ma (2012) released a report that indicated state appropriations decreased 25% 

per full-time equivalent (FTE) for higher education. The state appropriations’ decrease was due 

to the mandates by state constitutions that required all states to maintain a balanced budget 



 
 

yearly (Baum & Ma, 2012). An upsurge impacted the supply and demand for higher education in 

college enrollment numbers on a national level, which was a reaction to counterpoise the 

downturn in revenue resources, including those from donations (Long, 2014). 

For over a century, the funding for higher education in the United States 

encountered numerous changes, requiring more support from state funding and less support from 

the federal government (Edirisooriya, 2003). Terenzini et al. (2001) revealed that state 

institutions relied on state funding as a significant financing source. From 2008 to 2011, public 

4-year colleges experienced increases in tuition and fees in various geographic locations such as 

Florida 32% increase, Georgia’s 32% increase, Hawaii’s 28% increase, Alabama’s 24% increase, 

and California’s 38% increase (Baum & Ma, 2012). Enrollment headcounts such as FTE are 

critical predictors for state allocation of funds for all institutions, emphasizing that high 

enrollment counts as a positive sign of operational practices (Edirisooriya, 2003). 

The 2008 recession impacted millions of Americans and caused many of them to 

encounter economic hardships (Frotman, 2018). During this time, the economic downfall 

triggered an exponential increase in college enrollment due to job shortages (Barr & Turner, 

2013). During the recession, a 1% increase in unemployment accounted for a 2% increase in 

college attendance among part-time students, primarily comprised of African American students 

(Bell & Blanchflower, 2011). Nonetheless, colleges and universities were not prepared to 

address the increase in enrollment. During the recession, higher education funding remained 

stagnant and could not meet the demands due to the rise in college enrollment. The recession 

caused a sudden shift from state funding, which supported most higher education tuition costs, to 

the onus being placed on parents or students alone to fill the gap in funding for college education 

(Barr & Turner, 2013). Perna et al. (2008) indicated that students experienced high-stress levels 



 
 

due to financing their college education as student loan debt is perceived as a burden rather than 

a future investment. The collision effect of increases in employment rates and college enrollment 

rates is not surprising during an economic recession (Leonard, 2014). According to the Baum 

and Ma (2012), there have been numerous changes within the student loan sector to compensate 

for economic reforms and families’ increased needs. The economic changes during the recession 

period caused financial strain on families due to decreased income and an increase in 

unemployment rates. These changes in the economy placed an increased demand on student 

loans to fill the unmet needs gap created by stagnant funding for higher education (Bell & 

Blanchflower, 2011).  

Americans owe over 1.5 trillion dollars in student loan debt, which is the world’s second-

largest consumer debt (Frotman, 2018). The student loan debt crisis results from a fragmented 

collaboration between the United States government and citizens (Frotman, 2018). On average, 

student loan debt has been growing steadily over the last two decades at the point of graduation. 

In 2018, enrolled college students borrowed 7.4 million dollars in student loans. Students 

previously enrolled in college had loans in forbearance status, which amounted to 111.1 billion 

dollars. College graduates owe 623.7 billion dollars in student loans. The Great Depression of 

2008 caused widespread financial hardships on a national level that caused many families to lose 

their homes (Frotman, 2018). Americans viewed higher education as a pathway to middle-class 

status in society and relied on debt financing as the primary source of support for higher 

education (Frotman, 2018). Despite the positive outcomes linked to higher education, attending 

college became cumbersome as policy changes increased college tuition rates, placing more 

responsibility on family or the student to pay for college (Frotman, 2018). 



 
 

In 2008, The Ensuring Continued Access to Student Loans Act implemented by Congress 

was due to transitions within the credit markets that were influenced by the recession, which 

caused lenders to suspend lending of private loans during this time because of increases in 

consumer household debt (Frotman, 2018). As a result of the act, United States Department of 

Education began over servicing of loans that were aimed to raised Stafford loan amounts and  

ensure lover interest rates. The demand for Pell grants and need-based scholarship programs 

increased by three-quarters during 2008 to 2009 for families with income at or below 30,000 

dollars, which doubled expenditures from $15.9 million to 31.5 million dollars (Mahan, 2011). 

Although, policy makers sought to create adjustments to ease the consumer debt related to 

student loans, over eight million student loan borrowers are in status of default and another three 

million have payment agreements that are delinquent up to two months (Frotman, 2018).  

There was an aggressive initiative in higher education to increase the number of degrees 

awarded and restore degree completion rates under President Obama’s administration in 2009 

(Romano et al., 2011). During this time, higher education support was stagnant due to the 

crippled economy (Romano et al., 2011). The overall cost of obtaining a college education 

surpassed inflation rates, with the total cost of tuition, fees, room, and board averaging 17,131 

dollars for public state colleges. The total cost of attendance for private colleges is higher (Baum 

& Ma, 2012). An individual considering attending college must consider critical factors that 

determine the total cost of college tuition based on degree level such as undergraduate or 

graduate and college classification, which can be private or public (Romano et al., 2011). The 

process referred to as catalog cost includes the total cost of attending college, including each 

degree program’s credit requirements. In calculating the price of a degree, the catalog costs 

method includes a 48.8% instructional overhead cost per academic department. The average cost 



 
 

per degree at public colleges based on the degree of degree is $8,230 dollars, 8,670 dollars, and 

10,830 dollars for undergraduate, graduate, and doctorate level degrees. Private college costs per 

degree based on the level of degree is 33,450 dollars, 29,960 dollars, and 42,920 dollars for 

undergraduate, graduate, and doctorate level degree, respectively. Reed and Cochrane (2012) 

reported that almost two-thirds of students who graduated in 2010 had an estimated debt value of 

over 25,000 dollars.  

One of the most significant expenses students and families must encounter in college is 

student housing. Levin and Bohannon (2013) examined the vital role that campus housing can 

serve in meeting institutional goals at colleges and universities by broadening the population of 

students recruited for enrollment, which can generate additional revenue. Campus housing is an 

essential resource that elevates the overall campus experience for students (Levin & Bohannon, 

2013). Demand for college housing increased over the last ten years due to the rise in college 

enrollment attributed to the college-age population (Ong et al., 2013). College housing promotes 

positive learning outcomes, creates a sense of association and connectedness to the college 

campus community, and improves retention and graduation rates (Ong et al., 2013).  

The rise in the homeless population in the United States has become a significant concern 

that impacts the lives of adults and adolescents aspiring to higher education. In the United States 

African Americans represent 41% of the homeless population. Approximately 32.8% of African 

American students reported having housing insecurities while enrolled in college (Blevins, 

2018). African American women encounter more challenges related to housing insecurities when 

compared to other female students. Approximately 33.9% of women and 31.8% men attending 

community college face challenges related to housing insecurities caused by an increase in 

tuition, housing fees, and policy changes with financial aid (Blevins, 2018). These factors create 



 
 

barriers for students to meet their basic needs for food, a stable place to live, and reliable 

transportation (Blevins, 2018). 

The impact of housing insecurities can affect students’ psychological health, physical 

wellbeing, and academic success. In the college setting, African American women developed 

acuity because of the lack of benevolence exemplified by institutions toward housing insecurities 

(Walpole, 2008). Housing insecurities increase living costs, which can exceed the cost of tuition 

(Sackett, 2015). Housing insecurity puts students at risk of poor academic performance, 

promotes part-time college enrollment, less motivation to purchase textbook materials, and drops 

out of college, decreasing the chances of graduating from college (Sackett, 2015). As a result, 

college housing administrators are placed in difficult situations when managing students 

experiencing housing insecurities.  

Background of The Problem 

The rising cost of attending college is a significant stress factor for many college students 

(Bennett et al., 2015). Between 9% to 40% of students enrolled in college held the perception 

that stress had an impact on their academic performance (Bennett et al., 2015). A student’s 

academic standing and enrollment status can interfere with their obligations to satisfy financial 

aid and other loan repayment programs. Students who cannot uphold the terms and conditions of 

student loan repayment programs are susceptible to financial hardships. When students face 

financial stress, they are more prone to drop courses and are less likely to graduate from college. 

Campus housing is also a significant financial obligation that students must pay and their tuition 

and fees, influencing college dropouts. Among students stressed in college, women, minorities, 

and first-generation college students had a higher rate of low scores and below-average 

attendance rates in class. Measures are needed to alleviate financial stress for students to become 



 
 

productive members of society and receive an education. Financial stress can be removed by 

improving students’ financial literacy about student loans, increase federal support for low-

income families, increase funding for higher education at the state level, and colleges should 

refrain from rising tuition rates. Researchers have explored homeless students from different 

angles, including the family’s low SES on students’ college completion, Title I status of high 

school impact on high school grade point average (GPA), and how students perform in school. 

However, there is no existing integrated study that considers all factors that impact students from 

the point of high school to see how social stratification measures the status of high school 

students’ college semester GPA, their ability to pay outstanding tuition balances, and influence 

students college attendance. 

Reliable and affordable housing has become a growing concern as the student 

population’s demographic is changing on college campuses. Colleges are now serving a more 

substantial number of first-generation college students from low income and underprivileged 

families. According to United States census data, approximately 60 million people in the United 

States meet the standards of rural status (Koricich et al., 2018). SES plays a critical role in post-

secondary outcomes and influences college dropout rates (Koricich et al., 2018). The factor 

influencing increases in college dropout rates is due to gaps in educational preparedness 

(Koricich et al., 2018). There is a need to resolve educational opportunities in rural areas among 

the disadvantaged population to better our national economy. 

Concerns toward student achievement are evident in federal law dating back to 1965, 

with the Elementary Secondary Education Act’s creation. The federal government saw the need 

to develop regulations that would close the gap in academic achievement among students from 

different social and economic backgrounds (Klein, 2015). In 1965, President John Lyndon 



 
 

implemented the Great Society Program, which established the federal government’s role in K–

12 policy (Klein, 2015). The Great Society Program aimed at supporting the cost of educating 

students classified as disadvantaged. President George Bush implemented the No Child Left 

Behind Act in 2002, which placed greater responsibility on schools for students’ academic 

outcomes. The No Child Left Behind Act emphasized improving educational outcomes among 

English language learners, students in special education programs, and low and minority 

students. Four hundred thirty thousand schools failed to meet yearly academic progress (AYP) 

under No Child Left Behind guidelines. 

Many students that enroll in college graduate from a Title I high school and come from 

families of low socioeconomic status backgrounds. Most of these students qualify for free or 

reduced lunch and struggle with instances of mobility. On a national level in 2016, 52.3% of 

students enrolled in school qualified for reduced or free lunch (Olfert et al., 2021). To date, the 

National School Lunch Program has provided 30 million children with lunch daily while 

enrolled in grade levels K–12 (Ralston & Guthrie, 2018). Students who graduate from Title I 

high schools enter college at a disadvantage due to housing disparities and food disparities, 

considerable gaps in unmet financial needs, and academic performance issues that preexisted 

before college.  

Higher education has become a significant contributor to building a workforce of 

advanced skilled workers (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2013). Post-secondary education is now a 

critical requirement for those who aspire to enter the workforce to compete for higher-paying 

jobs (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2013). Those without post-secondary education are more apt to 

experience financial hardships with the cost of living and lack the resources required to cover the 

cost of attending college. Individuals from the low-income status and those from higher-income 



 
 

status both aspire toward higher education; first-generation students from the lower-income 

status lag in completing their degree. Eleven percent of first-generation college students 

completed a 4-year degree, and 26% achieved an associate degree after six years of enrollment. 

More research data are needed to determine how typical housing instability is among the 

undergraduate population and what processes colleges and universities need to adopt to provide 

adequate support for students. Housing policies should also be updated to align with educational 

policies to support students at risk of housing instability and a college dropout. 

On a national average, 58,000 homeless students are a part of the student population on 

college campuses. Homelessness is an area of concern for policymakers and higher education 

administrators (Broton et al., 2014). Community colleges and 4-year colleges have students who 

occupy homeless shelters due to decreases in state and federal funding and increases in housing 

costs (Broton et al., 2014).  

According to Broton and Goldrick-Rab (2018), increases occurred among students from 

low-income families enrolling in college by approximately 10 million students. However, 

disparities still subsist between college completion rates among wealthy and low-income 

families. Only 14% of students from a lower economic status complete their college degrees 

compared to 29% from the middle-income status, and 60% from higher-income status. The 

inflated cost of college has caused many college students to experience housing instability and 

struggle to meet their basic needs.  

The research study conducted by the City University of New York revealed that 42% of 

students enrolled in 2-year and 4-year colleges experienced housing insecurities (Broton & 

Goldrick-Rab, 2018). As people continue to seek opportunities through higher education, this 

causes new issues to develop and known issues to become more widespread related to housing 



 
 

insecurities. The economic downturn influenced access to affordable housing, increased college 

tuition rates, and decreased support from financial aid, which created an environment where 

students are now seeking degrees without solidifying adequate housing. Provisions have been 

made in the K–12 sector to focus on meeting students’ basic needs through subsidized meals. 

There is a lack of public support to investigate the extent to which housing insecurities influence 

undergraduate students. 

Students who attend 4-year colleges encounter several barriers related to academic 

performance, lack of financial resources for college, and college dropout instances. These 

barriers impede students’ aspirations toward completing their educational degree program. An 

intentional effort needs to be geared toward college completion rates to expand on all factors 

related to the cost of attendance. A gap in research data exists related to hardships students face 

on a national level. The literature suggests that students’ basic needs are not known and go 

unidentified and unresolved. Further research studies are needed to understand the relationship 

between housing and food insecurities among undergraduate students and create intervention 

programs to ensure that universities meet their basic needs. When students’ basic needs are met, 

this allows for the natural process of learning to occur. 

The growing issues of housing insecurities on college campuses can increase as the 

homeless population continues to grow. Students’ housing insecurities interfere with their 

ability to participate in post-secondary education (Wolf et al., 2017). Students with housing 

insecurities can develop stress due to the absence of adequate living space, making them more 

susceptible to poor academic performance (Klitzman, 2017). Students who face housing 

insecurities also encounter food inadequacies and are at a higher risk of poor academic 

performance than their peers who are not facing housing and food insecurities (Wolf et al., 



 
 

2017). Positive interactions with mentors among students experiencing housing insecurities have 

proven to motivate them. In contrast, negative interactions that lack the support of mentorship or 

someone to guide students with educational processes can threaten the overall quality of their 

academic experience, which leads to a higher chance of college dropout (Klitzman, 2017). 

Colleges have started to rethink housing insecurities’ influence on enrollment goals 

(Levin & Bohannon, 2013). Traditional commuter colleges such as community colleges and 

technical colleges are considering offering on-campus housing as an option because of changes 

in student demographics and the need to stabilize enrollment numbers (Levin & Bohannon, 

2013). The cost of college housing is considered one of the most substantial financial 

responsibilities for families. On-campus housing is a significant expenditure for students who 

enroll in college (Broton et al., 2014). These matters related to adequate housing is widespread in 

the K–12 sector, just now impacting higher education, while more students seek advancement 

through gaining a higher degree in education.  

Although numerous research studies exist related to basic needs, housing insecurities, 

college students’ academic performance, and health considering the K–12 sector, they fail to 

define a causal relationship to post-secondary education (Goldrick-Rab et al., 2018). In the 

United States, a commonality existed among colleges and universities surrounding housing 

insecurities among students that interconnect with increases in the homeless population. 

According to Broton and Goldrick-Rab (2013), 68% of students who enroll in college 

experienced housing insecurities, and 42% of those who did not attend college listed housing as a 

reason for not attending college. Students’ basic needs with housing insecurities correlate to 

students delegating time for work, which can lead to unemployment. However, the level of 

academic effort in and outside the classroom is the same for students without housing 



 
 

insecurities and students experiencing housing insecurities. There is a need for more attention 

placed on connecting students with support groups that can improve their chances of degree 

completion. 

Clark (2018) reviewed the factors of social mobility on the reproduction of social 

stratification. Previous researchers considered social mobility from adulthood as a trajectory of 

leaving home, and the timeframe of residential independence occurs for social-economic 

attainment. The transition into mobility occurs once an individual is outside the parental 

household and is essential to social-economic inequality during adulthood (Clark, 2018). The 

frequency of residential mobility among young adults aged18- to 25 years old affects their 

decision about education, career choice, and romantic exploration pattern. Only 52% of students 

move from the parent household to attend college; this leaves many mobility unexplained 

changes. In 2018, 33% of young adults moved during the year compared to 17% for adults 33-to 

44 years old and 9% for adults 45-to 64 years old. Also, frequency in residential mobility is 

associated with people from a lower SES who experience more negative outcomes in education, 

employment, food security, and health. During the period of adulthood, higher rates of 

residential mobility occur. Many factors influence an individual’s decision to move (i.e., 

increases in college enrollment, summer breaks, graduation, and transitioning for a career within 

the lower SES). Researchers often measure housing instability as a time of financial suffering 

that includes housing and residential mobility. Young adults’ ability to maintain adequate 

housing depends on their financial contribution and the assistance of family support and other 

resources. If young adults experience relationship issues, job loss, academic suspension from 

school, or absence of family support, this can lead to homelessness. Those with a high frequency 



 
 

of mobility experienced poverty during the preliminary stages of their life and were also more 

likely to move amid life changes. 

Davis-Kean (2005) indicated that the parent’s educational status and income influenced 

their children’s academic outcomes in the K–12 system. However, the researcher presented 

minimal information in the study to determine how parents’ education and income influenced 

their children’s college attendance and performance. The SES of parents is a strong predictor of 

the academic achievement of children. Davis-Kean (2005) indicated that the parent’s education, 

SES, and behavior are vital in determining their children’s positive educational outcomes. The 

study revealed a strong correlation between parents’ education, income, and children’s academic 

achievement. 

Parents’ beliefs and behavior influenced their children’s academic achievement (Davis-

Kean, 2005). Family capital contributes to the quantity and quality of higher education (Zhimin 

& Yao, 2015). The enrollment rate in China is 34% for institutions of higher education. Despite 

an individual’s ethnic background, parents of all social strata share the same view that education 

is critical to increasing one’s social strata (Zhimin & Yao, 2015). Family background marks the 

beginning of inequality in higher education as this impacts the level of access an individual will 

have to higher education. 

On the contrary, this means that as students migrate through the various pathways into 

higher education, some will have access to more elite colleges and a larger quantity of 

educational resources. Once students graduate from college, they transition to different work 

fields where there is a significant difference in salaries. College graduates are employed in 

various work areas with varying pay levels, which is considered a form of social stratification. 

Social stratification impacts the equal distribution of educational opportunities in higher 



 
 

education. Past researchers focused on the quantity of education rather than the quality of 

education.  

Statement of the Problem 

Nationally, student retention has been a long-standing issue for many colleges and 

universities. McFarland et al. (2019) indicated that colleges with the most selective admissions 

practices have the highest retention rates at 81%. Still, retention rates for less selective colleges 

are at 63%. Retention rates for selective and less-selective private non-profit colleges coincide 

with the public, non-profit colleges. Over previous years retention rates for all colleges were at 

97%. Crain and Mahard (1978) conducted a longitudinal study that outlined high schools’ racial 

composition impact on college choice. Student persistence in college varies based on the 

family’s SES in low-income and high-income categories (NCES, n.d.). A student who enters 

college from the higher income range has an 89% chance of returning to college the second year, 

but students from the low-income range have a 79% chance of returning to college (NCES, n.d.). 

When considering college completion rates, 47% of higher-income students complete their 

degree within 6 years in comparison to 27% of low-income students finishing their college 

degrees (NCES, n.d.).  

Students’ academic progress once they enroll in college has been researched from many 

angles. For example, previous research studies looked at parents’ educational level and income 

influence on academic performance in grade school, and the rising cost of tuition influences 

academic performance in college, increased college dropout rates, housing insecurities, and food 

insecurities. However, those research studies failed to consider what type of high school these 

students come from and whether this impacts their college performance.  



 
 

On a national level, all states rely on state funding to support K–12 schools’ educational 

activities, salaries, overall operational costs, textbooks, and supplies (Podgursky & Springer, 

2011). In the United States, approximately 47% of the revenue for K–12 schools comes through 

state funds (Podgursky & Springer, 2011). Due to the recession, some states decreased their 

funding formula for K–12 schools, which led to teachers’ protesting in Arizona, Kentucky, North 

Carolina, and West Virginia (Podgursky & Springer, 2011). Teachers in the states mentioned 

above protested because of low pay rates, the decline in funding, pressures toward cutting 

pensions for teachers, and the per-student budget (Podgursky & Springer, 2011.) The Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 supports equal access to quality education for all 

(Paul, 2016). Schools and districts with a high percentage of low-income students have access to 

resources through (ESEA) Title I extension (Paul, 2016). ESAE contributes $14 billion a year 

toward elementary and secondary education, accounting for one-third of all federal funding 

(Matsudaira et al., 2012). Title I-status schools serve many students who qualify for free or 

reduced meals and assist with the skills gap among low-income and middle-class households in 

reading, writing, and mathematics. In 1988, Title I extension focused more on school 

improvement and excellence programs due to Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and School 

Improvement Act (Paul, 2016). Schools are designated as Title I status if they enroll at least 40% 

of students from low-income families. Each counties United States Census data determine the 

funding formula for Title I status schools, which outlines the number of poor students 

(Matsudaira et al., 2012). Title I status schools receive financial assistance through federal 

funding for programs geared toward improving students’ achievement in school (McGonigal, 

2020). In the United States 46, 969 schools are eligible to receive Title I funds. All states have a 

funding formula to allocate resources towards K–12 schools. Thirty-five of those states have 



 
 

funding formulas that consider low-income students attending schools in other districts with 

access to better funding and resources (Chingos & Blagg, 2017). For example, the state of 

Florida school system accounted for 1,194 Title I status schools which comprised 32.5% of all 

students in the state (McGonigal, 2020). Matsudaira et al. (2012) supported that Title I funding 

did not impact students’ assessment and test scores. 

Public schools in high poverty, high minority, and low performing geographical locations 

encounter barriers with staffing teaching positions (Matsudaira et al., 2012). In addition, high 

schools in urban and rural areas are at significant risk of experiencing staffing issues with 

teaching positions than elementary and middle schools (Malkus et al., 2015). The obstacles that 

impact staffing positions are associated with salaries, school safety, and school location. From 

1999-2012 there was a decline in at least one vacant position at public schools from 83%-78% 

(Malkus et al., 2015). Although improvement among difficult-to-staff positions was evident at all 

school levels, public high schools showed less progress in filling vacant positions from 1999-

2012 (Malkus et al., 2015). For example, low minority schools’ difficulty filling positions in two 

or more teaching subjects went from 28% to 7% during the 1999-2012 timeframe but high 

minority school positions experienced a 39% to 17% improvement. Research studies continue to 

outline that districts that enroll a high volume of low-income students and minorities receive less 

funding toward instructional resources. District schools that enroll a large number of low-income 

students receive a lower quality of textbooks, curriculum materials, laboratories, and computers. 

The distribution pattern among teachers assigned to teach across disciplines could negatively 

impact recruiting high-quality teachers and achievement gaps among disadvantaged students 

(Podgursky & Springer, 2011).  



 
 

The COVID-19 pandemic caused 55.1 million students to receive their educational 

instruction through distance learning. In addition, the COVID-19 pandemic was responsible for 

school closures nationally, affecting students’ academic growth (Kuhfeld et al., 2020). Southern 

states are expected to experience a 10% to 25% decline for K–12 sector schools due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic (Tinubu Ali & Herrera, 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic caused many 

school districts to swiftly transition to a distance learning format for classroom instruction, adjust 

teaching contact hours, and expand school nutrition programs (Tinubu Ali & Herrera, 2020). As 

a result, students’ growth in reading is likely to increase by 70% and students’ growth in math is 

expected to decline by 50% (Kuhfeld et al., 2020). 

Hall et al. (2016) reviewed students from low-income families who attended Title I status 

school and non-Title I status school to determine the impact of knowledge, self-efficacy, and 

behavior patterns on school lunch programs. Fifty-five fifth grade students from Title I status 

schools and 122 students from non-Title I status schools participated in the study (Hall et al., 

2016 ). Behavior patterns among students from lower SES could contribute to obesity among 

children and adolescents because they have limited access to healthy food options (Hall et al., 

2016). Based on a national study, children 10-17 years of age have a 3.3-3.4 higher probability of 

becoming obese. Students from a lower SES that attend Title I status schools tend to receive 

lower test score outcomes than students from non-Title I status schools (Hall et al., 2016). The 

study’s outcome confirmed disparities among the population of students in the areas of self-

efficacy, knowledge, and behavior patterns towards nutrition (Hall et al., 2016). Students from 

lower socioeconomic backgrounds need more resources.  

Although, many policies are in place to support equal access to a quality education for 

all, disparities still exist between the rich and poor related to educational outcomes (McGonigal, 



 
 

2020). Income inequality is an ongoing problem in the United States that creates great concern 

for education. In Florida, disparities are more evident among upper-level and lower-level wage 

earners. One percent of upper-level wage-earners earn $1,543.124 and 99% of the average 

income for lower-level wage earners earn $39,094 (McGonigal, 2020). To counterpoise the gap 

with income inequality, Florida’s Constitution Law supports providing the same quality of 

education, same access to quality activities, and resources for all schools (McGonigal, 2020). In 

addition, the federal government supports all states with overcoming income inequalities by 

providing schools with resources through Title-I funding. However, the need for education 

reform is far greater than the resources provided through Title-I funding and does not address 

disparities related to social justice (McGonigal, 2020). Social justice entails processes and goals 

to ensure full and equal participation for all (Ball, 1997). McGonigal (2020) indicated that 70% 

of Non -Title I status schools and 30% of Title-I status schools participated in Florida’s Music 

Performance Assessment (MPA). There were 4,768 students rated by MPA from middle school 

and high school bands in Florida. Title I status schools accounted for only 1,414 of students 

represented through MPA. Non-Title-I status schools received ratings of superior and less than 

12% received a rating of excellent. The research study points out disparities in rating for high 

school bands ensembles in Florida between Title-I and non-Title I status schools.  

Teachers are vital stakeholders in accountability measures for K–12 sector schools but 

they face more intense pressures within the Title I status school environment (Vernaza, 2012). 

High-stakes accountability is a known issue among schools nationally, which holds teachers 

responsible for students’ assessment outcomes associated with standard-based reform (Vernaza, 

2012). The trend of high enrollment of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds is 

commonplace at Title I status schools. Vernaza (2012) children from low socioeconomic 



 
 

backgrounds enter the school environment with a lower probability of being motivated to learn 

than their peers. Students from Title I status schools are less likely to meet standardized testing 

requirements than students from non-Title I status schools. Training programs fail to equip 

teachers with the skills to assist students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds (McGonigal, 

2020). High demands related to high stakes accountability have caused many educators to leave 

the field of teaching (Vernaza, 2012).  

Purpose of The Study 

The researcher sought to determine if the effects of social stratification, as measured by 

students’ attendance at Title I status high school that qualify for free and reduced lunch, impacts 

college GPA. In the United States more than 22 million students received breakfast and lunch at 

a reduced rate through National School Lunch programs (‘Ralston & Guthrie, 2018; Turner et 

al., 2019). Participants are graduates of a Title I status high school and Non- Title I status high 

school, who are undergraduate students enrolled in a historically Black private college located in 

the southern region of Florida. The purpose of this quantitative study is to examine the variables 

of social stratification as measured by Title I status of high school, academic performance 

measured by college GPA (based on the status of academic warning, probation, and suspension). 

Academic progress were compared as a longitudinal study for an academic term of 3 years with 

data collection from 2018-2021. Academic terms include the fall 2018- fall 2020, fall 2021 

semester, spring 2019-2021 semester, and summer semester 2019-2021. The primary research 

questions driving this study were as follows: 

Research Questions 

Research Question 1: What is the overall impact of high school GPA on semester GPA in 

respective of Title I versus non-Title I? 



 
 

Research Question 1.1: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a Title I status high 

school, on the freshman student’s academic performance, as measured by college semester GPA? 

Research Question 1.2: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a non-Title I status 

high school, on the freshman student’s academic performance, as measured by college semester 

GPA? 

Research Question 2: What is the overall impact of high school GPA on a freshman 

student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA irrespective of Title I 

versus non-Title I? 

Research Question 2.1: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a non-Title I high 

school on a freshman student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA? 

Research Question 2.2: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a Title I high 

school on a freshman student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA? 

Research Question 3: What is the overall impact of earned credit hours on registered 

credit hours (measure of continued attendance) in respective of Title I versus non-Title I high 

school? 

Research Question 3.1: What is the impact of earned credit hours on registered credit 

hours (measure of continued attendance) for Title I? 

Research Question 3.2: What is the impact of earned credit hours on registered credit 

hours (measure of continued attendance) for non-Title I schools?  

Research Question 4: What is the relationship between financial aid available and earned 

credit hours?  

Research Question 5: What is the relationship between financial aid available and 

registered credit hours?  



 
 

Conceptual Framework 

This study’s conceptualization derived from elements in Spady’s 1971 undergraduate 

dropout process model (Burke, 2019). Spady’s undergraduate dropout process model states that 

for students to achieve success in college, students must detach from their prior social 

communities to transition into the new environment of college (Burke, 2019). In this new social 

norm of college, students must learn new behaviors to integrate into college societies’ multiple 

phases. (Burke, 2019). Spady’s undergraduate dropout process model helped conceptualize this 

study as it relates to building retention theories, linking student attrition to social integration, and 

building upon family background and students’ academic performance (Burke, 2019). 

Figure 1  

The Undergraduate Dropout Process Model 

  



 
 

Social stratification is related to family background, such as family income, and previous 

research studies have supported parents’ education level as impacting students’ academic 

outcomes (Davis-Kean, 2005). The factor of family income also determines students’ attendance 

in Title I status high schools versus non-Title I status high schools and whether they qualify for 

free or reduced lunch, which is an indirect measure of family SES that remains constant from the 

point of entry into the K–12 sector and still present during the integration phase of college 

(Ralston & Guthrie, 2018). This study took a step backward to review the family background at 

the high school level, which determines the student’s attendance in Title I status high school and 

non-Title I status high school, which is stratified. 

Reflecting on the position of Spady’s (1971) undergraduate dropout process model, in the 

1960s, families had strong beliefs toward higher education (Burke, 2019). Institutional departure 

theory makes people aware of their surroundings and the world; knowledge is power (Burke, 

2019). When higher education institutions become more inaccessible to families of low SES, 

they start to have an outward look at the world they live in among the disadvantaged populations 

of people such as African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians. An individual functioning in the 

college setting; could be impacted by various outcomes in life-based upon imagined views of 

society. Some may have difficulty becoming a part of the new college environment, where 

systems exist that were not a part of their culture before (Burke, 2019). A student’s opportunity 

to succeed in college depends upon people having access to equal educational opportunities and 

the ability to transition through the integration process of college systems, which determines the 

quality of their academic success (Handel, 2011). Students entering an institution of higher 

education come from various socioeconomic backgrounds, which creates a higher probability of 

experiencing housing insecurities and other barriers that exist as they navigate through the full 



 
 

student life cycle in college (Blevins, 2018). Students enter college from either traditional or 

non-traditional pathways; they all have a set of basic needs that must be met for the natural 

learning processing to occur without interruption. Throughout this research study, various 

student-related data considered students experiencing housing insecurities and the critical impact 

this has on students’ academic performance in college. These factors could lead students to not 

move through the integration process of social systems that exist in college. 

Methodology Overview  

In the United States, 58,000 homeless students reside on college campuses (Broton et al., 

2014). Colleges serve a substantial number of first-generation college students from 

underprivileged families. These factors alone give a reason for increased efforts on monitoring 

and evaluating housing insecurities on campus.  

This study’s attributions came from a quantitative correlational approach that 

incorporates descriptive and inferential statistics to evaluate the sample population 

characteristics. However, as an approach to narrow the study’s scope, a purposive criterion 

sampling design was used as a sampling method. The criteria for selecting participants for the 

study include the timeframe of at least two semesters of college attendance and attendance at a 

Title I high school. Also, the study’s data included academic calendar years 2018-2021, which 

consists of fall semester, summer semester, and spring semester. The data collection method used 

in the study is from a review of institutional records that provide students’ academic and 

financial documents. The process for data collection consists of extracting students’ mass data 

from the college’s database system used for collecting and tracking student information. The data 

were organized through pivot charts for variables that are specific for this study. Once the 

specified data points related to semester GPA, cumulative GPA, earned credit hours, registered 



 
 

credit hours, and FAFSA available are organized in excel; then the variables were translated to 

SPSS so that the statistical testing can begin. The two statistical testing methods that were used 

for this study is correlation coefficient and linear regression.  

Correlational design method was utilized to discover the effects of social stratification as 

measured by Title I status of high school impact on students’ college GPA. There are two 

primary reasons that correlational studies are used in educational research today: to explore the 

relationships between variables of interest and determine which variables can predict essential 

characteristics of a specific group that will not occur until later (Hahs-Vaughn & Lomax, 2013). 

Correlational studies also allow for all levels of the variables within a sample data set to be 

measured and outline the magnitude and direction of each relationship that might be present 

(Hahs-Vaughn & Lomax, 2013). 

Assumptions of the Regression Model 

All the premises of a regression model were checked before running the regression 

model. The logistic regression process was performed by organizing and coding variables in 

Microsoft Excel and identifying categorical and dependent variables once the data set is 

uploaded to SPSS. After this process, categorical data must be clearly defined in the regression 

model dialog description box. Defining the data helped predict the effect variables used in the 

research study have on students’ college GPA. The G*Power analysis application was utilized to 

calculate the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. Descriptive statistics 

were calculated for the observed variables. Correlation between the observed variables will be 

calculated. Scatter plots were also used to examine the relationship between the observed 

variables. Two types of regression model were utilized:  



 
 

1. Multiple linear regression: At least one independent variable (IV) and only one 

dependent (DV) variable. Example: Status of high school (Title I and non-Title I 

status high schools) being one of the IVs and DV in cumulative institutional GPA. 

2. Logistic regression: Calculates the probability of occurrence of the DV based on the 

IV scores. In this regression model, the DV is a binary dichotomous variable having 

two outcomes, and the IV is on a continuous scale. Example: The amount of FAFSA 

loan available to the student to pay their tuition influence the number of earned credit 

hours to satisfy the degree requirements. 

All the data were analyzed using SPSS (version 26). Pearson correlation coefficient was 

used to explain the direction and magnitude of the relationships between the variables. 

Regression analyzes the independent variables’ influence (title account balances) and dependent 

variables (DV) GPA and academic standing. Random data set of students from one private 4-

year college in Florida have been enrolled in college over a 1-year timeframe. Student data sets 

were examined based on high school Title-I status district, student academic status, significant 

tuition imbalances, and students’ instances of a college dropout.  

Delimitations and Limitations 

This study aimed to understand the influence of social stratification (as measured by 

students’ attendance at a Title I high school) as measured by students’ institutional GPA and 

their likelihood of dropping out of college. Several other variables worthy of research could 

impact college students’ academic performance while in college, such as working schedule, 

grades in college courses, financial aid, demographic characteristics, and other psychological 

attributes. Some form of stress impacts 33% to 70% of college students due to financial burdens 

(Fosnacht & Dong, 2013). To counteract the rising tuition cost, many students work full-time, 



 
 

compromising their time from studying and attending classes. There is a negative correlation 

found between grades and the number of hours students work, which affects their grades (Kara et 

al., 2009). Retrospective data collection, with no real-time data, purposive sampling, other 

factors such as students’ working status, psychological and attitudinal variables, family 

background; support services; instruction by college faculty. External validity is limited because 

only one college is being evaluated, limiting the generalizability of study findings. It is difficult 

to establish causality.  

The researcher considered data from only one HBCU institution in Florida. Retrospective 

data are collected at a one-time point only, which limits the study findings. A study of this type is 

selected to gain more insight into the student populations’ background to discover the impact of 

high school on students’ academic performance in college. Although general information is 

available through IPEDS data for this institution, it does not provide details about the population 

of students to assist with identifying variables that impact students’ academic outcomes, which 

can provide opportunities for building strategies and support resources. Collecting retrospective 

data allowed for determining if there is a difference in students’ academic performance in college 

that graduate from a title I status high school or non-title I status high school. Utilizing 

institutional data allows for learning more about the student population enrolled within an 

institution which allows for developing programs and resources to address the unique needs of 

those students in hopes of improving their educational outcomes. The study does not consider the 

current trends in student’s academic performance. The characteristics of the study sample may 

change since retrospective data are collected. The study results could be of more significance if 

data from two or more HBCU colleges from other geographical locations were a part of the 

sample population. This research study could add more validity to the study findings. The study 



 
 

findings cannot be generalized to research universities and private institutions of higher 

education. 

Definition of Key Terms 

Adult learners - Students enrolled in college typically over 24 years of age, have families, 

work part-time or full-time, and have limited involvement with on-campus activities and college 

life culture (Johnson, 2013). 

Dropouts - Identifies students that decide not to return to college for a semester or quarter 

term, often referred to as non-college attendance. 

Expected family contributions (EFC) - Referred to as an index used by colleges that 

determines a family’s expected contribution to a student’s college tuition (Dynarski & Scott-

Clayton, 2013). 

FTE - Relates to the number of students enrolled in college, based on credit hours 

(Edirisooriya, 2003). 

Homelessness - An extreme form of housing insecurity; an individual lacks a place to 

sleep at night or has unstable housing access (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2018). 

Housing insecurities- The absence of an individual having access to adequate night-time 

living space or residence. For example, an individual utilizing an abandoned building, shelters, 

or car as a living dwelling (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2018). 

In-campus college housing - Living spaces located on campus are owned by an institution 

for enrolled students (Najib et al., 2015). 

Matriculate - The active process of being enrolled in college (Kofoed, 2017). 

Outstanding account balance - Tuition balance acquired while enrolled in college and not 

paid in full by specified payment date that the institution identifies (Chan et al., 2019). 



 
 

Retention - A school’s retention rate is the percentage of new first-year students that 

enroll in the same school the following year. The retention rate refers specifically to freshmen 

students who continue at the same school for their sophomore year. When a student transfers to 

another school or drops out after their freshman year, it can negatively impact their university’s 

retention rate (D’Amico et al., 2014). 

Social stratification - This is a form of social class that groups people in categories based 

on their occupation, income, wealth, and social status. Stratification can also be the person’s 

relative position within a social group category, geographic region, or social (Clark, 2018). 

Title I status high school- Designation assigned to school based on percentage of students 

receiving free or reduced lunch (Stichter et al., 2009).  

Summary 

Social stratification has a strong influence on students’ academic performance in high 

school and their perception of education based on their parents’ income and level of education. 

This study’s foundational premise is that students who graduate from Title I high schools have a 

higher probability of encountering issues with housing insecurities and lower academic 

performance, hence having a higher probability of dropping out of college. 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

Chapter II: Literature Review 

Colleges and universities across the United States continue to experience many student 

dropouts due to poor academic performance. The gaps in research studies point to the need for a 

deeper understanding of social stratification’s impact on equal distribution of education that 

influences an individual’s access to college (Davis-Kean, 2005). Clark (2018) overviewed how 

social mobility frequency among people from low social-economic status affects education, 

employment, food security, and health. Housing insecurities beyond the K–12 sector have been 

studied from various angles but fail to identify the impact of housing insecurities on post-

secondary education (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2013). Wolf et al. (2017) highlighted the adverse 

outcomes of housing securities and how it interferes with students’ academic outcomes in 

college. There are some gaps in research studies related to discovering the factors that influence 

a students’ academic performance and their decision to drop out of college.  

Davis-Kean (2005) conducted a cross-sectional study that examined the impact that 

parents’ level of education and income have on children’s academic achievement. The data is 

from a national database, the 1977 Child Development Supplement of the Panel Study of Income 

Dynamics (PSID-CDS), which includes survey data on approximately 8,000 families. The 

children included in the database were 12-years of age, which consisted of 436 females and 433 

females. The study participants were 49% non-Hispanic European American and 47% African 

American. A random selection criterion was used to select participants for the study because 

some families had more than one child with selection requirements. The children’s caregivers 

provided answers to a series of questions about their children’s health, behaviors, home 

environment, childcare arrangements, education, and food security. The response rate for the 

survey was 88% for home and telephone interviews for the caregiver. The response rate for the 



 
 

children surveyed was 81%. The Woodcock-Johnson Test of Achievement was administered to 

children to gather information about their knowledge of letter-words, comprehension, 

mathematics, and applied problems. The family’s SES is outlined by the parent’s education level, 

parent income, and family size. Education data for family income was collected on the head of 

the household; this could vary based on if the mother and father were present in the home or if 

data were collected from a single-parent home being led by a mother or other family member. 

To test the hypothesis that parent income and education indirectly impact children’s 

academic outcomes but are influenced by the parent’s behavior patterns and beliefs. The 

researcher used Amos 4.0 program to analyze the moment structure that is suited for representing 

missing data and evaluating the structural equation model. The best fit of the model was 

determined based on the chi-square statistics test. The results indicated a strong relationship 

between parents’ income and education related to students’ academic performance; however, the 

study limitation did not examine this relationship based on racial sub-groups. A moderate 

relationship between reading behaviors and achievement exists among variables.  

Declining Resources for Higher Education 

On average, public, and private colleges have experienced a constant decrease in funding 

at the state level for several years, which has led to an increase in college tuition rates and 

presented challenges to the students’ educational experiences (Mitchell et al., 2016). During 

2008-2014, an unpredictable shift created false hope for many colleges; enrollment numbers 

soared to 8.6%. The exponential rise in college enrollment resulted from a rapid increase in 

traditional and non-traditional students pursuing college as the only sustainable option, giving 

shortages of jobs amid the recession. The college tuition growth has surpassed income growth by 

110% from 1973-2016. The upward trend seen in college tuition rates placed greater 



 
 

responsibility on students to cover the cost of public higher education, creating financial 

hardships for many families due to stagnant income. On average, four -year college tuition rates 

have increased from 4% to 7% nationally, with Louisiana and Arizona tuition rates ranking 

amongst the highest compared to all other states. Higher education public colleges receive 

financial support through state and local tax, but private institutions rely on financial support 

from donations, charitable contributions, and endowments.  

The government’s response to the decline in revenue was to cut financial support for 

higher education, which has threatened college affordability and quality. The decrease in the 

quality of a college degree has weakened the workforce’s need to meet advanced job skills. 

Accessibility to a good college education for young adults has become difficult, causing them to 

choose less selective colleges that minimize their chances of competing for higher-paying jobs. 

Since the recession, some states have begun to recover from the decline in financial support 

allocated for higher education. However, the level of financial backing remains far less than 

previous contributions. 

The duty of securing the affordability of higher education now rests with the states 

(Klein, 2015). The critical questions related to the government’s role in higher education have 

become a vital topic for discussion by the U. S. Senate Committee on Health Education, Labor, 

and Pension (HELP). Currently, funding for higher education is far less in comparison to 

contributions during the 1980s. Government spending for higher education has paid 70% of 

tuition costs per student at public colleges (Klein, 2015). Now government spending per student 

has declined to 30%, creating a 40% gap in funding to be covered by parents and students. 

During the 1960s and 1970s state government allocated 336% of the fiscal budget to support 

higher education. Contributions began to decline in 1990-2000 due to the economic recession. 



 
 

People have developed uncertainty towards government directives that require states to 

provide Medicaid health insurance benefits for low-income families (Klein, 2015). Providing 

Medicaid benefits is based on a matching process requiring the state and federal government to 

make contributions. The matching process minimum fee is determined by the number of low-

income families receiving Medicaid health insurance benefits. However, the number of low-

income families receiving Medicaid health benefits increases, causing the minimum cost that 

states pay for Medicaid to increase. Providing Medicaid benefits for low-income families has 

created challenges for many states as it relates to budget spending. In 2008, the American 

Recovery and Reinvestment Act was implemented to provide support for Medicaid during the 

recession. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act increased state contributions for 

Medicaid to 15%, which declined higher education contribution for funding by 15%. Taking a 

closer look at the underfunding for higher education, one can ascertain that other factors impact 

higher education funding, such as tax cuts, unemployment rates, and mandates governing the K–

12 education sector. During harsh economic times, higher education expenditures decrease due 

to the lack of constitutional support and colleges’ ability to generate revenue through tuition. 

Higher education financial instability in the United States is a situation that has not been 

resolved and is now more widespread, creating financial concerns. Tuition increased by almost 

3.5% higher than inflation rates at selective private colleges and universities (St. John, 2003). 

Compared to public four-year and two-year colleges and universities, tuition rates prospectively 

increased by 5.1% and 3.5%. The trend in college tuition increasing to surpass the household 

family income became prevalent in the 1980s.  

Fethke (2018) conducted a study to determine if the pay what you can afford (PWYCA) 

resident tuition model could increase public colleges’ revenue. The PWYCA tuition model 



 
 

permits charging non-residents and high-income students a higher tuition rate while providing 

discounted tuition rates to in-state residents from low-income families. Tuition and state 

appropriations are considered a primary income source for colleges; however, contributions have 

declined by 11.6% over the last ten years, while tuition increased by 37.4% (Fethke, 2018). 

Government grants and support for post-secondary education have been unsuccessful in keeping 

up with the pattern of inflation with college tuition rates. Consequently, the decline in funding 

allocated for higher education has caused administrators to develop new strategies that can 

support colleges with remaining financially stable by adjusting budgets and increasing tuition to 

offset the government’s decline in funding. The pay what you can afford policy could be 

implemented at other colleges to help offset declines in state appropriation funds. PWYCA was 

implemented at the University of Michigan. The methodology used to evaluate tuition 

discounting was the conceptual framework and foundational components of welfare-maximizing. 

Overall, the concept of tuition discounting is a process that permits charging higher tuition rates 

to students with a higher capacity to pay and then offer aid or other resources to students with a 

lower ability to pay. Thus, this is considered a form of price discrimination, referred to as high 

tuition-high aid, which correlates with the foundation of Pay What You Can Afford. The 

procedure for PWYCA follows a set tuition rate for non-resident students and assigns available 

appropriation for all resident students within the low-income range. The University of 

Michigan’s fiscal year budget information from the 2013-2014 winter term is used in the study, 

including budget allocations, tuition fees, and enrollment data. The research participants for the 

study were non-resident and resident students from the high to the low-income median.  

Colleges and universities have a common standard of setting aside excess tuition revenue 

funds to support discounting tuition rates for low-income resident students. Some institutions 



 
 

have implemented other strategies of discounting tuition in the form of tuition waivers to support 

low-income students with tuition costs such as University of California System’s Blue and Gold 

Opportunity Plan, Indiana’s 21 Century Scholars Program, University of Michigan four-year 

tuition waiver for resident students, and New York’s Excelsior Scholarship. Also, some state 

leaders are engaging in conversations about removing tuition fees for all community colleges. 

The PWYCA could be an additional strategy for colleges and universities to consider for 

extending tuition discounting latitude. There are several problems noted with the Pay What You 

Can Afford process. The process lacked inclusion of any guidelines for determining tuition for 

non-resident students, latitude for changes in demand, and adjustments for state appropriations. 

There are some positive aspects of discounting tuition for low-income students as it ensures that 

students who meet specific guidelines have access to a college education by lessening financial 

barriers. The threats posed by tuition discounting impact contributions from state appropriation 

funds because tuition revenue and state appropriations are offset when a decline in state funding 

occurs, which offset revenue increases.  

Changing Demographics of College Students  

There was a demand in the workforce in the United States that calls for higher degree 

production rates to minimize the gaps in degree attainment among racial and socioeconomic 

groups (Reindl, 2007). High skills jobs will exceed jobs that require low skills (Reindl, 2007). If 

the degree production rates in the United States remain constant, this could result in top 

competitors in other nation’s degree production rates reaching 16 million by 2025. There will be 

a 30% rise in the population of African Americans and Latinos within the age range of 18-44 

years, increasing approximately 10 million people. The increase among populations is expected 

to take place between 2000 and 2025. 



 
 

Consequently, this presents a disadvantage to the United States and will require a degree 

production rate of 37% to remain competitive with other nations. The growth among African 

Americans and Latinos will require colleges and universities to create new initiatives geared 

towards increasing degree completion rates among students from low-income families, non-

traditional age students, and minority students. Although the United States has experienced 

increases among students pursuing a degree, the completion rates for degrees have remained 

stagnant.  

The degree attainment gap among minority groups, non-traditional college students, and 

students from low-income families has not subsided. Failure to close degree attainment gaps 

means that the United States will not sustain the demand for a more skilled workforce. Resolving 

degree attainment gaps requires continuous higher education investment by developing new 

institutional practices and revamping policies that promote cost-effectiveness. Also, it requires 

processes for transitioning students from the K–12 sector to post-secondary education 

institutions. As a result of closing the gaps among minority students, non-traditional-age 

students, and low-income families bring degree completion rates parallel to Whites, Asians, and 

wealthier students. Taking this approach will produce 10.6 million students obtaining a degree. 

Osam’ et al. (2017) integrated literature review focused on the empirical findings of adult 

learners’ challenges in college. (Osam et al., 2017). There has been an 18% increase in adult 

learners gaining a college degree to seek opportunities to advance financially and enhance their 

employability skills. Adult learners account for 50% of part-time enrollment and 33% of total 

college enrollment. The enrollment trends among adult learners are forecasted to surpass the 

enrollment of traditional-age college students. Growth among adult learners is due to demand in 

the workforce for entry-level to mid-level jobs that require some form of a college education.  



 
 

Adult learners have become a prime target opportunity for colleges to increase enrollment 

numbers; however, adult learners are juggling multiple responsibilities while enrolled in college 

that interfere with degree completion. The burden of caring for family, financial obligations, and 

frequently moving are known barriers identified among traditional-age students as well (Osam et 

al., 2017). Many research studies have been conducted related to obstacles students encounter in 

college; the variables considered most critical are situational, institutional, and dispositional 

(Osam et al., 2017). Women that face are less likely to return to college, and 50% of those who 

married early in the college process are less likely to return to college. The situational barriers 

that were common among women are obligations related to community, family, and finances. 

According to the research outcome, women who married early in the college process had a high 

probability of returning to college.  

Financial resources are a significant barrier for adult learners. Adult learners affected by 

dispositional barriers have fears of failing, participating in academic activity, which interfere 

with their ability to succeed. Students who have been absent from an educational setting for a 

long-time encounter challenge with their ability to develop autonomy and self-efficacy. There is 

a need for continued research to gain more information about other barriers that impact adult 

learners and practices that could help overcome those known barriers.  

Legislative Policies 

Historically, higher education played a pivotal role in society and is related to economic 

growth and stability. Higher education is seen as the pathway to escape poverty and is a critical 

component that prepares an individual to compete in a competitive job market that demands a 

more skilled workforce (Garritzmann, 2017). Government leaders such as Abraham Lincoln; 

began to take a vested interest in higher education by passing laws to create a partnership 



 
 

between the federal government and state government, which aimed to generate resources for 

higher education such as the creation of the Morrill Land Grant Act in 1862 (Zumeta et al., 

2012).  

 Justin Morrill was the congressman of Vermont. He is noted for his legislative efforts on 

the Morrill Act of 1862 and creating the first land grant institutions (Lee & Keys, 2013). 

Abraham Lincoln enacted the Morrill Act into law on July 2, 1862, which was instrumental in 

forming a public school system (Lee & Keys, 2013). The responsibility to provide educational 

opportunities beyond high school was led by private colleges, limiting access to higher education 

for many people. Under the land grant partnership, states contributed one-to-one matching funds 

to land grant institutions of 1862, 1890, and 1994(Lee & Keys, 2013). The land grant colleges 

continue to serve their mission of expanding equal access to education for all, creating 

innovative ideas, and staying abreast of the demand for technological advances globally. There is 

one land grant college present in every state and territory throughout the country. References to 

support the research shows the disparities. The support for colleges developed under the 1890 

land grant initiative has experienced a decline in funding by 61% from 2010-2012. The Morrill 

Act led to 70 colleges, which includes 18 historically Black colleges (Lee & Keys, 2013).  

 The First Morrill Act of 1862 met the demand for agricultural and technical education in 

the United States, which produced a more advanced industrial class society. These colleges stand 

as a catalyst toward a more educated community where colleges and universities evolved to 

expand educational opportunities on a larger scale. In 1887, The Hatch Act played a vital role in 

transforming land grant legislation with his development of an agricultural experiment station 

program for land grant colleges established under the 1862 Act (Lee & Keys, 2013). Because of 

the Hatch Act, the federal government was required to designate matching funds to support 



 
 

agricultural research. As a result, direct payment of federal grant funds is now available to 

colleges in every state to establish an agricultural experiment station.  

In 1890, the second Morrill Act passed, which required states that were once considered 

confederate states to provide evidence that their college entrance policies did not incorporate 

race as a benchmark for college admissions (Lee & Keys, 2013). A separate land grant was 

designated to assist the African American population if a state failed to demonstrate that its 

admissions policies were not based on race. Historically Black colleges and universities emerged 

with equal legal standing as colleges established under the previous 1862 Act. Henceforward, 

Historical Black universities and colleges emerged with equal legal status, same as colleges 

established under the previous 1862 Act. Historically Black colleges and universities established 

under the 1890 Act received cash incentives from the government instead of land for building 

colleges. A transition occurred in 1994 that provided cash incentives as a substitute for property 

to the University of the District of Columbia (Lee & Keys, 2013). This action provided land 

grant colleges for Native Americans to gain land grant status. The federal government continued 

to show interest in evolving efforts toward agricultural advancement as additional legislation 

developed with the same purpose in mind as the Smith Level Act of 1914 and Evens Allen Act 

of 1977. Smith Level Act of 1914 offered support to community and rural education programs 

through the guidance of Cooperative County Extension Services. Evens Allen Act of 1977 

followed a similar course of action by providing support through the continuation of agricultural 

research by promoting production efforts, awareness, marketing, and distribution related to 

farming for people’s health and welfare.  

 Wheatle (2019) gave voice in the research study on the Morrill Acts by viewing them as a 

critical legislative policy that expanded access to higher education and supported rules to 



 
 

decrease the disparities in allocating funding to black land grant colleges. The purpose of this 

historical narrative is to explore the foundational components of the Second Morrill Act, which 

utilized a race clause during the negotiation phase of the bill that adversely affected funding for 

colleges. This study utilized archival documents from the Congressional Record of the 51st 

Congress and excerpts (Wheatle, 2019)  

The Morrill Act supported the citizens who were entitled to educational resources from 

the federal government and supported as a pivotal moment to change cultural views. The Morrill 

Act of 1890; provided funding to land grant colleges, which were established under the 1862 

land grant legislation. Conditions existed for White land grant colleges to qualify for more 

resources if the race was used in the college admission process and if a separate college existed 

to educate African Americans. The race clause was viewed haphazardly by historians who only 

perceived the Morrill Acts as a critical component to expanding access to higher education but 

failed to mention their legislative intent. The Reconstruction Era was seen as a pivotal moment 

supporting the protection of African Americans’ rights, but the Acts were also solutions to 

protecting those rights. However, racial factors were used in the legislative bylaws to establish 

the Morrill Acts when decision-makers responded to demand from vital agricultural stakeholders 

to support increasing instruction and maintenance for White land grant colleges. 

The 1890 legislation allowed for the preservation of White people as it pertains to 

education, policies, administrators, and students. Taking a closer look at the 1890 Act, the 

individual who held responsible for being critical decision-makers in the development of the 

Second Morrill Act was guided based on racist views. The use of the race clause to determine the 

finance for land grant colleges in the Second Morrill Act created disparities in allocating funds to 

support land grants because states were given options.  



 
 

The next movement of the federal government’s interest in higher education transpired 

during the Revolutionary War (Dortch, 2017). During the Revolutionary War, Americans held 

mixed views toward the government’s role in supporting the military because there were limited 

resources for disabled service members, and no support was provided to service members 

without disabilities. During this timeframe, America suffered from a decline in production, 

prices, and high unemployment rates. Consequently, military service members without 

disabilities were unemployed and homeless (Dortch, 2017). The issues with military service 

members not receiving equal support influenced the development of the Montgomery 

Government Issue Bill (GI Bill), which provided support to service members regardless of if a 

disability existed. In the United States, there were 4.1 million servicemen unemployed after 

serving in the military. GI Bill provided supportive efforts through educational grants to 6.1 

million military service members. The government and the American Legion collaborated on 

passing the first GI Bill with a mission to counteract the fear of mass unemployment before the 

close of World War II. The GI Bill was influential in forming an aggressive expansion of 

resources that included building hospitals, providing educational resources for veterans without 

disabilities, home loans, business loans, farm loans, counseling services, unemployment benefits, 

and job placement assistance. The Bill also created disparities for allocating funds made 

available to support land grants because states were allowed options. Some states embraced the 

approach by creating separate colleges, and other states opted to reinvest in colleges already 

established. Disparities could be witnessed by states when Fisk and Knoxville College utilized 

the funds to pay college tuition for African American students who attended those schools. 

The Montgomery GI Bill, once known as the Serviceman Readjustment Act of 1944, 

provided several benefits for veterans returning from World War II with hopes of increasing 



 
 

employment opportunities through allocating benefits for those who served and supported 

military retention (Dortch, 2017). Military veterans and their dependents can receive funding to 

cover college expenses. This benefit became active after 1985 under the Montgomery GI Bill 

Active-Duty fund (MGIB). Military reservists also receive financing but at a lower rate under the 

Selected Reserve Bill (MGIB-SIR). The Montgomery GI Bill also provides additional 

educational funding through the Vietnam Educational Assistance Program (VEAP) to military 

service members enlisted in the military after 1977. The Dependents’ Educational Assistance 

Program is available to dependents of deceased or detained service members.  

Expanding college access can positively impact the economy by decreasing poverty and 

preparing people to compete in a global labor market. The unpredictable upward trends in 

college tuition rates pose a roadblock for 400,00 high school graduates who have an aspiration to 

attend college (Packer, 2008). The positive impact of higher education has become more 

widespread as the government takes on an active role in alleviating barriers to increase college 

access by creating positive measures like the Higher Education Act of 1965, The College Cost 

Reduction Act, and the Montgomery GI Bill (Packer, 2008). This shift in government, realizing 

the importance of higher education, continues to unfold for more than thirty years. In September 

2007, President George W. Bush approved The College Cost Reduction and Access Act 

(CCRAA) to increase college pathways for students and strengthen supportive resources (Packer, 

2008). The College Cost Reduction Access Act is a supportive effort that assists in removing 

barriers that interfere with college access by increasing Pell grant funding, decreasing loan 

interest rates, and minimizing appropriations to private lenders (Packer, 2008). Additionally, the 

College Cost Reduction and Access Act are among the most significant financial resources 

available to students since the implementation of the Montgomery GI Bill.  



 
 

The Congress continues to play a pivotal role in higher education by using their influence 

to ease funding regulations and standards of FAFSA to alleviate the barriers faced by homeless 

students and unaccompanied students who cannot adhere to the financial aid policies. For many 

years, homeless and unaccompanied students could not complete the FAFSA application process 

without submitting their parents’ financial information. Congress’s influence lessened federal 

regulations governing FAFSA for homeless and unaccompanied students, which resulted in their 

status to be in line with those having independent status.  

Some of the significant components embedded in the College Cost Reduction and Access 

Act (CCRAA) relate to Pell grants allocations, eliminating incentives for private lenders, and 

creating competitive loan option programs. Initially, the primary purpose of Pell grants (also 

defined as need-based grants) was deeply rooted in serving the disadvantaged population and 

low-income families to increase their probability to attend college. Pell grants once covered 85% 

of tuition costs in public colleges and universities. The rate declined to 39% by the end of 2000. 

The change in Pell grants’ purpose occurred under the influence of the federal government’s 

policy on policy for higher education. The grant became more reliant on student loans. The 

expected family contribution determines the amount of funding allocated to students through Pell 

grants. Investments contributed to support Pell grants resulted in maximum amounts increasing 

from $4,310 to $5,400 for students who meet the expected family contributions guidelines. The 

shift in students becoming more reliant on loans to cover college costs is partly due to the 

government’s failure to maintain pace with rising costs related to higher education. The shift in 

financial support has resulted in low-income families utilizing loans that have adverse effects on 

students who cannot meet the terms for loan repayment.  



 
 

A second major component of the College Cost Reduction and Access Act relates to 

removing incentives for private lenders, which resulted in a reduction in payments made by the 

federal government to private lenders. Before the Act, the federal government carried the 

responsibility for paying up to 99% under the exceptional performer status for the outstanding 

principal and accrued interest on all loans that are in default status. The rules established by the 

College Cost Reduction and Access Act removed the incentives that were provided under the 

exceptional performer status options that were once awarded to private lenders, thus decreasing 

reimbursement payments to 95%. The government became more invested in the student loan 

process by developing more cost-effective options for student borrowers and allowed for the 

creation of direct federal loan programs. Direct loans made up 25% of all student loans granted 

to students or parents.  

The federal government’s collaborative efforts continued in higher education by creating 

the Competitive Loan Auction Program, which granted access to specific private lenders for 

providing student loans based on state. The Secretary of Education led this effort to ensure that 

the lowest bidders would have the right to offer loan services for a timeframe of 2 years. The 

Secretary of Education helped to develop better loan options for college students. As a result of 

government influence, private lenders’ prequalification standards evolved, which ensured 

significant benefits for students and lenders’ capacity. A lender’s capacity involves assessing a 

loan borrower’s ability to repay a loan.  

For over a decade, there has been a political debate on federal and state levels of 

influence over immigration policies in the United States (Pierotte et al., 2018). To date, there are 

11.3 million undocumented immigrants in the United States. A majority of undocumented 



 
 

immigrants face roadblocks when they compete for jobs, enroll in college, and meet public 

benefits qualifications (Bishop, 2018). 

Undocumented students are challenged with several barriers to gain access to college-

related financial needs, academic distraction, mental health, and limited postgraduate 

preparation. In 2019, the University of California Institute for Research on Labor and 

Employment conducted a research study to identify the barriers and explore strategies colleges 

could implement to create educational equity for undocumented students (Enriquez et al., 2019). 

Educational equity is a broad term that describes a system that supports all individuals who have 

the same opportunities, free; from personal and social circumstances and often impede upon 

opportunities for achievement. The pursuit of higher education is difficult for undocumented 

students because of the absence of educational equity. Some institutions have begun creating 

programs for undocumented students, which improved the overall college experience for 

immigrant students. However, institutions without supportive resource programs for 

undocumented students encounter barriers at a much higher magnitude. Key factors identified as 

barriers for undocumented students are financial needs, academic distraction, mental health, and 

inadequate postgraduate preparation.  

State laws have a major influence on access to higher education for many individuals. 

The State of California is revamping its state laws and supporting efforts to provide 

undocumented students financial opportunities (Enriquez et al., 2019). Assembly Bill 540 was 

passed in 2002, which allowed undocumented students to receive in-state tuition funds if they 

enroll in a public college or university. Subsequently, California also incorporated an additional 

layer of support for undocumented students; by allowing them to apply for loans under The 

California Dream Act Loan Program, passed through Senate Bill 1210. In 2011, a private 



 
 

funding source of 8.4 million was created through the California Dream Act. These funds were 

used to provide financial aid to undocumented students. Positive strides continued for 

undocumented students when President Barack Obama implemented the federal Deferred Action 

for Childhood Arrivals (DACA). DACA created an opportunity for a select group of 

undocumented individuals to gain access to two-year colleges, access to work permits, and 

protection from deportation. As a result of DACA, more positive results related to high school 

and college completion rates among undocumented individuals became prevalent, creating 

opportunities for higher-paying jobs.  

 The study included all the nine institutions within the University of California systems 

(Enriquez et al., 2019). The criteria for institutions to participate in the study hinged on support 

services being in place for undocumented students and having access to in-state and state-funded 

financial aid. The study was lead through surveys from 508 undocumented students, and 214 

undocumented students participated in interviews. Focus groups all consisted of undocumented 

students. The study’s outcome indicates a gap in financial resources between the state and 

institutional need-based financial aid funds provided to low-income individuals and 

undocumented students attending the University of California. Students lacked resources to 

support their basic living requirements and educational expenses. This resulted in undocumented 

students experiencing instances of low academic performance. They also experienced academic 

distractions related to academic performance issues due to their immigration status and the 

probability of immigration policies changing. These distractions interrupt the student’s academic 

engagement process in and outside of the classroom, which could interfere with their overall 

academic performance. Nationally, undocumented students experience higher stress levels than 

other ethnic groups (Enriquez et al., 2019). These students have problems with balancing their 



 
 

responsibilities because of worries about deportation and financial strains. A large volume of 

undocumented students has minimal opportunities to assist them in acquiring the skills needed to 

prepare for their desired career path.  

The University of California (UC) took the lead in strengthening the funding efforts for 

undocumented students from 2015-2016, which has resulted in the enrollment of 4,000 

undocumented students due to the implementation. In 2013, UC’s president made a significant 

commitment to extend support initiatives for undocumented students through a $5 million 

commitment in a multi-year contract to provide support resources to these students enrolled 

within California. These collaborative efforts between the government and the California college 

system resulted in relaxing the challenges with policies that many undocumented students 

encounter during their enrollment in state colleges. UC campuses now have staff members that 

specifically provide services to the specific population of undocumented students. The tireless 

efforts of state and university administrators have recognized undocumented students’ unmet 

needs and implemented new processes that support students who face barriers in the college 

system. Colleges can benefit from having resources to assist undocumented students with 

transitioning through the multiple facets of higher education. The study indicated that 

undocumented students have numerous inquiries related to their immigration status, the 

application process, and petition for additional support. The majority of faculty and staff 

members do not clearly understand the various support programs and resources.  

The survey results indicated that undocumented students who attended college were 

hesitant about sharing their immigration status: 39% shared their immigration status when 

required, 13% did not want to share their status, and 18% were comfortable sharing their 

immigration status. Fifty-six percent of those students that requested services from staff and 



 
 

faculty members received incorrect information; another 58% shared that they were more aware 

of resources and processes available for immigrant students than university staff members. 

Financial needs continue to be the most significant barrier for immigrant students, and 96% of 

participants surveyed relied on scholarships and grants to cover the cost of education expenses. 

The study identified that immigrant students’ unwillingness to share information about their 

immigration status interfered with them having access to available resources and could impact 

their academic plan for graduation.  

Housing Insecurities in Higher Education 

Approximately 3.5 million students are homeless and experience residential instability 

every year once they enter college (Hallett & Crutchfield, 2018). On a national average, 58,000 

homeless students reside on college campuses, which has caused significant concerns for 

policymakers and higher education administrators. One of the most significant barriers faced by 

homeless students is graduating from high school and transitioning into post-secondary 

education (Hallett & Crutchfield, 2018). These students who experience residential instability are 

often migrant children, undocumented students, and individuals in foster care who enter college 

where there is a lack of support resources from colleges and legislature (Hallett & Crutchfield, 

2018).  

In a 2018 study, 430,000 students from 35 four-year colleges, universities, and 

community colleges in Wisconsin participated in a survey. The participants were Pell Grant 

recipients from low to moderate-income students in public and private colleges. Broton and 

Goldrick-Rab (2018) conducted a research study,” Exploration of Food and Housing Insecurities 

Among Undergraduates.” The study indicated that living conditions for students in college do 



 
 

not receive any attention. Three different student groups were selected from the 2015-2016-time 

frame.  

The first study was conducted at the beginning of the fall semester in 2016 because it is 

the most critical point to gather data on the students’ lived experiences (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 

2018). The sample was taken from 24 states and 70 community colleges and represented 330,000 

students, most of whom experienced significant food disparities and housing insecurities.  

The second study was conducted in 2015 and consisted of California, Louisiana, New 

York, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming that included 4,000 students (Broton & Goldrick-

Rab, 2018). Students were evaluated based on a questionnaire administered a few weeks after the 

fall semester had begun. At this point, students decided to drop out of college, and the study 

yielded a 4% response rate (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2018).  

The third and fourth studies took place in Wisconsin during 2015. The study included 4-

year college students from medium-income families. Students were randomly selected based on 

FAFSA data that utilized the first year and second year attendance status along with the 

threshold of unmet needs (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2018). These students had a family 

contribution within the 200% percentile range to qualify for Pell Grant. All colleges in the 

sample population had high poverty rates between 10% to 14% below the national poverty 

average. The survey results indicated that 46% of community college students and 35% of 

university college students experienced housing insecurities.  

Ten public community colleges included students from the poverty-stricken area, which 

also encountered issues with food and housing insecurities (Broton & Goldrick-Rab, 2018). The 

approach for identifying undergraduate students’ experience with food and housing insecurities 

is made based on an estimation for each study. Overall, 52% to 67% of students encountered 



 
 

food insecurities that included anxiety related to inadequate food access. The students had low to 

moderate food insecurities in the range of 9% to 25%. Students could not afford a daily supply of 

balanced meals, which resulted in missing out on meals. Eleven percent of the students who 

reported being hungry went without food due to the absence of money. Housing insecurities 

among 2-year colleges were more prevalent than 4-year colleges; 11% of students from study 3 

and 19% of students from study 4 encountered barriers related to their ability to pay rent (Broton 

& Goldrick-Rab, 2018). Students with families received assistance for food and housing. The 

poverty rate is 15% in the communities surrounding six colleges, including seven states: 

Louisiana, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. There is a 7% to 

9% rate of lower poverty at three colleges, and one college has the highest rate of poverty at 

27%.  

Learning support courses in math, reading, and writing occupy 59.7% to 73.9% of 

students who face challenges with housing insecurities, based on a study conducted by Wood et 

al. (2017). African Americans and Asian men have a higher risk of suffering from barriers linked 

to food and housing insecurities (Wood et al., 2017). The increased risk is because African 

Americans and Latinos take on providers’ role for their families before meeting their own needs. 

Food insecurities have been a problematic situation that impacted several college 

campuses in the United States. 14.1% to 58.8% of undergraduate students endure circumstances 

related to food insecurity (Forman et al., 2018). A sample population of undergraduate students 

enrolled at the University of Texas at Austin from 2014 - 2015 participated in a study that 

measured the volume and number of students that suffered from hunger. Forman et al. (2018) 

took a vested interest in discovering the impact and gravity of food insecurities on college 



 
 

campuses in the United States. The research study surveyed 1,069 enrolled in undergraduate 

students. Of those students surveyed, 23.3% had food insecurities. 

Undergraduate students are among the most massive populace to experience food 

insecurities; while enrolled in college, 58.8% of undergraduate students encounter food 

insecurities issues than household occurrences of hunger in the United States reported as 12.3% 

(Forman et al., 2018). Nationally, this situation is alarming as the undergraduate students 

enrolled in college are at a higher risk of experiencing food insecurities than the average 

household family. The long-term effects of food insecurities impair an individual’s ability to 

function, affecting their physical and psychological wellbeing.  

Social Stratification  

The effects of social stratification impact higher education in the United States and other 

countries (Davis-Kean, 2005; Wu, 2017; Zhimin & Yao, 2015). There is a significant concern in 

China towards higher education being beneficial for all in society. Educational attainment is a 

matter of concern for the equal distribution of wealth to occur, which is considered a form of 

elite status in China (Wu, 2017). The Chinese elite class has political and educational affiliations, 

one through educational and political paths that allow entry into administrative status. The 

second point of entry is through an educational pathway, does not have any political affiliations, 

but provides professional positions. This educational pathway is important because a college 

degree must compete in the workforce for professional careers. Wu (2017) reviewed Beijing’s 

college student’s panel to discover the level of impact family background, high school 

admissions procedures, and geographic locations have on influencing an individual’s probability 

of being enrolled in elite research second-tier and third-tier universities. College students from a 

disadvantaged population or working-class families are more apt to attend second-tier or third-



 
 

tier universities. Social stratification’s ability on the educational progression of children from a 

disadvantaged background has long been of interest to researchers (Wu, 2017). Some research 

studies point to the assumption that the mass expansion of higher threatens the college degree’s 

value. The question that guided the research study is how the doubled-edged role of education 

mediates family background on status attainment (Wu, 2017). In China, two policy initiatives, 

the allocation of resources for colleges, were provided, the 211 and 985 programs. The 

foundation of the 211 and 985 policy initiatives was to support the creation of prestigious 

universities. The initiatives included 109 civilian universities and three military universities 

which 39 of the universities were accepted into the 985 programs. These policies were influential 

in creating social stratification in higher education because the employers in China will only 

accept applicants in their job pools who graduated from a 112 or 985 program. Higher education 

research is needed to further ascertain the effects of expansion and differentiation on various 

social stratification patterns.  

Davis-Kean (2005) viewed parents’ SES through a national cross-functional study that 

considered the status of parental income and education as critical variables in determining 

students’ success in grade school. The study’s purpose was to understand the influence of race 

and parent’s SES on a child’s development in middle school through a cross-sectional model. 

The study consisted of 868 students consisting of male and female students in the age range of 8-

12. Student participants included 436 females and 433 males. The population had 49% non-

Hispanic and 47% African American students. There is a wealth of research available on 

different variables linked to parent’s influence on a child’s successful outcome, such as parent 

behaviors, structured home environment, effects of harsh parenting, nurturing, and warmth, but 

minimal research studies reviewed achievement expectations or efficacy (Davis-Kean, 2005). 



 
 

Caregivers of the children selected received an invitation to participate in the sample answered 

questions regarding their children’s health, behavior, home environment, childcare arrangements, 

schooling, and food security (Davis-Kean, 2005 pg. 296). There was an 82% response rate from 

the sample population, including visits to the home, phone interviews, and monetary gifts. 

Parents’ education compared to income levels were in the moderate to high range. Parents’ 

expectations and beliefs were in correlation with their children’s performance. Although they 

held high hopes and beliefs toward education in the low-income range, children’s academic 

performance did not match their expectations Mothers with high academic achievement held 

higher expectations for their children and positively impacted their children’s academic success.  

A mother in the household with education credentials can create a more solid foundation 

in the home and build a robust educational environment for their children. Davis-Kean (2005) 

stated that the literature review about race status falls short of showing relevance between stress 

levels of African Americans and European Americans’ SES. A shift occurred in successful 

outcomes for children due to the impact of stress on parents’ financial and mental health when 

incorporating low-income samples. Positive beliefs and behavior of parents positively influence 

children’s academic achievement (Davis-Kean, 2005).  

Education is critical to building a pathway to a better way of life. Parents’ SES and 

education level impact a student’s academic performance in secondary school (Farooq et al., 

2011). The study conducted by Farooq et al. (2011) consisted of 300 male and 300 female 

students enrolled in 10th grade who were provided questionnaires. Students’ academic 

performance was based on scores from the ninth grade school year’s standardized exam, which 

provided information about parents’ education, occupation, and SES. Descriptive and inferential 

statistics were used to analyze the variables in the study. To compare achievement scores 



 
 

between male and female students, the researcher performed a standard t-test. Outcomes from 

the study revealed that parents’ SES and level of education have a major impact on students’ 

academic performance and their performance in Math and Reading courses. 

Bastedo and Jaquette (2011) overview of the social-economic status in higher education 

has shown signs of progression among low-income students related to academic achievements, 

but far fewer gains than wealthier students. The correlation between social-economic status and 

attendance at selective colleges is of great concern and at the focal point of many research 

studies about higher education (Hearn, 1991; Karen, 2002; Kingston & Lewis, 1990). Students 

from families with high social-economic status have access to exceptional high schools with 

intense academic rigor and resources. Hence strengthening their ability to obtain higher 

academic achievement scores and enhance their probability of being accepted into selective 

colleges. Whereas their lower social-economic status counterparts do not have access to the same 

educational opportunities, limiting their chances of attending selective high schools and colleges. 

Nationally, there has been an increase among first-time college students from low- social income 

status enrolling in community colleges. This growth in community college enrollment by first-

time college students lessen their probability of obtaining a four-year degree by 13%. This 

longitudinal research study is from a national database of high school graduates from 1972, 

1982, 1994, and 2004. The selection criteria for the test population included students that 

completed high school within 1.5 years’ timeframe. The study’s testing methods included 

descriptive statistics and multinomial logistic regression in determining the outcome effect 

among variables.  

Institutional stratification that exists among colleges harm low-income students and 

states. The foundation of institutional stratification is guided by the unparalleled educational 



 
 

opportunities that coexist in higher education due to the student’s social-economic status 

(Bastedo & Jaquette, 2011). Consequently, allowing education equality to rest on family income 

minimizes entrance to selective public and private colleges for low-income students. Wealthier 

students have over-saturated public and private college admissions lists for selective colleges and 

universities. This oversaturation makes competing for admissions slots at selective colleges 

difficult for low-income students. Attending selective colleges provides positive benefits for 

students to earn a higher income, gain access to top graduate colleges, and become a part of 

different social classes.  

Higher education’s stratification is related to a decrease in academic preparation and 

under matching (Bastedo & Jaquette, 2011). The under matching process causes low-income 

students who are academically prepared to attend selective colleges to attend less selective 

colleges. The under matching process interferes with low-income students’ achieving better 

educational outcomes because equal opportunities do not persist for connecting the students with 

colleges aligned with their academic achievement. Nonetheless, these disproportions in higher 

education threaten the academic and economical attainment of low-income students. 

Although women and men have equal enrollment ranges at selective colleges, differences 

exist at highly selective colleges because enrollment of men outranks women (Bastedo & 

Jaquette, 2011). A clear understanding of how colleges determine admissions decisions for low 

SES students is needed. There is also limited research on all students’ college application 

process; gaining more knowledge will help discover if patterns exist related to SES.  

Homeless College Students 

The Federal financial aid application data revealed that 60,000 students under were 

homeless (Klitzman, 2017). In 2018, 36% of the students who applied for federal financial aid 



 
 

experienced housing insecurities while attending community colleges and universities. 

Therefore, colleges have begun to develop support services to accommodate the homeless 

population’s unique needs, such as providing on-campus support services, partnerships with 

community organizations and social services agencies. Providing support services helps connect 

students with resources for housing, food, childcare, and health insurance (Klitzman, 2017). 

Homelessness became a growing concern almost 30 years ago. The McKinney-Vento 

Homelessness Assistant Act was passed in 1987, which provided resources for programs offering 

shelter. Klitzman (2017) conducted field research with policymakers, students, and activists 

related to higher education legislation. The data collection method used for the study were 

interviews with focus groups. The interviews helped to gain more insight into how and why 

people experience homelessness by examining the capacity of higher education to serve students’ 

academic and non-academic needs. The sample population consisted of homeless or experienced 

housing insecurities that resided in New York, Bronx, and Manhattan (Klitzman, 2017). This 

study’s data were retrospective data collected from the Center for Institutional and Social 

Change at Columbia Law School database. Many colleges are faced with hardships when 

tackling the needs of homeless students due to limited resources and staffing. The result is that 

homeless students’ needs are left unmet, due to which they struggle to remain enrolled in 

college. Several factors were addressed in the field study: academic preparation, personal needs, 

academic support, financial considerations, patterns of interaction, non-academic initiatives, 

student, government, and college agencies  

Academic preparation for homeless students is difficult due to their high mobility 

experience, which interferes with academic achievement (Klitzman, 2017). Homeless students 

perform poorly academically because they suffer from stress due to frequently moving. The 



 
 

interview results indicated that students had fears about college admissions and standardized 

testing exams. There is a high probability of dropping out of college caused by being placed in 

learning support courses, which lengthens students’ degree completion time. Students’ negative 

emotions towards college were being bored in school, prolonged graduation time from high 

school because students needed to work, friends’ influence, and encountering barriers with 

selecting appropriate courses required to achieve their goals. Although all K–12 sector schools 

are required to have a McKinney-Vento liaison on staff to assist homeless students with their 

needs, there is minimal opportunity for interaction with the counselor because of the large 

student counselor ratio. The counselors spend their time assisting students with obtaining food 

and shelter resources, which leaves minimum time for counseling students on post-secondary 

education needs. 

Personal academic support for homeless students is critical to improving their pathway to 

college because they hold a strong perception of not viewing college as an option, due to 

complex admission procedures utilized for college entry (Klitzman, 2017). The homeless 

students who aspire to attend college encounter barriers financially and bureaucratically. 

Homeless students encounter hardships completing their federal financial aid application, which 

includes complex financial information related to parental income. Recently, the application for 

financial assistance underwent modifications to ease the process for homeless students who 

desired to pursue a college education by waiving the requirement for information on parental 

income. The students also exhibited positive aspirations when a sibling attended college, making 

their goal of attending college more feasible though limited financial resources were available. 

One participant shared her desire to attend college was influenced by her children. This is 

considered an affirmative action of this type is a form of transformative influence that can be 



 
 

inspired by pairing students with mentorship programs, like the McKinney Veto Liaison 

structure.  

Financial considerations are an essential factor for prospective college students that have 

encountered housing insecurities because they lack adequate financial resources to attend college 

(Klitzman, 2017). The average tuition for public 4-year college from 2015- 2018 was 9,970 

dollars yearly; this reflects a 300-dollar tuition increase. College tuition for private and nonprofit 

4-year colleges was 35,260 dollars (Klitzman, 2017). Higher tuition rates have prompted many 

students to rely on financial aid to cover the cost of tuition and fees. Other barriers also exist in 

the college admission process, such as application fees, transcript fees, and exam fees, which can 

interfere with prospective students completing the financial aid application. These students have 

a high probability of not completing their college studies with their cohort from high-income 

families and are six times likely to graduate from college than those from low-income families. 

The College Board college testing program provides incentives that waive standard test fees, but 

the lengthy application process complicates qualifying (Klitzman, 2017). Students interviewed 

reported that living costs associated with college often exceeded average living expenses, and the 

cost of living for college is more than what is being advertised by the institution. One participant 

shared that tuition fees were expensive, and they had issues with qualifying for the full financial 

aid amount. There are limited resources available for covering unmet needs after receiving 

financial aid, and students must seek support outside of private and federal loans.  

Once students enter college, they navigate through patterns of interaction, which are 

critical to forming their experiences (Klitzman, 2017). Creating an environment where positive 

patterns of interactions exist can encourage students from disadvantaged or low-income 

households who lack family support. If negative interactions exist among students from 



 
 

disadvantaged or low-income families, it diminishes their academic experiences and opportunity 

to thrive in the academic environment. The absence of communication can weaken the overall 

quality of educational experience for students with housing insecurities. Key stakeholders such 

as faculty, administrators, and staff often are not aware of homelessness among college students, 

which is a significant contributor to college dropout patterns. For example, faculty are often 

unaware of the challenges students face with housing insecurities or may be informed of the 

issues but not aware of how widespread housing issues impact students’ lives daily. Faculty 

members play a critical role in shaping the positive experiences of students in the academic 

environment. The faculty can incorporate positive interaction among students in the classroom 

setting to help students maneuver through the college life cycle.  

Government programs can be influential in a student’s decision to attend college and 

share the responsibility for enforcing guidelines that impede their access to benefits, easing 

hardships present during the college pathway process (Klitzman, 2017). For instance, housing 

and food programs are ideal for people who fall into a specific category, such as students with 

dependent children, those working more than 20 hours per week, and individuals participating in 

federal work-study programs. There are limited resources allocated for federal work-study 

programs at the community college level; more significant funds are made available to more 

prestigious institutions. The federal work-study program assists students by providing a steady 

income source that can be used to support their basic living needs. Only 20% of students who 

attend community college qualify for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) 

distributed through food stamp benefits. This situation supports that students are not aware of 

their eligibility to receive (SNAP) or may be hesitant to seek social stigma benefits. The lack of 

collaboration between educational institutions and social services is responsible for preventing 



 
 

students from obtaining resources available for them to utilize. Colleges are often not well 

informed of government resources that are available to students geared towards housing needs. 

Students must identify their status with government agencies and colleges, which is a duplication 

of processes and is considered time-consuming. Government agencies and local agencies both 

require students seeking resources to provide information about their finances and living status 

as pre-requisites for being considered eligible for resources. There is a critical need for students’ 

non-academic needs to be studied through continued research to determine the level of impact 

this has on a student’s life if they are met or not met.  

African Americans make up 46% of the homeless population in the United States, 

representing 32.8% of students experiencing housing insecurities on community college 

campuses (Blevins, 2018). The African American population were more susceptible to encounter 

housing insecurities at increasing rates. As classified by gender, 33.9% of women face higher 

rates of housing insecurities than men at 31.8%. Students who are impacted by housing 

insecurities in college face adverse effects on their psychological and physical well-being and 

have less successful academic outcomes (Blevins, 2018). A person facing those adverse effects 

often meets their basic needs of having meals daily, stable living quarters, and reliable 

transportation. The research study utilized hunger and transportation parameters as predictors to 

identify housing insecurities among college students. Outcomes from the study were conducted 

through logistic regression testing, which revealed that 693% of students with transportation 

barriers were more likely to encounter housing insecurity than students who did not have hunger 

issues. Women who were African American who reported hunger issues had a higher probability 

of experiencing housing insecurities than other individuals who did not report having issues with 

hunger. 



 
 

Blevins’ (2018) research study incorporated socio-ecological outcomes (SEO) based on 

socio-ecological domains of inputs and outcomes. Inputs and outcomes are characteristics 

students bring with them to college gained from their background and society. The fundamental 

characteristics that make up the background are age, employment status, language, and 

citizenship status. Societal factors are defined as stereotypes, conditions of the economy, 

behaviors toward crime, incarceration, views, and beliefs. The purpose of the study sought to 

gain more knowledge on the extent to which external impact factors housing insecurities among 

African American women (Blevins, 2018). The sample consisted of community college success 

measures stressful life scale (Blevins, 2018). Minimal imperial literature exists about women 

transitions in community college, due to the societal views related to broad enrollment trends 

among women in college and their widespread presence in leadership roles in the workforce. 

Through the free application for federal student aid (FAFSA) application, higher 

education key stakeholders have begun to track students’ self-reporting unaccompanied on their 

application, which is a term used to identify the homeless status. The FAFSA application process 

provides a series of questions related to students’ background, parents’ background, and personal 

finance, which is assumed accurate until the evaluation of data is completed by institutional 

financial administrators. 

However, FAFSA is not a reliable source for identifying homeless students because many 

students are reserving their right not to complete an application or choose not to answer 

questions truthfully (Kantrowitz, 2019). Forty percent of students in the United States were 

eligible to apply for financial aid but did not submit a FAFSA application (Kantrowitz, 2019). 

An estimated 2.3 million students were classified as United States citizens and permanent 

residents from 2007 to 2008, that elected not to complete a free FAFSA application. Students not 



 
 

filing a FAFSA caused many college students not to receive the available student financial 

resources. In contrast, FAFSA applications increased by 59.1%, but the number of students who 

did not submit a FAFSA application also increased by 40.9%.  

Many students that elected not to apply for FAFSA had the following characteristics: 

enrolled in college part-time, 24 years of age or older, considered independent students, and 

feared that they would not meet the qualifications to receive aid. The study’s purpose was to 

improve completion rates of FAFSA through the modification of questions required on the form 

(Kantrowitz, 2019). A regression model guided the statistical analysis, including variables of 

income, dependency, family size, and some college students in households. Data used for 

research was derived from the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) analysis 

system. A case study was also conducted by the American Council on Education, indicating that 

1.5 million students are eligible for a Pell grant but did not apply. NPSAS study outcome showed 

that there were 1.9 million students eligible for FAFSA, but participants for the study included 

international students, which caused skewness in the outcome variable.  

Gupton (2017) conducted a qualitative research study based on homeless youth’s lived 

experiences enrolled in community colleges to create resources that would provide stability for 

students. Participants for the study were low-income homeless students attending a community 

college. Community colleges catalyze expanding access to post-secondary education (Gupton, 

2017). The core foundation of community colleges was born out of a demand for increased 

access to post-secondary education to train a workforce of service members returning from war; 

thus, a network of community colleges came into existence. The Obama administration followed 

suit with community colleges’ foundational concepts by responding to the economy’s demand, 

moving to increase college completion rates to five million students by 2020 through the College 



 
 

Completion Challenge policy. Under the Obama administration, America’s College Promise Plan 

created an aggressive initiative that made community colleges more affordable by removing 

tuition fees for the first 2 years of college attendance. Support for expanding college access was 

possible because of initiatives like the College Completion Challenge and America’s College 

Promise Plan, which reveal the importance of community colleges’ place in society as a critical 

component for developing a more skilled workforce. Findings from the study support that 

homeless youth yield positive benefits from being enrolled in college. 

Student Loan Debt 

Smith (2012) brought forth the challenges in Great Britain’s higher education system 

worthy of being further evaluated. The researcher incorporated this overview into this research 

study to compare problems colleges encounter in the United States compared to Great Britain’s 

higher education system. During the 1960s, higher education was accessible to a small group of 

middle-class people. Smith (2012) mentioned that increased student loans trigger a toxic climate 

for finances developed in higher education in place of grant funding, which impacts students in 

the United States and Great Britain. Who should pay for college? The responsibility of support 

for higher education is unclear and has been debated for decades. As the climate in higher 

education continues to shift, so has the responsibility to transition from majority state-supported 

to majority funding supported by the federal government. Students now have a wide range of 

choices when selecting a college to attend. The increase in options for continued education 

created competition among higher education institutions to attract students based on their 

programs’ quality and efficiency. Institutions are reviewed based on their performance data, 

which can determine if an institution will experience an increase or decline in enrollment along 

with an increase or decrease in retention rates. If an institution’s data indicate downward 



 
 

enrollment trends and low retention rates, it will significantly impact resources used for 

operational budgets, academic programs, staffing, scholarships, and other resources available to 

students. Those who benefit from higher education are left to pay for the privilege of obtaining a 

college degree by having access to minimal opportunities for grants and increased dependency 

on loans to cover college tuition costs.  

Loans were first introduced in 1990 to students in England to assist with college living 

expenses (Crawford et al., 2014). Currently, student loans have replaced funding for low-income 

students to cover the cost of tuition fees. Public spending in the United Kingdom (Britain) for 

higher education is under tight fiscal constraints. Spending allocated toward student loans is a 

situation open to many unanswered questions concerning the overall impact this has on 

government spending (Crawford et al., 2014). The government incurs long-run costs related to 

loans not being repaid, loan repayment being subject to write off, and interest paid by borrowers 

is far less than the government’s interest rates to carry the debt. A clear understanding of the 

influence of public government’s role in student loan’s long-run cost requires review to 

determine if an increase in public debt will occur or if more substantial tax increases could be a 

solution to offset the price for the government (Crawford et al., 2014). In the United Kingdom, 

the average cost for college attendance per student is $40,286; this equates to each student 

receiving $17,433 in loans to cover the college tuition cost. The overall cost for covering college 

attendance by loan estimates for 300,000 full-time students total $5.2 billion in Britain. 

Estimating the cost of loan repayment is difficult; the process includes earnings that can fluctuate 

depending on other factors. Based on the research study, earnings are calculated based on 

experience a 1.1% growth; if the earning remains flat and no change occurred, then loan rates 

would increase from $17,443 to $18,859 (Crawford et al., 2014). The two types of loans 



 
 

available in England are fee loans and maintenance loans, but they are subject to specific 

requirements. Fee loans are available to English students and first-time undergraduates working 

toward obtaining the first degree, and the loan covers costs associated with college attendance. 

Maintenance loans are available for full-time English students who have not reached 60; 

increasing the availability of student loans to encompass college tuition fees increased public 

debt by 30% of the national income. The methodology for the research study included student 

population data from the National Pupil Database (NPD) and the Higher Education Statistics 

Agency (HESA), calculation of student’s eligibility for resources, the profile of students earnings 

through Destination of Leavers from Higher Education (DLHE), and National Child 

Development Study (NCD) estimation of debt based on future earnings of students used to 

calculate patterns of repayment, and stimulated earning profiles based on dynamics and 

distribution. 

A research study conducted by Ulbrich and Kirk (2017) reviewed the rising cost of 

tuition for medical students in the pharmacy program and the large amount of student loan debt 

they carry. Why is it so important for colleges to play a significant role in their students’ 

financial education? Currently, Americans owe over 1.3 trillion dollars in student loan debt 

(Ulbrich & Kirk, 2017). Looming issues of student loan debt continue to have a tremendous 

impact on college graduates’ ability to enter the workforce. Having excessive student loan debt 

impacts an individual’s ability to save money for retirement, lessens the ability to give back to 

the college, and alters their career choice, which can harm the quality of life (Ulbrich & Kirk, 

2017). Thirty-eight percent of adults in the United States who are repaying loan debt cannot 

contribute to their retirement. According to the United States Survey of Medicine residency 

program’s internal medicine residents’ results, the symptoms associated with adverse life quality 



 
 

are burnout, depression, and emotional distress. From 2009 to 2017, graduates attending 

pharmacy school have seen increases in loan borrowing patterns ranging from $120,270 to 

163,497 dollars compared to those who graduated from private colleges who had loan amounts 

averaging 189,317 dollars. A graduate student survey by the American Association of Colleges 

of Pharmacy (AACP) posed one question to participants: If you borrowed money to assist with 

college expenses in the PharmD program, please estimate how much you owe at the point of 

graduation? Most of the participants did not have a clear understanding of the question as they 

incorporated total debt from undergraduate to the end of graduation from graduate school for 

living expenses. The base cost of attending pharmacy school is an average cost of 20,000 dollars, 

and if the students take out $20,000 in loans for living expenses to cover the duration of the 4-

year program, this equates to 160,000 dollars. The interest for an unsubsidized loan is much 

higher at the point of graduation with a 6% interest rate total of 180,000 dollars that requires a 

10-year repayment program with payments of 1,998 dollars monthly. Findings encourage 

students to be cautious with their borrowing habits for attending college, seeking other tuition 

assistance alternatives other than student loans such as family, applying for scholarships, and 

utilizing earnings from work. Considering other options to assist with tuition costs is a broad 

statement to make when the likelihood that family contributions are not available, scholarships 

are not available, and earning for work is used to support the family. Although tuition increases 

are of great concern, there is a need to cut tuition costs and explore other opportunities available 

beyond reducing tuition. Now is the time to bring forward more awareness about educating 

students on financing their education. 

Johnson et al. (2016) conducted a research study to determine students’ borrowing 

patterns when using student loans to finance their education. The average student loan debt at 



 
 

graduation has been increasing over the last two decades. Student loan debt is one of the highest 

debts owed in the United States, surpassing the debt correlated with credit cards, auto loans, and 

home equity lines of credit. In 2012, the average student loan debt for college graduates was $29 

400 dollars. To date, 1.3 million students graduating from a 4-year college have accumulated 

student loan debt, which increased by 24% since 2013. Currently, more than two-thirds of 

college students graduate owing 35,000 dollars in student loan debt. The study’s collection of 

data were via the online student portal Desire2Learn (D2L) from the time frame of November 

2014 through April 2015, which used questionnaires and focus groups. Criteria for individuals 

participating in the research study were that students had to be at least 18 years old and received 

at least one loan. 

The first sample of students for a research study came from a global research agency, 

Survey Sampling International that registered 142 participants; eleven students completed the 

focus group. The second sample of students attended six different land grant universities: 

University of Georgia, Pennsylvania State University, Purdue University, Rutgers University, 

South Dakota State University, and Utah State University. There were 123 participants registered 

study, and 77 of the students completed a focus group.  

Zerquera et al. (2017) conducted a research study utilizing experiential learning theory 

(ELT) to evaluate the perception of undergraduates’ experiences with debt based on three points: 

(a) perceived versus the actual cost of attendance; (b) feelings about carrying debt, centering on 

perceived reality and burden of debt; and (c) effects of debt on students, highlighting 

implications of debt on students’ postgraduate decision. College students have incurred more 

student loan debt now than they have in prior years. Borrowing patterns among students is a 

reaction connected to the rise in college tuition and trends in federal support for high education 



 
 

fluctuating from grant aid to student loans. Student loan debt has become a growing concern for 

key stakeholders because of the long-term implications that debt has on an individual’s 

socioeconomic strata. The basis of the foundational aspects of ELT was developed based on six 

propositions. Due to this study’s confinements focusing on only two schemes, the first 

proposition brought forward beliefs and ideas of students about certain factors. The second 

proposition focuses on plans based on the individual and their environment, and learning occurs 

between the person and their situation. This process means an individual can connect current 

ideas with previous conceptions or lived experiences. 

Research participants for this study included students enrolled in college during the fall 

semester of 2012. There were five focus groups involving selecting 31 undergraduate students 

across four institutions from the same college whom student affairs assisted in recruiting. 

Participants received a stipend for being a part of the study via a $10 Visa gift card (Zerquera et 

al., 2017). Participants in the study encompassed a broad perspective toward debt; some were 

able to correlate their experiences to instances of unexpected family emergencies and unplanned 

transitions in work status, and absence of family support. The outcome of the study revealed that 

students held different views about debt. Students’ views consisted of avoiding debt, correlated 

debt with loans, emotional suffering, academically suffering, viewed as a burden, harming family 

lifestyle, uncertainty towards the value of a degree, and graduate school as an option to delay 

loan repayment. An identified gap in the study existed for undergraduate students not having 

adequate resources on campus and staff information to ensure students have a clear 

understanding of debt and developing functional strategies for borrowing. 



 
 

Retention Issues in Higher Education  

College retention rates continue to be an issue in higher education, which is often vital in 

determining institutional budgets (Hagedorn, 2005). Attrition rates at colleges have been 

problematic for decades (Burke, 2019). Solving issues related to retention has been met with a 

high degree of complexity for many colleges because many factors can contribute to students’ 

decisions to stop out of college. Consequently, 30% of United States students stop out of college 

during their freshman year of college due to internal or external factors that prevent students 

from matriculate (Wolf et al., 2017).  

Kim (2015) conducted a correlational research study to evaluate the impact of cognitive, 

demographic, and socioeconomic variables have on predicting a college student’s GPA. A 

sample population from Midwestern University consisted of 7,045 students. Theoretical 

framework hinged on Tinto’s theory of student departure that evaluated gender, ethnicity, family 

social status, goals, commitment, integration into college, and high school performance to 

determine a student’s likelihood of dropping out of college. Approximately 59% of first-time 

first-year students enrolled in college completed their undergraduate degree within six years. 

Only one-third of the first-time freshman cohort from 2011 remained enrolled in college. 

Admissions criteria for college entrance vary depending upon each college and university 

institutional policies. Still, typically high school GPA and standardized test scores from SAT and 

ACT exams are a part of determining the admissibility of students in college (Kim, 2015). Some 

colleges have incorporated policies within their admissions processes to accept students who do 

not meet the standard admissions criteria. Adjustments within admissions policies is a process in 

place to protect the reputation and quality of the institution. The college admissions policies are 

special admissions categories that vary in definition depending upon institutions but are 



 
 

traditionally referred to as admit statuses of limited admit, presidential exception, and conditional 

admit. These special admissions categories offer opportunities to expand college entrance for 

those considered a part of the underprivileged population. The students are at risk due to low 

standardized test scores and high school GPA. Retention can take on multiple meanings; 

commonly, retention defines an at-risk population as non-traditional and commuter student. The 

views on predictors of college GPA; consider high school GPA (HSGPA) and standardized test 

scores; others believe HSGPA is the strongest predictor for determining a student’s academic 

achievement in college. Colleges are now faced with high demands to uphold institutional 

effectiveness and accountability because they are critical components for assessing an 

institution’s effectiveness and curriculum.  

Variables tested in the research study utilized descriptive statistical analysis, inferential 

statistical analysis, and multiple regression. The descriptive statistical analysis helped summarize 

the frequency of dependent variables, inferential statistical analysis reviewed research questions, 

and multiple regression assisted in determining the relationship between the variables. The 

study’s outcome indicated a significant difference among students admitted under regular 

admission (RA) policies and special admission (SA) policies. There was a strong relationship 

between mean HSGPA and ACT scores for RA students. The RA students’ academic 

performance was better than SA students, and RA students had higher retention probable. 

Statistical testing methods of Pearson correlation coefficients reviewed the variables of regular 

admissions (RA) and special admissions (SA) groups variables gender, ethnicity, Pell grant 

status, HSGPA, and ACT scores variables using person correlation coefficients. Among the 

variables high school, GPA had more of an influence than ACT scores. A significant correlation 

between gender and GPA exists, but there was a significantly negative correlation between 



 
 

dependent variables retention and performance. A significant influence exists between HSGPA 

and ACT scores impacting college GPA, when all other variables in the study controlled, such as 

gender, ethnicity, and Pell grant status. The overall outcome is that HSGPA has the most 

influence on predicting college GPA. 

The number of students attending college has doubled; more than half will not reach the 

goal of completing their college degree (Tinto, 2015). Developing and implementing effective 

retention programs is at the focal point for many universities and colleges on a national level. 

Tinto (2015) charged colleges with discovering methods for retaining students but pointed out 

that students themselves are not actively pursuing the option of being maintained by colleges is 

of importance. For a student, completing a college degree at their home institution is not held in 

high regard to complete the degree. Some students enter college under the likelihood of 

transferring to another college before completing their degree program based on their 

experiences in the college environment. For years, Tinto’s theoretical framework supported that 

if students are engaged and connected to campus culture, they are more likely to perform better 

academically than those that do not (Tierney & Sablan, 2014). A student’s personal experiences 

in college have the power to determine their level of motivation toward completing goals. Those 

experiences connect to a student’s interaction toward goals, self-efficacy, sense of belonging, 

and the value placed on the curriculum. An individual’s personal experiences can impact the 

individual’s belief that they can succeed, their connection to their feelings of being a part of a 

community, and the value they hold toward educational studies. Tinto (2006) brought forward 

great concern about trends of low retention rates and emphasized a large volume of students 

were not achieving academic success. There is a need for continued research to evaluate the 



 
 

impact of academic performance on students’ social needs and their views about a college drop 

out.  

Tinto (1975) assumed the entrance process for first-year college students, as the 

transitional phase for students that left their family, high school, and hometown to enter an 

unfamiliar environment. The college’s unique setting is unknown to students, but it exposes them 

to new values, priorities, and behavior that they must know. The systems of social and academic 

areas require a level of commitment from the student to achieve success. Educational 

responsibility is connected to grades and graduation; the social system is related to students’ 

institutional commitment to social networking and school pride. Tinto’s theories are widely used 

in research efforts focusing on retention, and his methods are used in current research studies 

(see Figure 2). 

Figure 2 
 
Tinto’s Institutional Departure Model (1975) 

 

Theoretical Framework 

This research study is conceptualized according to some elements included in Spady’s 

(1977) undergraduate dropout process model. Spady’s undergraduate dropout process model 



 
 

states that for students to achieve success in college, students must detach from their prior social 

communities to transition into the new environment of college. Previous research studies 

indicated that African Americans have a higher probability of experiencing homelessness and 

being faced with housing insecurities in college. 

Summary of Literature Review 

Key stakeholders within the higher education industry realm must collaborate in a united 

effort to address the critical needs of students once they enter college related to homelessness, 

academic performance, and being a college dropout. Many of the barriers’ students encounter 

while maneuvering through college affect their SES and create financial hardships due to paying 

for college being placed solely on the students or parents. The condition of homelessness among 

students enrolled in colleges has steadily increased more rapidly among the African American 

population but is more probable among African American women over the last ten years. 

Research studies support the statues of homelessness, housing insecurities, and food disparities 

that interrupt a students’ ability to be successful academically and enroll to the point of 

graduation. State, local, and federal governments all play a critical role in developing the policies 

that shape higher education but require drastic measures to meet current college students’ needs.  

Are we addressing the full needs of the American people as a nation when considering 

higher education? One can interfere that many of the barriers college students face are due to 

unmet needs present during their entry into K–12 school systems that were not addressed. So 

how can we fix strategic issues working in silos or as independent agents? There are community 

colleges, 4-year colleges, public and private under the higher education unit, which all occupy a 

diverse population of students with lingering needs overlooked for decades. Widening the lens to 

investigate the full aspect that affects the upward mobility within our great nation has been long 



 
 

linked to disparities in the K–12 school education sector. Many students in K–12 areas are 

impacted by homelessness and food disparities during this phase that continues after they 

graduate from high school. Therefore, these students migrated into colleges with those same 

issues but are not identified or tracked, which leaves their basic needs for food and adequate 

shelter left unresolved. How can there be one educational program that fits all at a point in time 

where the critical foundational learning aspects for children are at risk? As a part of this research 

study, the plan is to reveal that the issue present at colleges related to increased college dropout 

instances and low academic performance could be related to housing insecurities and unmet 

financial needs. The utilization of data samples gained from a 4-year private college will identify 

the need for institutions to analyze their data using variables other than academic GPA as early 

predictors for connecting students to resources. The state of homelessness in the United States 

about non-academic needs early in the college entrance process is beneficial in assisting higher 

education with creating programs and allocating resources to improve existing support resources 

for students related to non-academic factors. 

  



 
 

Chapter III: Methodology 

Higher education has been seen as a pathway from the lines of poverty to the means of a 

better way of life for 50 years (Baum et al., 2013). In the 1960s, the public perception toward 

higher education was strong. People believed in the possibilities gained through higher education 

(Baum et al., 2013). There has been a demand placed on colleges and universities’ key 

stakeholders to improve the academic outcomes for college students. The academic progress of 

students has been researched from several perspectives, which considers parents’ educational 

level, income level, and cost of tuition influence. However, there is not a single research study 

that has considered the type of high school students come from and how this impacts their 

progression once enrolled in college. To the best of the author’s knowledge there is scarce 

research that has considered the type of high school (Title I versus non-title I) students come 

from and how this impacts their academic performance and progression once enrolled in college. 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this quantitative study is to investigate the variables of social stratification 

[as measured by Title I status of high school], academic performance [as measured by college 

semester GPA], and amount FAFSA loans granted to students [as measured by college credits 

completed] to determine the effect of those variables on a student’s decision to continue their 

course work and attendance in the college.  

Research Questions 

Research Question 1: What is the overall impact of high school GPA on semester GPA 

irrespective of Title I versus non-Title I? 

Research Question 1.1: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a Title I status high 

school, on the freshman student’s academic performance, as measured by college semester GPA? 



 
 

Research Question 1.2: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a non-Title I status 

high school, on the freshman student’s academic performance, as measured by college semester 

GPA? 

Research Question 2: What is the overall impact of high school GPA on a freshman 

student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA irrespective of Title I 

versus non-Title I? 

Research Question 2.1: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a non-Title I high 

school on a freshman student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA? 

Research Question 2.2: What is the impact of high school GPA, from a Title I high 

school on a freshman student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA? 

Research Question 3: What is the overall impact of earned credit hours on registered 

credit hours (measure of continued attendance) irrespective of Title I versus non-Title I high 

school? 

Research Question 3.1: What is the impact of earned credit hours on registered credit 

hours (measure of continued attendance) for Title I? 

Research Question 3.2: What is the impact of earned credit hours on registered credit 

hours (measure of continued attendance) for non-Title I schools?  

Research Question 4: What is the relationship between financial aid available and earned 

credit hours?  

Research Question 5: What is the relationship between financial aid available and 

registered credit hours?  



 
 

Research Design 

The quantitative correlational design was used for this study because we are using 

retrospective analysis to determine how much influence social stratification has on semester 

GPA, the continuation of college attendance, the number of earned credit hours, and the amount 

of FAFSA loans received. This study would utilize a retrospective, correlational research design. 

Data for this study were retrospectively collected from past student records who were enrolled at 

the college in 2018-2019, 2019-2020, and 2020-2021 academic years. 

There are two primary reasons that correlational studies are used in educational research: 

to explore the relationships between variables of interest and determine which variables can 

predict essential characteristics of a specific group that will not occur until later (Hahs-Vaughn & 

Lomax, 2013). Researcher is not utilizing casual comparative randomized control or quasi 

experimental research design because there are no experimental and controlled groups for which 

the students are assigned based upon pre-existing conditions or other types of interventions. 

Correlational research is used to explore the relationships and/or quantitatively assess the impact 

of independent variables(s) on dependent variable under investigation. In this study, the 

independent variables are high school GPA (Title I versus non-Title I school), amount of FAFSA 

loans available to the student in college, and number of earned/completed credit hours toward 

satisfying degree requirements, continued enrollment in college. 

Population & Sample Selection 

 The participants for this study came from a population of 960 first time freshman college 

students enrolled in college during the 2018-2021 academic calendar years, which include 

spring-fall 2018-2019, spring-fall 2019-2020, and spring-fall 2020 2021 semesters. The selection 

criteria for participants in research study, includes students residing in on campus housing for at 



 
 

least two semesters along with high school status of title I status and non-title I status. The 

participants for this study are first-time freshman college students from diverse backgrounds 

comprised of male and female genders. Selecting first-time college freshman students allows for 

determining if the type of high school a student graduates from impacts their academic progress 

and college attendance. Data were restricted to only include students who graduated from high 

schools that are considered Title I Status and Non-Title I status, which allowed for determining if 

common characteristics exist among student performing below academic standards. A high 

academic failure rate among first-time college freshman students has a negative effect on college 

retention rates. Transfer students, readmit students, and graduate students were excluded from 

sample participants because the high failure rate noted among first-time college freshman 

students.  

G-Power analysis was used to calculate the minimum sample size for statistical analysis. 

Statistical power is the ability of a test to correctly reject a false null hypothesis. In other words, 

power determines whether there is a true impact or not of the independent variables on the 

dependent variable. The power is the assumed probability that the researcher will reject the null 

hypothesis when it should be rejected. The minimum power of a statistical test should be 

minimum 0.80 to correctly identify a statistically significant relationship or impact. The 

rese4archer used an a priori power analysis in G*Power 3.1.9.7 to compute the required sample 

size for an effect size(f2) of 0.05, a power (1- β error probability) of 0.95, and three predictors or 

independent variables (Faul et al., 2009). The required sample size was 119. Figure3 shows the a 

priori power analysis.  

  



 
 

Figure 3 

G-Power Analysis for Fixed Model Multiple Regression  

 

The linear regression fixed model, R2 increase was also used because this is a hierarchy 

regression model. In hierarchy regression model the independent variables are added one by one 

in the model. The minimum sample size for fixed model, R2 increase was used to calculate the 

minimum sample size for hierarchical regression analysis. The effect size (f2) is set at 0.15 

(small effect), an error probability of 0.05, a power (1-β error probability) of 0.95, three tested 

predictors and three total predictors (Faul et al., 2009). The required sample size was 119. Figure 

2 shows the a priori power analysis was used to calculate the minimum sample size for 

hierarchical regression analysis.  

  



 
 

Figure 4 
 
G-Power Analysis for Hierarchical Regression Model 

 

   

The equation for comparing the variance is F=S2 1/S2 2. The statistical test, Linear multiple 

regressions: fixed model, R2 deviation from zero shows the null hypothesis is that the proportion 

of variance in the outcome explained by the predictor (R2) equals zero. The type of power 

analysis is a priority power to compute the minimum required sample sized needed to achieve 

the desired level of power, give level of alpha and effect size for the study (Cohen, 1992). The 



 
 

effective size measures the strength of relationship between two variables. An independent 

variable will usually have a large impact on the dependent variable if the former is strongly 

correlated with the latter (Ferguson, 2016). The table below shows low, medium, and large effect 

sizes for the correlation coefficient which is used in computing the standardized coefficients in 

the regression model. As shown in Table 1, an effect size between 0.1 to 0.3 is small positive 

effect. Effect size between -0.1- to -0.3 is small negative effect. The effect size is calculated by 

dividing the difference between the means of two or more variables. The effect size is the 

measure of the magnitude of study effect. The larger the effect size the stronger the relationship 

between two variables. The Type I error rate (alpha -err prob) of .05 is a low probability that here 

is a mistaken rejection of the true hypothesis: meaning the researcher willing to accept a% 

change that the results are due to change rather than the study. The statistical power (1-B err 

prob) is .95, which is the likelihood that the study will detect an effect when there is an actual 

effect to be detected. Beta is a Type II error, which is the accept a null hypothesis. 

Table 1  

Strength Association Effect Size 

Coefficient, r strength of 
association 

Positive Negative 

Small .1 to.3 -.1 to -0.3 
Medium .3 to .5 -.3 to -.5 
Large .5 to 1 -.5 to -1. 

 
Data Collection & Instrumentation 

Data were collected from student’s retrospective records, which are housed within the 

mass enrollment reports from the Power Campus database system. This system contains the 

primary records that is used to store student academic records within registrar’s office. Student 

records were extracted starting spring 2018 to spring of 2021 semester based on the selection 



 
 

criteria described in the population and sample section. Three database systems were used to 

create the research report: the student database system (Power Campus), the Financial Aid 

database system (PowerFaids), and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) system. 

The sample variables included in the report reside in multiple systems, which required creating a 

script to gather all variables into one report. A script was created to gather all variables into one 

report as the independent and dependent variables reside within the three systems. The script 

consisted of the following data points people code, academic session, academic year, academic 

term, enrolled status, transcript detail for academic term data, and student financial aid data. Data 

were conjoined after the data report is extracted from PowerFaids and Power Campus. Duplicate 

records were excluded by utilizing the excel duplicate removal function. The high schools’ status 

data were manually added to the report after high school status is retrieved from the NCES 

website. A sampling process was conducted to isolate all students who graduated from Florida 

high schools, and to have a good mix from Title I and Non-Title I status schools in the study 

sample. Restricting the sample data to include only graduates from high school in Florida, I 

hoped to gain a clearer understanding of the large volume of first-time freshman who experience 

academic failure. 

The retrospective data used for this dissertation were collected from the students’ 

database housed within the registrar’s office. Multiple checks were applied to extract the data 

based on the sample selection criteria. The data includes the following key variables. 

• Student semester GPA the students’ academic performance of student based on 

current term attendance outcome. 

• Student ID number is the unique identifier assigned to all enrolled college 

students for tracking and maintaining academic records.  



 
 

• Term/year of Attendance the year of attendance and term (Spring, Summer, and 

Fall semester terms) 

• Demographic variables gender, ethnicity, age, first-generation student.  

• Registered hours represent the number of credit hours a student is enrolled during 

a semester term or quarter term. 

• Earned credits, the total number of credit hours a student completed with a 

passing grade.  

• Cumulative grade point average (Cum_GPA) is the overall GPA a student has 

earned that includes all grades 

• School type, High school (HSDP) or College (ASC) 

• School GPA – High school grade point average that is calculated based on 

students weighted and unweighted GPA. 

• Term grade point average (Term GPA) the outcome of grades earned during one 

semester or quarter term   

• Number of credit hours completed based on Title I status and non-title I status 

high school 

• High school is coded based on status of Title I and Non-Title I status. 

• FAFSA amount loans are granted to students based on earned credit hours each 

semester. 

• Housing(dorm) student that resides in on-campus housing and are enrolled 

in at least 12 or more credits hours/full-time status. 



 
 

Data Analysis 

Multiple linear regression was used for this study because there was more than one 

independent variable that could influence a single dependent variable. Utilizing the multiple 

linear regression model allowed for determining the overall fit of the model and establish each 

independent variables contribution to total variance.  

All the data analysis was conducted in SPSS. Descriptive statistics were conducted for all 

the demographic variables. The data were checked for missing values, skewness, and kurtosis. 

All assumptions were checked before implementing correlational and regression analysis. 

Normality assumption was checked through the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test, and Shapiro’s Wilk 

Test. The null hypothesis for this test stated that normality assumption was met. The research 

hypothesis for this test stated that normality was not met. The skewness and kurtosis were 

checked. The skewness and kurtosis values below 2.1 and 7.1 respectively indicate 

approximately normally distribution (West et al., 1995). Homoscedasticity was checked by using 

the Q-Q plots. Outliers or extreme values were checked through the scatter plots. Linear 

relationships between the variables were checked through the scatter plots where a straight line 

would indicate linearity. Independence of observations were checked through the Durbin Watson 

test. The test statistic value should be in between 1.5 and 2.5, which indicates independence of 

observations (Field, 2013).  

A Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated for each pair of independent and 

dependent variable. The coefficient ranges from -1 to +1. The coefficient provides information 

on strength and direction of the relationship between the two variables and serves as a measure 

of effect size. A positive correlation occurs when the coefficient approaches +1, which indicates 

a linear increase in the scores of one variable with the linear increase in the scores of the other 



 
 

variable. A negative correlation occurs when the coefficient approaches -1, which indicates a 

linear decrease in the core of one variable with the linear increase in the core of the other 

variable. An inverse relationship exists between two variables when the correlation coefficient is 

negative. No or minimal correlation is indicated the coefficient is close to zero. Correlation 

coefficients have a low (.05), moderate (005-0.7), and high range (above 0.7-0.9), which shows 

strength of the relationship between the variables (Field, 2013).  

A regression analysis was utilized to study the impact of the independent variables on the 

dependent variable. According to Johnson and Christensen (2019), regression analysis is a set of 

statistical procedures used to explain or predict the values of dependent variable based on the 

values of one or more independent variables. The researcher planned to conduct multiple linear 

and hierarchical linear regression analyses. The independent variables are high school GPA 

(Title I versus non-Title I school), amount of FAFSA loans available to the student in college 

and, number or earned/completed credit hours. The dependent variables are college semester 

GPA, earned credit hours toward satisfying degree requirements, continued enrollment in 

college. The coefficient of determination (R2) is used as a measure of effect size and evaluates 

the contribution of all the independent variables in the model towards explaining the variance in 

the dependent variable scores. In multiple linear regression model, all the independent time in 

each step to assess the statistically significant change in variance of dependent variable scores 

with the addition of a new independent variable (Field, 2013). 

Regression assessed whether the predictor variables accounted for variability in 

dependent variable. The regression analysis is sensitive to outliers and these outliers were 

identified by standardizing the scores and checking the standardized score for absolute values. 

When the regression was conducted, an R2 statistic coefficient of determination was computed. 



 
 

The R2 was interpreted as the percent of variance in the outcome variable which was explained 

by the ser of predictor variables.  

After the evaluation of R2 it is important to evaluate the regression beta coefficients. 

These coefficients can be negative or positive and they have a t-value, which test for statistically 

significant. If the p-value is less than .05 it is significant and if larger than .05 it is not 

significant. The beta coefficient degree of change in the outcome variable for every one unit of 

change in the predictor variable. The t-test evaluates the beta coefficient and if it’s statistically 

significant. If the beta coefficient was not statistically significant (i.e., the t-value was not 

significant), the variable would not significantly predict the outcome. If the beta coefficient was 

significant, the researcher examined the sign of the beta. If the beta coefficient was positive, the 

interpretation is that for every 1- unit increase in the predictor variable, the outcome variable 

increased by one beta coefficient. If the beta coefficient was negative, the interpretation is that 

for every 1-unit increase in the predictor variable, the outcome variable decreased by the beta 

coefficient variable. To check for homoscedasticity and homogeneity of variance and the 

Levene’s test used. The skewness value of less than 2 and kurtosis less than 7 indicates that the 

scores are following the normal distribution (Tabachnick et al., 2007). Independence of 

observation states that the variables in a model are not dependent on one another and that a 

degree of independence exist among the variables in the model. The standardized residual 

histogram should have points that form a bell shape and have a mean close to zero. In the 

regression model, it is important to examine the intercept and standardized regression beta 

coefficients to assess the influence of each individual independent variable on the dependent 

variable scores. The intercept is the point on vertical y-axis (plots the value of dependent variable 

scores) when the independent variable (plotted on the horizontal x-axis) value equals zero. The 



 
 

beta coefficients can be negative or positive and have a t-value associated with it. A statistically 

significant t-value would indicate that the independent variable has a true impact on the 

dependent variable and the coefficient is significantly different from zero. The beta coefficient 

represents the degree of change in the dependent variable for every 1-unit of change in the 

independent variable. A positive beta coefficient that is statistically significant indicates that for 

every 1-unit increase in the independent variable scores, the dependent variable increases by the 

beta coefficient value. A negative beta coefficient that is statistically significant indicates that for 

every 1-unit increase in the independent variable scores, the dependent variable decreases by the 

beta coefficient value. The regression equation is constructed from the intercept and beta 

coefficients value (Field, 2013). All statistical tests were conducted at .05 significance value.  

Role of Researcher 

 The role of researcher for this study measured aspects of the research problems to gain an 

understanding of the relationship that exist among those variables. Before the data collection 

process began, the researcher obtained Institutional Research Board (IRB) approval. The 

researcher also prepared a letter requesting permission to conduct research study utilizing the 

university’s data were sent to internal IRB chair for approval. The researcher utilized 

retrospective data from institutional database system, which did not require an inform consent. 

No data collection was conducted that requires physical or verbal contact with students, faculty, 

staff, or administrators. The appropriate research design and methods were used to conduct the 

research study. There was no conflict of interest that exist with the researcher because the 

researcher serves as university registrar, and data were collected in an unbiased manner. 



 
 

Limitations 

This study’s researcher intended to understand the influence of social stratification (as 

measured by students’ attendance at a Title I status high school (as measured by FAFSA loans 

granted) on students’ semester GPA and their likelihood of continued attendance in college. 

Several other variables worthy of research could impact college students’ academic performance 

while in college, such as work schedule, grades in college courses, financial aid, demographic 

characteristics, and other psychological attributes. Some form of stress impacts 33% to 70% of 

college students due to financial burdens (Fosnacht & Dong, 2013). To counteract tuition costs, 

students work full-time, interfering with their time from studying and attending classes. A 

negative correlation was found between grades and the number of hours students work, which 

affects their grades (see Kara et al., 2009). External validity was limited because only one 

college was evaluated, limiting the generalizability of study findings. It was difficult to establish 

causality.  

 The researcher considered data from only one HBCU institution in Florida. Retrospective 

data are collected at a one-time point only, which limits the study findings. The rationale for 

selecting one HBCU institution and reviewing its publicly accessible records was to gain a 

clearer understanding of what is happening within the student population, which is causing high 

academic failure rates among students. The reason this student population was chosen was to 

bring awareness about the unique needs of students in Florida high schools and influence school 

districts to form a stronger collaboration with colleges and university to serve in the development 

of process improvement initiatives that will help improve educational outcomes for students in 

college. A study of this type is selected to gain more insight into the student populations’ 

background to discover the impact of high school on students’ academic performance in college. 



 
 

Although general information is available through IPEDS data for this institution, it does not 

provide details about the population of students to assist with identifying variables that impact 

students’ academic outcomes, which can provide opportunities for building strategies and 

support resources.  

Summary 

The collection of retrospective data determined if there was a difference in students’ 

academic performance in college that graduate from a title I status high school and non-title I 

status high school. Utilizing institutional data allowed for a deeper learning about the student 

population enrolled within an institution which allows for developing programs and allocating 

resources toward addressing the unique needs of first-time college freshman students in hopes of 

improving their educational outcomes. This study allowed for opportunities to collaborate with 

high schools in Jacksonville Florida district aimed at increasing college preparedness among 

students at risk. The study does not consider the current trends in student’s academic 

performance. The characteristics of the study sample may change since retrospective data are 

collected. The study results could be of more significance if data from two or more HBCU 

colleges or universities from other geographical locations were included in the sample 

population. This research study could add more validity to the study findings. The study findings 

cannot be generalized to research universities and private institutions of higher education. 

 

 

 

  



 
 

Chapter IV: Results 

Higher education key stakeholders need to learn more about how high academic 

performance impact college academic performance. This study investigated students’ 

performance at the college level and considered the high the student graduated from Title I status 

high school or Non-Title I status high school. In this chapter, I first researched the demographic 

of students enrolled in Title I and Non-Title I high schools. I presented the results of the 

descriptive statistics for the variables of high school GPA, college cumulative GPA, semester 

GPA, registered credit hours, earned credit hours, financial aid budget, and financial aid used. 

The inferential analysis was used to perform regression to answer the research study question 1, 

question 2, question 4, and question 5. The repeated measures ANOVA was used to answer 

research question 3.  

Participants’ Demographic Data 

The dataset included 4,597 students who had duplicate records. All duplicate records 

were removed from the dataset using the student’s name, term of attendance, and year of 

attendance. After removing the duplicate records, 1,590 students remained in the dataset. The 

adjustments to the dataset resulted in 225 students being excluded from the dataset that did not 

meet the high school status criteria of attending a Non-Title I status high school or Title I status 

high school. The students who attended college, private high school, alternative high school, 

charter high school, and non-high school graduates were removed from the dataset. Our primary 

focus was to discover the impact of Title I status high school and Non-Title I status high school 

impact on academic performance in college. There were 1,325 students in the research study who 

attended either a Title I status high school or a Non-Title I status high school.  



 
 

The descriptive statistics were not analyzed separately for Title I status high schools and 

Non-Title I status high schools because most students were from a Title I status high school. The 

original dataset included 1,325 high school students, and 191of those students attended a Non-

Title I status high school. In Table 6, the descriptive statistics between high school GPA and 

college level GPA in term 6 (1.55), the kurtosis is slightly higher, which means the tail end of the 

distribution is heavy; this is because a few students’ GPAs are in the range of 0.00 to 1 and 5.0 

GPA range. The sample size was reduced to 1,279 by utilizing the “What If” function in SPSS. 

The “What If” function allowed specific cases to were selected in the dataset based on high 

school GPA criteria greater than or equal to 1 and less than or equal to 4.0. 

Demographic Results of the Student Population in College 

As seen in Table 2, more males (42.3%) are a part of this research study than females 

(38.2%). The remaining students in the research study’s genders are considered unknown (2.7%). 

The unknown gender data points: indicated that students are voluntarily omitting the question 

related to gender in the admissions application. Suppose a college or university would like to 

avoid missing data. In that case, a required data field can be assigned to specific questions within 

an admissions application that will restrict submitting applications with blank fields. 

Table 2  

Student Demographics 

Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Female 610 48.4 46 
Male  672 42.3 50.7 
Unknown 43 2.7 3.2 

 
As seen in Table 3, African American or Black (70.9%) are among the largest group of 

students in the research study. Hispanics represent (3%), Whites represent (3.8%), Multi-cultural  



 
 

represent (2.5%), and Unknown represents (2.8%). The remaining students in the research study 

consist of the following ethnicity groups Indian (.3%), Asian (.1%), and Islander (.1%). The less 

than (1%) representation among the ethnicities indicates the need for more diversity in 

recruitment strategies aimed at recruiting students from a more diverse population of students 

and Title I status high schools. 

Table 3 
 
Students’ Ethnicity 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Asian 1 .1 .1 
Black 1127 70.9 85.1 
Hispanic 47 3 3.5 
Indian 4 .3 3 
Multicultural 39 2.5 2.9 
White 60 3.8 4.5 
Unknown 45 2.8 2.4 
Islander 2 .1 .2 

 
As seen in Table 4, more freshman-status-level students (43.3%) are enrolling in college, 

but by sophomore status level (12.1%), the student’s enrollment begins to decline.  

Table 4 

Freshman Versus Transfer 

Student status Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Freshman 689 43.3 52 
Sophomore 193 12.1 14.6 
Junior 153 9.6 11.5 
Senior 290 18.2 21.9 

 
 

The decline in students’ enrollment is often related to students stopping out of college for 

academic reasons, such as performing below academic standards, or for non-academic factors, 

such as gaining employment. Although a trend of decline is seen in student enrollment, an 

increase occurs between the junior status level (9.6%) and senior status level (18.2%). The 



 
 

increase at the senior status level could be related to students becoming more familiar with the 

academic rigor of courses and their ability to manage non-academic factors that impact academic 

performance.  

Descriptive Results for High School GPA and College-Level Variables 

Numerous research studies have sought to determine how cognitive, demographic, and 

SES impacts students’ college semester GPA (Kim, 2015; Tierney & Sablan, 2014). As seen in 

Table 5, the college level mean cumulative GPA increased in semester 1 (2.49), semester 2 

(2.56), semester 3 (2.65), semester 4 (2.81), and semester 5(2.84). The trend of increase seen in 

the mean GPAs; indicates that students’ academic performance is improving as they remain in 

college. A slight decrease occurred in mean GPA 6 (2.74), which could be related to non-

academic factors such as students gaining employment or unforeseen family obligations. The 

college-level GPA 1 skewness was (-.932); when there is a negative sign in the data output, the 

data points are considered negatively skewed. The data points are negatively skewed; this 

indicates that more points are above the average mean and that the tail of the distribution is more 

to the left.  

Table 5   

High School GPA and College Level GPA 

Variable HS-GPA CGPA1 CGPA2 CGPA3 CGPA4 CGPA5 CGPA6 
Valid 1279 1278 1010 594 489 267 191 
Mean 2.84 2.49 2.56 2.65 2.81 2.84 2.74 
SD .5 .93 .79 .74 .61 .56 .68 
Skewness .138 -.932 .696 -1.013 -.716 -.349 .-943 
Kurtosis -.526 .649 .605 1.36 1.38 .355 1.55 

Note. HS=High school. CGPA-Cumulative Grade Point Average. 1 = Semester 1; 2 = Semester 
2; 3 = Semester 3; 4 = Semester 4; 5 = Semester 5; 6 = Semester 6; SD = Standard Deviation 
 

 



 
 

The college-level GPA 2 (.696) is positively skewed; this means that more data points are below 

the average mean and that the tail end of the distribution is shifted to the right. A high kurtosis is 

seen in data points for college-level GPA 1 (.649), indicating a leptokurtic kurtosis. When a 

leptokurtic kurtosis is present, the distribution’s tail end represents a high frequency of outliers in 

the data points.  

As seen in Table 6, the cumulative college mean GPA for year 1 (2.30) is slightly above 

the minimum GPA standard of 2. The trend seen between the mean GPA year 2 (2.56) is steadily 

increasing for GPA year 3 (2.65), GPA year 4 (2.81), and GPA year 5 (2.84). The data points 

with the highest negative skewness are seen in mean GPA year 3 (-1.12); when data points are 

negatively skewed, the points are aligned to the left side of the distribution. When data is aligned 

to the left side of the distribution, the points are above the average mean. The college mean GPA 

year 5 (.355) has the lowest negative kurtosis; the data points are platykurtic, indicating a low 

frequency of outliers.  

Table 6 

College Cumulative Term GPA 

Variable Cum 
College 
GPA_1 

Cum 
College 
GPA_2 

Cum 
College 
GPA_3 

Cum 
College 
GPA_4 

Cum 
College 
GPA_5 

Cum 
College 
GPA_6 

Valid 1006 594 488 267 191 1275 
Mean 2.3 2.53 2.61 2.67 2.46 2.14 
SD 1.19 1.15 1.14 .99 1.02 1.26 

Skewness -.603 -.87 -1.12 -1.01 -.64 -0.42 
Note. CUM=Cumulative. GPA = Grade Point Average. 1 = Year 1; 2 = Year 2; 3 = Year 3; 4 = 
Year 4; 5 = Year 5; 6 = Year 6; SD = Standard Deviation 
 

The number of registered course credit hours was benchmarked at 14 credit hours. As 

seen in Table 7, the mean registered hours for term 1 was (13.79) credit hours. The trend seen in 

the registered credits is that as students continue to enroll in college, the number of means 



 
 

registered hours increases for term 2 (14.30), term 3 (14.26), term 4 (14.34), term 5 (14.44), and 

term 6 (14.46). The increase in mean registered hours indicates; that a vast majority of students 

enrolled in college are attending as full-time students. Overall, the data points representing 

freshman vs. transfer registered hours were negatively skewed. The highest level of skewness 

exists in term 1 (-1.35), and the lowest level of skewness exists in term 6 (-.29). A negative 

skewness indicates that the tail end of the distribution is more to the left, which means there are 

more data points are above the average mean. The data points are leptokurtic kurtosis for term 2 

(5.38), which means the frequency of outliers is high. 

Table 7 

Registered Credit Hours  

Variable Reg. hrs. 
term_1 

Reg. 
hrs.term_2 

Reg. 
hrs.term_3 

Reg. 
hrs.term_4 

Reg. 
hrs.term_5 

Reg. 
hrs.term_6 

Valid 1279 1010 594 489 267 191 
Mean 13.79 14.3 14.26 14.34 14.44 14.46 
SD 2.77 2.45 2.47 2.73 2.28 2.52 
Skewness -1.35 -1.25 -.87 -.5 -.76 -.29 
Kurtosis 3.47 5.38 2.84 3.15 2.98 2.67 

Note. Reg. Hrs. = registered hours; SD = standard deviation 
 

As seen in Table 8, students’ mean earned credit hours per semester were below 12 credit 

hours. The lowest mean earned credit hours was for term 1 (9.36). The low range of earned credit 

hours in term 1, could be linked to students not being familiar with academic rigor and 

encountering non-academic barriers, which can impact a student’s academic progress. A steady 

increase can be seen in mean earned credit hours for term 2 (10.23), term 3 (10.93), term 4 

(10.88), term 5 (11.70), and term 6 (12.06). The increase in mean earned credit hours as students 

continue to enroll in college; indicates that students are becoming more familiar with academic 

rigor. All data points are skewed with a value of less than 3; this indicates negatively skewed 

data points, which means more points are above the average mean. The data points for term 1 (-



 
 

1.18) are considered platykurtic kurtosis, which indicates a low frequency of outliers in data 

points. 

Table 8 

Earned Credit Hours by Semester Term 

Variable Ear. hrs. 
term_1 

Ear. hrs. 
term_2 

Ear. hrs. 
term_3 

Ear. hrs. 
term_4 

Ear. hrs. 
term_5 

Ear. hrs. 
term_6 

Valid 1276 1007 594 488 267 191 
Mean 9.36 10.23 10.93 10.88 11.7 12.06 
SD 5.71 5.44 5.43 5.47 4.45 4.51 
Skewness -.32 -.49 -.65 -.59 -.87 -.89 
Kurtosis -1.18 -.85 -.62 -.47 .21 .69 

Note. Ear. hrs. = earned hours; SD = standard deviation 
 

Table 9 refers to the yearly financial aid budget allocated to students based on the 

expected family contribution (EFC), which determines if a student is eligible to receive regulated 

federal funds to assist with college tuition and fees. The students enrolled in college over the 6-

year time frame; the financial aid budget increased as their enrollment in college continued. The 

mean financial aid budget was highest for year 5 ($29,348) and the average mean financial aid 

budget was the lowest in year 1 ($25,442). This trend seen in the mean financial aid budget being 

less in year 1 could be related to the students’ academic status (first-year, second-year, junior and 

senior). The financial aid budget for college year 6 (26,381) decreased; this could be connected 

to students being in their final college semester and registering for fewer course credit hours. 

Overall, the data points have a negative skewness representing that the tail end of the distribution 

is shifting left; this means more data points are below the average mean. The financial aid budget 

for year 6 has the highest kurtosis. There is one positive skew seen in data points during year 6 

(4.18); this means the tail end of the distribution is shifting right, indicating more points above 

the mean.  

  



 
 

Table 9 

Financial Aid Budget by Year for Students 

Variable Year_1_budget Year_2_ 
budget 

Year_3_ 
budget 

Year_4_ 
budget 

Year_5_ 
budget 

Year_6_ 
budget 

Mean 25442.3 27628.5 27135.29 28815.86 29348.4 26381.41 
Standard 
deviation 

.49 .262 .3 .87 .36 .53 

Skewness -1.02 -.8 -.41 -.17 -0.46 1.44 
Kurtosis .77 2.46 2.48 0.98 1.85 4.18 

Note. Year 1= Financial aid budget for year 1. 

The students financial use during the first term of enrollment is below the financial aid 

threshold of $20,000. As seen in Table 10, there is a slight increase in the mean financial aid 

budget in year 2 ($20,709), year 3 (20,802), year 4 (21,772), and term 5 ($22,629). The increase 

in the financial aid budget can be related to the number of increased credit hours students take 

over the semester term. The lowest mean financial aid budget was in term 1 ($16,796); this could 

be related to the student registering for fewer course credit hours. The data points were 

negatively skewed in year 1 (-1.02), indicating the tail end of distribution shifting to the left, 

which means there are more points above the average mean. The dataset has a negative kurtosis 

of less than 3, representing a low frequency of outliers and is considered platykurtic kurtosis. 

Table 10 

Financial Aid Used by Term Enrolled 

Variable Term 1 
aid used 

Term 2 aid 
used 

Term 3 aid 
used 

Term 4 
_aid used 

Term 5 aid 
used 

Term 6 aid 
used 

Mean 16796.37 20709.82 20802.95 21722.16 22629.17 16796.37 
SD .22 .33 .63 .25 .18 .22 
Skewness -.18 -.57 -.49 -.3 -.43 -.18 
Kurtosis  -1.01 .16 -.12 -.18 -.34 -1.01 
       

 
  



 
 

Correlation And Regression Results 

The correlation and regression results and interpretation are first presented as combined 

for both Title I and non-Title I schools in research questions 1, 2 and 3. The results are then 

presented separately for Title I and non-Title I schools.  

Research Question 1 

What is the overall impact of high school GPA on college semester GPA irrespective of Title I 

versus non-Title I schools? 

As seen in Table 11 the correlation coefficients for high school GPA and college 

semester GPA have the highest correlation between term GPA 5 (.297) and college semester 

GPA 3 (.448). Overall, the results indicate a minimal to the low-medium relationship between 

high school GPA and college semester GPA. The shared variance between high school GPA and 

semester GPA are statistically correlated approximately 4.8% to 8.8%.  

Table 11 

Correlations Between High School GPA and Semester GPA Title I and Non-Title I 

Variable HS GPA CS 1 
GPA 

CS2 
GPA 

CS3 
GPA 

CS4 
GPA 

CS5 
GPA 

CS 6 
GPA 

College 
Term 
GPA 

1       

CS 1 
GPA 

.232** 1      

CS 2 
GPA 

.219** .286** 1     

CS 3 
GPA 

.288** .26** .351** 1    

CS 4 
GPA 

.232** .236** .231** .382** 1   

CS 5 
GPA 

.297** .242** .235** .448** .392** 1  

CS 6 
GPA 

.240** .139* 0.065 .231** .184** .153 1 

Note. HS= High School; CS= College Semester; GPA = Grade Point Average. 



 
 

**Correlations significant at p <.01 
* Correlations significant at p <.05. 
 
 Each column in Table 12 represents one regression model where the independent variable 

(IV) is constant, that is, high school (HS) GPA and the dependent variable (DV) college semester 

GPA changes. The standardized β coefficients show the change in the dependent variable scores 

for every one unit change in the college semester GPA scores. There are six regression models, 

one for each term GPA. Multicollinearity is not an issue for a simple linear regression model 

because there is only one independent variable in the model. The examination of Durbin Watson 

Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that assumptions of independence of 

observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The Durbin-Watson statistic 

indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are close to 2. In the first 

regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .232 indicates an increase of .232 units in the 

college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The 

first regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 75.31, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of 

.053, indicating that 5.3% of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores are explained 

by high school GPA. In the second regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .219 

indicates an increase of .219 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit 

change in the high school GPA scores. The second regression model was statistically significant 

F (1, 5) = 52.65, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .047, indicating that 4.7% of the variance in the 

college semester one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA.  

In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .288 indicates an increase 

of .288 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 56.43, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .082, indicating that 8.2% of the variance in the college semester 



 
 

one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the fourth regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .232 indicates an increase of .232 units in the college semester one 

GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The fourth regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 29.10, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .052, 

indicating that 5.2% of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores are explained by 

high school GPA. 

 In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .297 indicates an increase 

of .297 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 26.79, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .085, indicating that 8.5% of the variance in the college semester 

one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the sixth regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .240 indicates an increase of .240 units in the college semester one 

GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The sixth regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 12.09, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .053, 

indicating that 5.3% of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores is explained by high 

school GPA.  

Table 12 

Regression results for HS GPA as IV and College Semester (CS) GPAs as DV 

Statistics CS GPA 1 CS GPA 2 CSGPA 3 CS GPA 4 CS GPA 5 CS GPA 6 
Adjusted 
R2 

.053 .047 .082 .052 .085 .053 

Durbin 
Watson 

1.92 2.02 1.86 2.1 1.98 1.91 

F-values 75.31*** 52.65*** 56.43*** 29.1*** 26.79*** 12.09*** 
Standard β 
coefficient 

.232 .219 .288 .232 .297 .24 

Note. CS= college semester; GPA = grade point average ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. 
 



 
 

Research Question 1.1 

What is the impact of high school GPA, from a Title I status high school, on the freshman 

student’s academic performance, as measured by college semester GPA? 

Table 13 shows the correlation coefficients between Title I status high school GPA and 

semester college GPA. The strongest correlation between the high school GPA and college 

semester GPA is 5, r (248) = .308 r2 = .10, p <.01. The shared variance between the college 

semester GPA and Title I status high schools were correlated 4.1% to 9.5%. The shared variance 

indicates that there is a low to moderate positive correlation between high school GPA and 

college term GPA representing a small effect size. The strongest correlation between the high 

school GPA and college semester GPA is 1, r (248) = .307 r2 = .09, p <.01. The shared variance 

between the college semester GPA and Title I status high schools were correlated 4.1% to .8%. 

The shared variance indicates that there is a low to moderate positive correlation between high 

school GPA and college term GPA representing a small effect size. The strongest correlation 

between the high school GPA and college semester GPA is 3, r (248) = .342 r2 = .12, p <.01. The 

shared variance between the college semester GPA and Title I status high schools were 

correlated 3.1% to 11.7%. The shared variance indicates that there is a low to moderate positive 

correlation between high school GPA and college term GPA representing a small to medium 

effect size.  

  



 
 

Table 13 

Correlations Between High School GPA College Semester GPA by Title I Status 

Variable HS GPA CS 1 
GPA 

CS 2 
GPA 

CS 3 
GPA 

CS4 
GPA 

CS 5 
GPA 

CS 6 
GPA 

HS GPA 1       
CS 1 GPA .219** 1      
CS 2 GPA .202* .307** 1     
CS 3 GPA .265** .236** .324** 1    
CS 4 GPA .218** .228** .233** .342** 1   
CS 5 GPA .308** .257** .196* .41** .379** 1  
CS 6 GPA .214** .089 .028 .175* .153* .129 1 

Note. CS=college semester; GPA = Grade Point Average. **correlation significant at p <.01* 
correlation significant at p <.05. 
 
The strongest correlation between the high school GPA and college semester GPA is 4, r (248) = 

.379 r2 = .14, p <.01. The shared variance between the college semester GPA and Title I status 

high schools were correlated 2.3% to 14.4%. The shared variance indicates that there is a small 

to medium effect size.  

Each column in Table 14 represents one regression model where the independent variable 

(IV) is high school (HS) GPA which is constant, and the dependent variable (DV) is term GPA 

that changes with each regression model. There are six regression models, one for each term 

GPA. The adjusted r2 value is .047, indicating that 4.7% of the variance in term 1 GPA can be 

accounted for among term semester GPA scores are explained by college term GPA. The 

examination of Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that 

assumptions of independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The 

Durbin-Watson statistic indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are close 

to 2.  

In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .219 indicates an increase 

of .219 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 



 
 

school GPA scores. The first regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 59.93, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .047, indicating that 4.7% of the variance in the college semester 

one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA. In the second regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .202 indicates an increase of .202 units in the college semester one 

GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The second regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 38.34, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .04, indicating 

that 4% of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores is explained by high school 

GPA. 

In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .265 indicates an increase 

of .265 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 40.80, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .069, indicating that 6.9% of the variance in the college semester 

one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the fourth regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .218 indicates an increase of .218 units in the college semester one 

GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The fourth regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 22.34, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .045, 

indicating that 4.5% of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores are explained by 

high school GPA.  

In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .308 indicates an increase 

of .308 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 25.78, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .091, indicating that 9.1% of the variance in the college semester 

one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA.  



 
 

Table 14 

Regression Results for High School GPA as IV and Semester GPAs as DV by Title I Status 

Statistic CS GPA 1 CS GPA 2 CS GPA 3 CS GPA 4 CS GPA 5 CS GPA 6 
Adjusted r2 .047 .04 .069 .045 .091 .04 
Durbin 
Watson 

1.86 2.04 1.83 2 1.97 1.95 

F-values 59.93*** 38.34*** 40.8*** 22.34*** 25.78*** 8.22*** 
Standard β 
coefficient 

.219 .202 .265 .218 .308 .214 

Note. CS=college semester; GPA = grade point average. p***<.001; p**<.01; p*<.05. 
 

In the sixth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .214 indicates an increase 

of .214 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The sixth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 11.28, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .04, indicating that 40% of the variance in the college semester one 

GPA scores are explained by high school GPA.  

Research Question 1.2 

What is the impact of high school GPA, from a non-Title I status high school, on the 

freshman student’s academic performance, as measured by college semester GPA? 

Table 15 showed the strongest correlation coefficients between Non-Title I status high 

school GPA and semester college GPA is 1, r (191) = .31 r2 = .10, p <.01. The shared variance 

between the college term GPA and Non-Title I status high schools were correlated 4.7% to 

19.4%. The shared variance indicates that there is a low to moderate positive correlation between 

high school GPA and college term GPA representing a medium effect size. The correlation 

between high school GPA and cumulative GPA 2 is, r (151) =.31, r2 = .10, p< .01. The 

correlation between high school GPA and cumulative GPA is 3, r (83) =.441, r2 = .2. The 

correlation between high school GPA and cumulative GPA 4 is, r (67) =.315, r2 = .22, < .01. The 

correlation between high school GPA and cumulative GPA is 6 r (26) =.418, r2 = .18, p< .01.  



 
 

Table 15 
 
Correlations Between High School and Semester GPA for Non-Title I Status 

Variable HS GPA CS 1 
GPA 

CS 2 
GPA 

CS 3 
GPA 

CS 4 
GPA 

CS 5 
GPA 

CS 6 
GPA 

HS GPA 1       
CS 1 
GPA 

.31** 1      

CS 2 
GPA 

.31** .14** 1     

CS 3 
GPA 

.441** .408** .55** 1    

CS 4 
GPA 

.315** .286** .299** .666** 1   

CS 5 
GPA 

.215* .128 .54** .673** .474** 1  

CS 6 
GPA 

.418** 464 401* .603** 404* .315 1 

Note. HS-high school; CS= College Semester; GPA= grade point average. **Correlation 
significant at p <.01; * correlations significant at p <.05. 
 

 
 Each column in Table 16 represents one regression model where the independent variable 

(IV) is high school (HS) GPA that is constant, and the dependent variable (DV) is term GPA 

which changes with each regression model. There are six regression models, one for each term 

GPA. The adjusted r2 value is .091, indicating that 9.1% of the variance in term 1 GPA can be 

accounted for among term semester GPA scores are explained by college term GPA. The 

examination of Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that 

assumptions of independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The 

Durbin-Watson statistic indicates negative autocorrelation because all the values are between 2 

to 4.  

In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .31 indicates an increase of 

.310 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one unit change in the high school 

GPA score for Non-Title I status high school. The first regression model was statistically 



 
 

significant F (1, 5) = 20.12 p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .091, indicating that 9.1% of the 

variance in the college semester one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA. In the second 

regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .31 indicates an increase of .31 units in the 

college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The 

second regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 15.8, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 

of .09, indicating that 9% of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores are explained 

by high school GPA. 

In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .441 indicates an increase 

of .441 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 19.53, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .184, indicating that 18.4% of the variance in the college semester 

one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the fourth regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .315indicates an increase of .315 units in the college semester one 

GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The fourth regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 7.15 p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .085, indicating 

that 8.5% of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores are explained by high school 

GPA. 

  



 
 

Table 16 

Regression Results for High School GPA as IV and College Semester GPA as DV by Non-Title I 
Status 
Statistics CS GPA 1 CS GPA 2 CS GPA 3 CS GPA 4 CS GPA 5 CS GPA 6 
Adjusted r2 .091 .09 .184 .085 .015 .14 
Durbin 
Watson 

1.76 2.18 2.26 1.94 2.25 1.54 

F-values 20.12*** 15.8*** 19.53*** 7.15*** 1.46*** 5.07*** 
Standard β 
Coefficient 

.31 .31 .441 .315 .215 .418 

Note. CS=college semester; GPA = grade point average. ***p<.001; p**<.01; p*<.05 
 

In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .315 indicates an increase 

of .315 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one unit change in the high school 

GPA scores. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 1.46, p <.001 with 

an adjusted R2 of .015, indicating that 1.5% of the variance in the college semester one GPA 

scores is explained by high school GPA. In the sixth regression model, the standardized β 

coefficient of .418 indicates an increase of .418 units in the college semester one GPA scores for 

every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The sixth regression model was 

statistically significant F (1, 5) = 5.07, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .14, indicating that 14% of 

the variance in the college semester one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA.  

Research Question 2 

What is the overall impact of high school GPA on a freshman student’s academic 

performance as measured by college cumulative GPA irrespective of Title I versus non-Title I?  

Table 17 shows the correlation coefficients between Title I status high school GPA and 

cumulative college GPA. The strongest correlation between the high school GPA and college 

term GPA 4 is, r (515) = .359r2 = .13, p <.01. 

  



 
 

Table 17 

College High School GPA and Cumulative GPA Title I and Non-Title I 

Variable HS GPA CUM 1 
GPA 

CUM 2 
GPA 

CUM 3 
GPA 

CUM 4 
GPA 

CUM 5 
GPA 

CUM 6 
GPA 

HS GPA 1       
CUM  
GPA 1 

.216** 1      

CUM 
GPA 2 

.231** .35** 1     

CUM 
GPA 3 

.251** .318** .243** 1    

CUM 
GPA 4 

.359** .328** .362** .351** 1   

CUM 
GPA 5 

.402* .436** .371** 0.072 .76 1  

CUM 
GPA 6 

.269** .24** .145* .289** .302** .272** 1 

Note. HS=high school. CUM= cumulative GPA. **Correlation significant at p <.01 * 
Correlation significant at p <.05. 
 

The shared variance between the cumulative college GPA and high school was 

statistically correlated 4.7% to 12.9%. This range in the correlation between Title I status high 

school and cumulative college GPA indicates a small to medium effect. The correlation between 

the high school GPA and college semester GPA is 5, r (280) =.402, r2 = .15, p< .01. This range 

in the correlation between Title I status high school and cumulative college GPA indicates a 

small to medium effect. The shared variance between the cumulative college GPA and high 

school was statistically correlated 4.7% to 16% 

Each column in Table 18 represents one regression model where the independent variable 

(IV) is constant high school (HS) GPA and the dependent variable (DV) cumulative GPA is 

changing. There are six regression models, one for each term GPA. The adjusted R2 value is 

.051, indicating that 5.1% of the variance in the high school 1 GPA can be accounted for among 

term semester GPA explained by college cumulative GPA. The examination of Durbin Watson 



 
 

Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that assumptions of independence of 

observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The Durbin-Watson statistic 

indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are close to 2. The examination of 

Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that assumptions of 

independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. Durbin Watson 

statistic is slightly above 1, which indicates positive autocorrelation. A statistically significant 

model was found (F = 64.39, p <.001). For every 1 unit increase in HS GPA, the term 1 GPA 

increases by .216 units. In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .216 

indicates an increase of .216 units in the cumulative college GPA for every one-unit change in 

the high school GPA. The first regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 64.39, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .046, indicating that 4.6% of the variance in the college semester 

one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the second regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .231 indicates an increase of .231 units in the cumulative college 

one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The second regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 59.05, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .052, 

indicating that 5.2% of the variance in the cumulative college one GPA scores are explained by 

high school GPA. In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .251 indicates 

an increase of .251 units in the college cumulative one GPA scores for every one unit change in 

the high school GPA scores. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 

41.83, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .062, indicating that 6.2% of the variance in the college 

cumulative one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the fourth regression model, 

the standardized β coefficient of .359 indicates an increase of .359 units in the college 

cumulative one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The fourth 



 
 

regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 75.7, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .127, 

indicating that 12.7% of the variance in the college cumulative one GPA scores are explained by 

high school GPA. In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .402 indicates 

an increase of .402 units in the college cumulative one GPA scores for every one-unit change in 

the high school GPA scores. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 

53.66, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .159, indicating that 15.9% of the variance in the college 

cumulative one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA.  

Table 18 
 
Regression Results for High School GPA and Cumulative GPA Title I and Non-Title 

Statistics CUM GPA 
1 

CUM GPA 
2 

CUM 
GPA 3 

CUM 
GPA 4 

CUM 
GPA 5 

CUM 
GPA 6 

Adjusted r2 .046 .052 .062 .127 .159 .068 
Durbin 
Watson 

1.97 2.05 1.85 2.01 1.9 2.01 

F-values 64.39*** 59.05*** 41.83*** 75.7*** 53.66*** 15.41*** 
Standard β 
Coefficient 

.216 .231 .251 .359 .402 .269 

Note. CS=college semester GPA. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
 

In the sixth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .269 indicates an increase 

of .269 units in the college cumulative one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The sixth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 15.41, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .068, indicating that 6.8% of the variance in the college cumulative 

one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA.  

Research Question 2.1  

What is the impact of high school GPA, from a non-Title I high school on a freshman 

student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA? 

Table 19 shows the correlation coefficients between high school GPA and cumulative 

GPA. The strongest correlation between high school GPA and cumulative GPA is 5, r (26) = 



 
 

.541 r2 = .29, p <.01. The range in the correlation between high school GPA and cumulative 

GPA indicates a small to large effect. The shared variance between the high school GPA and 

college term GPA ranges from 4% to 29.3%. The correlation between high school GPA and 

cumulative GPA is 5, r (32) = .479 r2 = .23, p <.01. The range in the correlation between high 

school GPA and cumulative GPA indicates a small to large effect. The shared variance between 

the high school GPA and college term GPA ranges from 4% to 23%. The correlation between 

high school GPA and cumulative GPA is 3, r (83) =.464, r2 = .22, p <.01. The range in the 

correlation between high school GPA and cumulative GPA indicates a small to large effect. The 

shared variance between the high school GPA and college term GPA ranges from 4% to 22%. 

The correlation between high school GPA and cumulative GPA is 4, r (67) =.361, r2 = .16, p 

<.01. The shared variance between the high school GPA and college term GPA ranges from 4% 

to 16.2%. The shared variance indicates a small to low medium effect. 

Table 19 

Correlations Between High School GPA and Cumulative GPA for Non-Title I 

Variable  HS GPA CU 1 
GPA 

CU 2 
GPA 

CU 3 
GPA 

CU 4 
GPA 

CU 5 
GPA 

CU 6 
GPA 

HS GPA  1 1             
CU 1 GPA  .243** .331**            
CU 2 GPA  .2* .309** 1          
CU 3 GPA  .464** .345** .369** 1        
CU 4 GPA  .361** .505** .424** .461** 1      
CU 5 GPA  .479** .587** .649** .484** .929** 1    
CU 6 GPA  .541** .331** .616** .595** .675** .6** 1  

Note. HS =HIGH SCHOOL; CU = cumulative college GPA; **Correlations significant at p 
<.01; *Correlations significant at p <.05. 
  

Each column in Table 20 represents one regression model where the independent variable 

(IV) is high school (HS) GPA which is constant, and the dependent variable (DV) cumulative 

GPA is changing with each regression model. There are six regression models, one for each term 



 
 

GPA. The examination of Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal 

that assumptions of independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. 

The Durbin-Watson statistic indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are 

close to 2. The examination of Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots 

reveal that assumptions of independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were 

also met. Durbin Watson statistic is 1.75, which indicates no issues with autocorrelation.  

In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .243 indicates an increase 

of .243 units in the cumulative college GPA for every one-unit change in the high school GPA. 

The first regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 11.88, p <.001 with an adjusted 

R2 of .054 indicating that 5.4% of the variance in the cumulative GPA for year two scores are 

explained by high school GPA. In the second regression model, the standardized β coefficient of 

.200 indicates an increase of .200 units in the cumulative college one GPA scores for every one-

unit change in the high school GPA scores. The second regression model was statistically 

significant F (1, 5) = 6.21, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .033, indicating that 3.3% of the 

variance in the cumulative college one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. 

 In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .464 indicates an increase 

of .464 units in the college cumulative one GPA scores for every one unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 22.19, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .205, indicating that 20.5% of the variance in the college cumulative 

one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA. In the fourth regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .361 indicates an increase of .361 units in the college cumulative 

one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The fourth regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 9.72, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .177, indicating 



 
 

that 17.7% of the variance in the college cumulative one GPA scores is explained by high school 

GPA.  

In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .479 indicates an increase 

of .479 units in the college cumulative one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 8.95, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .204, indicating that 20.4% of the variance in the college cumulative 

one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the sixth regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .541 indicates an increase of .541 units in the college cumulative 

one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The sixth regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 9.92, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .263, indicating 

that 26.3% of the variance in the college cumulative one GPA scores is explained by high school 

GPA.  

Table 20 
 
Regression Results for HS GPA as IV and Cumulative Term GPAs as DV by Non-Title I Status 

Statistics  Term GPA 
1 

Term GPA 
2 

Term GPA 
3 

Term GPA 
4 

Term GPA 
5 

Term GPA 
6 

Adjusted r2 .054 .033 .205 .177 .204 .263 
Durbin 
Watson 

1.75 1.82 1.86 2.06 1.7 2.01 

F-values 11.88** 6.21* 22.19** 9.72** 8.95** 9.92** 
Standard β 
coefficient 

.243 .2 .464 .361 .479 .541 

Note. HS =high school; GPA = grade point average; **Correlations significant at p <.01; 
*Correlations significant at p <.05. 
 
Research Question 2.2 

What is the impact of high school GPA, from a Title I high school on a freshman 

student’s academic performance as measured by college cumulative GPA? 



 
 

Table 21 shows the correlation coefficients between Title I status high school GPA and 

cumulative college GPA. The strongest correlation between the high school GPA and college 

term GPA 4 is, r (448) = .356 r2 = .13, p <.01. This range in the correlation between Title I status 

high school and cumulative college GPA indicates a small effect. The correlation between the 

high school GPA and college semester GPA is 5, r (229) =.390, r2 = .15, p< .01. The shared 

variance between the cumulative college GPA and high school was statistically correlated 4.5% 

to 15.2%. Each column seen in Table 23, represents one regression model where the independent 

variable (IV) is constant high school (HS) GPA and the dependent variable (DV) cumulative 

year GPA is changing. There are six regression models, one for each term GPA. The adjusted R2 

value is .050, indicating that 50% of the variance in term 1 GPA can be accounted for among 

term semester GPA scores being explained by college term GPA.  

Table 21 

Correlations Between High School GPA and Cumulative Term GPA for Title I Status 

Variable HS GPA CU 1 
GPA 

CU 2 
GPA 

CU3 
GPA 

CU4 
GPA 

CU 5 
GPA 

CU6 
GPA 

HS GPA 1       
CU 1 
GPA 

.211** 1      

CU 2 
GPA 

.236* .352** 1     

CU 3 
GPA 

.216** .317** .222** 1    

CU 4 
GPA 

.356** .385** .348** .328** 1   

CU 5 
GPA 

.39** .42** .33** .013 .737** 1  

CU 6 
GPA 

.229** .187* .083 .249** .249** .003 1 

Note. CU = cumulative year; GPA = grade point average. **Correlations significant at p <.01; * 
Correlations significant at p <.05. 
 



 
 

The examination of Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that 

assumptions of independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The 

Durbin-Watson statistic indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are close 

to 2. 

Table 22 show the regression results. In the first regression model, the standardized β 

coefficient of .211 indicates an increase of .211 units in the cumulative college one GPA scores 

for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The first regression model was 

statistically significant F (1, 5) = 52.51, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .044, indicating that 4.4% 

of the variance in the college semester one GPA scores are explained by high school GPA. In the 

second regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .236 indicates an increase of .236 

units in the cumulative college one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school 

GPA scores. The second regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 59.52, p <.001 

with an adjusted R2 of .054, indicating that 5.4% of the variance in the cumulative college one 

GPA scores is explained by high school GPA.  

In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .216 indicates an increase 

of .216 units in the cumulative college one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 26.31, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .045, indicating that 4.5% of the variance in the cumulative college 

one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA. In the fourth regression model, the 

standardized β coefficient of .356 indicates an increase of .356 units in the cumulative college 

one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high school GPA scores. The fourth regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 64.76, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .125, 

indicating that 12.5% of the variance in the cumulative college one GPA scores is explained by 



 
 

high school GPA. In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .390 indicates 

an increase of .390 units in the cumulative college one GPA scores for every one-unit change in 

the high school GPA scores. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 

44.10, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .149, indicating that 14.9% of the variance in the 

cumulative college semester one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA.  

Table 22 

Regression Results for HS GPA as IV and Cumulative GPAs as DV by Title I Status 

Statistics Term GPA 
1 

Term GPA 
2 

Term GPA 
3 

Term GPA 
4 

Term GPA 
5 

Term GPA 
6 

Adjusted r2 .044 .054 .045 .125 .149 .047 
Durbin 
Watson 

1.93 2.05 1.87 2.02 1.88 2.06 

F-values 52.51** 52.92** 26.31** 64.76** 44.1** 9.51** 
Standard β 
coefficient 

.211 .236 .216 .356 .390 .299 

Note. Term=College Term Cumulative GPA. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. 
 

In the sixth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .299 indicates an increase 

of .299 units in the cumulative college one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The sixth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 9.51, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .047, indicating that 4.7% of the variance in the cumulative college 

one GPA scores is explained by high school GPA.  

Research Question 3 

What is the overall impact of earned credit hours on registered credit hours (measure of 

continued attendance) irrespective of Title I versus non-Title I high school? 

As seen from Table 23 the statistical tests were used to review the trends in correlation 

between earned credit hours (ECH) and registered credit hours (RCH). The strongest correlation 

between the ECH from college and registered credit hours for RCH term 1 is, r (1325) = .319, r2 

= .10, p <.01. The shared variance between the college term GPA and high school was 



 
 

statistically correlated 2% to 10%. The correlation between earned credit hours from college and 

registered credit hours form college for RCH term 2 is, r (1051) = .396, r2 = .16, p< .01. The 

correlation between earned credit hours from college and registered credit hours form college for 

RCH term 2 is, r (280) = .393, r2 = .15, p <.01. The correlation between earned credit hours from 

college and registered credit hours form college for RCH term 2 is, r (280) = .313, r2 = .1, p 

<.01. This range in the correlation between earned credit hours (ERH) and registered credit hours 

(RCH), indicates a small effect. The shared variance between the registered credit hours and 

earned credits hours was statistically correlated 1.8% to 16%. The strongest correlation between 

the earned course credit hours from college and registered course credit hours for RCH term 3 is, 

r (624) = .538, r2 = .29, p <.01. This range in the correlation between earned credit hours for 

college and registered credit hours for college, indicates a small effect.  



 
 

 
Table 23 
 
Correlation for Registered Hours and Earned Credit Hours Combined (Title I and Non-Title Status)   
 

RCH-
Term 

1 

ECH-
Term 

1 

RCH-
Term 

2 

ECH-
Term 2 

RCH-
Term 

3 

ECH-
Term 3 

RCH-
Term 

4 

ECH-
Term 4 

RCH-
Term 

5 

ECH-
Term 

5 

RCH-
Term 

6 

ECH-
Term 

6 
RCH Term 1 1            
ECH- Term 1 .319** 1           
RCH- Term 2 .225** .164** 1          
ECH- Term 2 .146** .261** .396** 1         
RCH- Term 3 .145** .131** .135** .061 1        
ECH - Term 3 .217** .28** .198** .274** .538** 1       
RCH- Term 4 .209** .313** .189** .201** .088* .34** 1      
ECH- Term 4 .218** .216** .185** .092* .04 .213** .572** 1     
RCH- Term 5 .292** .077 .393** .199** .18** .229** .194** .124* 1    
ECH Term 5 .214** .227** .313** .179** .115 .31** .420** .124* .564** 1   
RCH- Term 6 .14* .003 .196** -.036 .078 .116 .178* .13 .029 .078 1  
ECH- Term 6 .115 .033 .133 .039 .116 .147* .214** .114 .092 .141* .591** 1 

Note. RCH=registered credit hours; ECH=earned credit hours. **Correlations significant at p<.01; * Correlations significant at p<.05. 



 
 

The shared variance between the earned credit hours and registered credit hours was 

statistically correlated 0.2% to 29%. The strongest correlation between the earned course credit 

hours from college and registered course credit hours for RCH term 5 is, r (280) = .564r2 = .32, p 

<.01. This range in the correlation between earned credit hours for college and registered credit 

hours for college, indicates a small effect. The shared variance between the earned credit hours 

and registered credit hours was statistically correlated 0.1% to 32%. The strongest correlation 

between the earned course credit hours from college and registered course credit hours for RCH 

term 6 is, r (200) = .591 r2 = .35, p <.01. This range in the correlation between earned credit 

hours for college and registered credit hours for college, indicates a small effect. The shared 

variance between the earned credit hours and registered credit hours was correlated 35%.  

Each column seen in Table 24 represents one regression model where the independent 

variable is ECH, and the dependent variable is RCH for a particular semester. There are six 

regression models, one for each Model. Multicollinearity is not an issue for a simple linear 

regression model because there is only one independent variable in the model. The examination 

of Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that assumptions of 

independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The Durbin-Watson 

statistic indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are close to 2.  

Table 24 
 
Regression Results for ECH as IV and as DV Title I and Non-Title I  

Statistics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Adjusted r2 .101 .203 .288 .326 .315 .345 
Durbin Watson 2.05 2.33 2.03 1.92 1.87 2.22 
F-values 149.91*** 194.54*** 252.94*** 248.95*** 129.35*** 106.25*** 
Standard β 
coefficient 

.319 .396 .538 .572 .564 .591 

Note. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. 
 



 
 

Model 1-Independent variable (IV): number of earned credit hours (ECH) semester 1; Dependent 
Variable (DV): Registered credit hours (RCH) semester 1 
Model 2-IV: ECH semester 2; DV: RCH semester 2 
Model 3-IV: ECH semester 3; DV: RCH semester 3 
Model 4-IV: ECH semester 4; DV: RCH semester 4 
Model 5-IV: ECH semester 5; DV: RCH semester 5 
Model 6-IV: ECH semester 6; DV: RCH semester 6 
 

In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .319 indicates an increase 

of .319 units in the registered credit hours in college for every one-unit change in earned credit 

hours. The first regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 149.91, p <.001 with an 

adjusted R2 of .102, indicating that 10.2% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained 

by earned credit hours. In the second regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .396 

indicates an increase of .396 units in the registered college credit hours for every one-unit change 

in earned credit hours. The second regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 

194.54, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .203, indicating that 20.3% of the variance in registered 

credit hours is explained by earned credit hours.  

In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .538 indicates an increase 

of .538 units in the registered college credit hours for every one-unit change in earned credit 

hours. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 252.94, p <.001 with an 

adjusted R2 of .288, indicating that 28.8% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained 

by earned credit hours. In the fourth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .572 

indicates an increase of .572 units in the registered college credit hours for every one-unit change 

in earned credit hours. The fourth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 248.95, 

p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .326, indicating that 32.6% of the variance in registered credit 

hours is explained by earned credit hours.  



 
 

In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .564 indicates an increase 

of .564 units in the registered credit hours for every one-unit change in earned credit hours. The 

fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 129.35, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 

of .315, indicating that 31.5% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained by earned 

credit hours. In the sixth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .591 indicates an 

increase of .591 units in registered college credit hours for every one-unit change in earned credit 

hours. The sixth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 106.25, p <.001 with an 

adjusted R2 of .345, indicating that 34.5% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained 

by earned credit hours.  

Research Question 3.1 

What impact does the number of earned credit hours have on registered credit hours (measure of 

continued attendance) of students from Title I high school?  

Table 25 shows the correlation coefficients between earned credit hours form college and 

registered course credit hours from college, based on students who graduated from Title I status 

high school. This range in the correlation between earned credit hours from college, and 

registered credit hours from college, indicates a small effect. The strongest correlation between 

the earned course credit hours from college and registered course credit hours for RCH term 1 is, 

r (1131) = .306, r2 = .09, p <.01. The shared variance between the college term GPA and high 

school was statistically correlated 1.3% to 9.4%. The strongest correlation between the ECH and 

RCH term 2 is, r (900) = .369, r2 = .14, p <.01. The correlation between earned credit hours from 

college and registered credit hours form college for RCH term 2 is, r (248) = .400, r2 = .16, 

p<.01. The correlation between earned credit hours from college and registered credit hours from 

college for RCH term 2 is, r (248) = .313, r2 = .098, p<.01. 



 
 

Table 25 
 

Correlation Table for Registered Credit Hours and Earned Credit Hours (Title I Status) 
 

RCH-
Term 

1 

ECH-
Term 

1 

RCH-
Term 

2 

ECH-
Term 2 

RCH-
Term 3 

ECH-
Term 3 

RCH-
Term 

4 

ECH-
Term 4 

RCH-
Term 

5 

ECH-
Term 

5 

RCH-
Term 

6 

ECH-
Term 

2 
RCH TERM 1 1 

           

ECH-TERM 1 .306** 1 
          

RCH-TERM 2 .23** .181** 1 
         

ECH-TERM 2 .138** .259** .369** 1 
        

RCH-TERM 3 .117** .107* .122** .047 1 
       

ECH -TERM 3 .193** .25** .168** .248** .543** 1 
      

RCH--TERM 4 .212** .204** .196** .089 .049 .219** 1 
     

ECH-TERM 4 .236** .3** .173** .185** .08 .323** .582** 1 
    

RCH-TERM 5 .28** .066 .4** .154* .15* .223** .142* .193** 1 
   

ECH TERM 5 .196** .217** .313** .147* 0.078 .272** .14* .425** .566** 1 
  

RCH-TERM 6 .115 -.039 .235** -.039 0.084 .106 .114 .183* .034 .093 1 
 

ECH-TERM 6 .142 -.009 .157* .037 .101 .099 .11 .19* .086 .133 .576** 1 
Note. RCH-registered credit hours; ECH-earned credit hours. **Correlation significant at p<.01; * Correlation significant at p<.05. 
 
 



 
 

This range in the correlation between earned credit hours from college and registered credit 

hours from college, indicates a small effect. The shared variance between the college term GPA 

and high school was statistically correlated 1.5% to 16%. The strongest correlation between the 

earned credit hours and registered credit hours for RCH term 3 is, r (541) = .543 r2 = .32, p <.01. 

This range in the correlation between earned credit hours and registered credit hours, indicates a 

small effect. The shared variance between the college term GPA and high school was statistically 

correlated 1% to 29.5%. The strongest correlation between the earned credit hours and registered 

credit hours for RCH term 4 is, r (447) = .582 r2 = .34, p <.01. This range in the correlation 

between earned credit hours from college and registered credit hours from college, indicates a 

small effect. The shared variance between the college term GPA and high school was statistically 

correlated 1.2% to 33.9%. The correlation between the earned course credit hours and registered 

course credit ours for RCH term 5 is, r (248) = .566 r2 = .32, p <.01. 

The strongest correlation between the earned course credit hours and registered course credit 

hours for RCH term 5 is, r (248) = .400 r2 = .32, p <.01. The shared variance between the college 

term GPA and high school was statistically correlated .1% to 16%. This range in the correlation 

between earned credit hours and registered credit hours from college, indicates a small to 

medium effect. The strongest correlation between the earned course credit hours and registered 

course credit hours for RCH term 6 is, r (174) = .576 r2 = .332, p <.01. This range in the 

correlation between earned credit hours and registered credit hours from college, indicates a 

large effect. The shared variance between the college term GPA and high school was correlated 

33.2%.  

Each column in Table 26 represents one regression model where the independent variable 

is ECH, and the dependent variable is RCH for a particular semester. There are six regression 



 
 

models, one for each Model. Multicollinearity is not an issue for a simple linear regression 

model because there is only one independent variable in the model. The examination of Durbin 

Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that assumptions of independence 

of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The Durbin-Watson statistic 

indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are close to 2. 

Table 26 

Regression Results for Earned Credit as IV and Registered Credit Hours as DV by Title I Status 

Statistics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Adjusted r2 .093 .135 .294 .338 .318 .328 
Durbin Watson 1.95 2.03 1.89 1.98 2.03 1.91 
F-values 116.96** 141.57** 225.83** 228.23** .115.98** 85.39** 
Standard β 
Coefficient 

.306 .369 .543 .582 .566 .576 

Note. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. 
Model 1-Independent variable (IV): number of earned credit hours (ECH) semester 1; Dependent 
Variable (DV): Registered credit hours (RCH) semester 1 
Model 2-IV: ECH semester 2; DV: RCH semester 2 
Model 3-IV: ECH semester 3; DV: RCH semester 3 
Model 4-IV: ECH semester 4; DV: RCH semester 4 
Model 5-IV: ECH semester 5; DV: RCH semester 5 
Model 6-IV: ECH semester 6; DV: RCH semester 6 
 

In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .306 indicates an increase 

of .306 units in registered college credit hours for every one-unit change in earned college credit 

hours. The first regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 116.96, p <.001 with an 

adjusted R2 of .093, indicating that 93% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained by 

earned credit hours. In the second regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .369 

indicates an increase of .369 units in registered college credit hours for every one-unit change in 

earned college credit hours.



 
 

The second regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 141.57, p <.001 with an 

adjusted R2 of .135, indicating that 13.5% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained 

by earned credit hours.  

In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .543 indicates an increase 

of .543 units in registered college credit hours for every one-unit change in earned college credit 

hours. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 225.83, p <.001 with an 

adjusted R2 of .294, indicating that 29.4% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained 

by earned credit hours. In the fourth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .582 

indicates an increase of .582 units in the registered college credit hours for every one-unit change 

in earned college credit hours. The fourth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 

228.23, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .338, indicating that 33.8% of the variance in registered 

credit hours is explained by earned credit hours.  

In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .566 indicates an increase 

of .566 units in the registered college credit hours for every one-unit change in earned college 

credit hours. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 115.98, p <.001 

with an adjusted R2 of .318, indicating that 31.8% of the variance in registered credit hours is 

explained by earned credit hours. In the sixth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of 

.576 indicates an increase of .576 units in registered college credit hours for every one-unit 

change in earned college credit hours. The sixth regression model was statistically significant F 

(1, 5) = 85.39, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .328, indicating that 32.8% of the variance in 

registered credit hours is explained by earned credit hours.  



 
 

Research Question 3.2 

What is the impact of earned credit hours on registered credit hours (measure of continued attendance) for non-Title I schools? 

Table 27 

Correlation Table for Registered Credit Hours and Earned Credit Hours  
 

RCH-
Term 

1 

ECH-
Term 

1 

RCH-
Term 

2 

ECH-
Term 2 

RCH-
Term 

3 

ECH-
Term 

3 

RCH-
Term 

4 

ECH-
Term 

4 

RCH-
Term 

5 

ECH-
Term 

5 

RCH-
Term 

6 

ECH-
Term 

6 
RCH TERM 1 1            
ECH-TERM 1 .39** 1           
RCH-TERM 2 .21** .096 1          
ECH-TERM 2 .185* .258** .545** 1         
RCH-TERM 3 .307** .281* .213 .163 1        
ECH -TERM 3 .361** .48** .388** .47** .502** 1       
RCH-TERM 4 .181 .263** .298* .071** -.012 .150 1      
ECH-TERM 4 .115 .401* .108 .323 .134 .455** .51** 1     
RCH-TERM 5 .383* .113 .356* .616** .401* .263 -.079 .206 1    
ECH TERM 5 .328 .311 .318 .428* .339 .562** -.013 .388* .557** 1   
RCH-TERM 6 .272 .224 .004 -.047 .065 .171 .234 .152 -.025 -.025 1  
ECH-TERM 6 -.057 .334 -.008 .04 .234 .484* .15 .407* .131 .194 .709** 1 

Note. RCH=registered credit hours; ECH-earned credit hours. **Correlations significant at p<.01; * Correlations significant at p<.05. 



 
 

Table 27 shows the correlation coefficients between earned credit hours and registered 

course credit hours, based on students who graduated from Title I status high school. The 

correlation between the ECH for term 1 and RCH for term 3 is, r (87) = .307, r2 = .09 p <.01. 

This range in the correlation between earned credit hours and earned credit hours indicates a 

small to medium effect. The shared variance ranged from 4.4% to 9.4%. The strongest 

correlation between ECH for term 5 is, r (32) = .383, r2 = .15, p <.01. This range in the 

correlation between earned credit hours and earned credit hours indicates a small to medium 

effect. The shared variance ranged from 4.4% to 14.7%. The strongest correlation between the 

ECH and RCH for term 2 is, r (151) = .545, r2 = .30, p <.01. The correlation between ECH and 

RCH for term 2 is, r (229) = .388, r2 = .15, p<.01. This range in the correlation between earned 

college credit house, based on student who graduated from Title I status high school and 

registered college credit hours indicates a small to medium effect. The shared variance ranged 

from 1% to 13%. The strongest correlation between the ECH and RCH for term 3 is, r (83) = 

.502, r2 = .25, p <.01. This range in the correlation indicates a small to large effect. The shared 

variance ranged from 2.3% to 29%. The strongest correlation between the ECH and RCH for 

term 5 is r (32) = .557 r2 = .31, p <.01. This range in the correlation between ECH and RCH 

from college, indicates a large effect. The shared variance between ranged from .1% to 32%. The 

strongest correlation between ECH and RCH for RCH term 6 is, r (26) = .709, r2 = .50, p <.01. 

This range in the correlation between earned credit hours and registered credit hours from 

college, indicates a large effect. The shared variance between the college term GPA and high 

school was statistically correlated 35%.  

Each column seen in Table 28 represents one regression model where the independent 

variable is ECH, and the dependent variable is RCH for a particular semester. There are six 



 
 

regression models, one for each Model. Multicollinearity is not an issue for a simple linear 

regression model because there is only one independent variable in the model. The examination 

of Durbin Watson Statistic, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that assumptions of 

independence of observations, linearity and homoscedasticity were also met. The Durbin-Watson 

statistic indicates no significant autocorrelation because all the values are close to 2.  

Table 28 

Regression Results for Earned Credit as IV and Registered Credit Hours as DV 

Statistics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Adjusted r2 .147 .293 .243 .249 .287 .481 
Durbin 
Watson 

2.12 2.33 1.96 2.2 1.9 1.74 

F-values 33.81** 63.02** 27.35** 22.83** 13.5** 24.1** 
Standard β 
coefficient 

.39 .545 .502 .51 .557 .709 

Note. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. 
Model 1-Independent variable (IV): number of earned credit hours (ECH) semester 1; Dependent 
Variable (DV): Registered credit hours (RCH) semester 1 
Model 2-IV: ECH semester 2; DV: RCH semester 2 
Model 3-IV: ECH semester 3; DV: RCH semester 3 
Model 4-IV: ECH semester 4; DV: RCH semester 4 
Model 5-IV: ECH semester 5; DV: RCH semester 5 
Model 6-IV: ECH semester 6; DV: RCH semester 6 

 

In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .226 indicates an increase 

of .226 units in the earned credit hours in college for every one-unit change in registered hours. 

The first regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 33.82, p <.001 with an adjusted 

R2 of .147, indicating that 14.7% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained by earned 

credit hours. In the first regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .226 indicates an 

increase of .226 units in the earned credit hours in college for every one-unit change in the 

registered credit hours in college is explained by college attendance. In the second regression 

model, the standardized β coefficient of .545 indicates an increase of .545 units in the earned 



 
 

college credit hours for every one-unit change in registered credit hours. The second regression 

model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 63.02, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .293, 

indicating that 29.3% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained by earned credit 

hours. In the third regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .502 indicates an increase 

of .502 units in the earned college credit hours for every one-unit change in the registered credit 

hours. The third regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 27.35, p <.001 with an 

adjusted R2 of .243, indicating that 24.3% of the variance in registered credit hours is explained 

by earned credit hours. In the fourth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .510 

indicates an increase of .510 units in the earn college credit hours for every one-unit change in 

the high college registered hours. The fourth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 

5) = 22.83, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .249, indicating that 24.9% of the variance in 

registered credit hours is explained by earned credit hours.  

In the fifth regression model, the standardized β coefficient of .557 indicates an increase 

of .557 units in the college semester one GPA scores for every one-unit change in the high 

school GPA scores. The fifth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 24.10, p 

<.001 with an adjusted R2 of .287, indicating that 28.7% of the variance in registered credit hours 

is explained by earned credit hours. In the sixth regression model, the standardized β coefficient 

of .709 indicates an increase of .709 units in the earned credit hours for every one-unit change in 

the registered credit hours. The sixth regression model was statistically significant F (1, 5) = 

24.10, p <.001 with an adjusted R2 of .481, indicating that 48.1% of the variance in registered 

credit hours is explained by earned credit hours. 

Research Question 4 

What is the relationship between financial aid available and earned credit hours? 



 
 

Table 29 shows that the strongest correlation is between the number earned credit hours 

(NEH) from college and financial aid used term 4 is, r (280) = .420, r2 = .18, p <.01. The shared 

variance between ECH and financial aid used correlated 17.6%. This range in the correlation 

between number of earned college credit hours and financial used indicates a small effect. The 

strongest correlation between ECH and financial aid used in term 1 is r (514) = .313, r2 = .10, p 

<.01. The shared variance between ECH and financial aid used correlated 9.8%. This range in 

the correlation between ECH and financial used indicates a small effect. The strongest 

correlation between the number earned credit hours from college and financial aid used term 3 is, 

r (514) = .340, r2 = .12, p <.01. The shared variance between ECH and financial aid used 

correlated 11.6%. This range in the correlation between ECH and financial used indicates a small 

effect. The strongest correlation between the number earned credit hours (NEH) from college 

and financial aid used term 4 is, r (280) = .420, r2 = .18, p <.01. The shared variance between 

ECH and financial aid used correlated 17.6%. This range in the correlation between number of 

earned college credit hours and financial used indicates a small effect. 

 



 
 

 
Table 29 

Correlation Table for Number of Earned Credit Hours (Title I and Non-I Status) 
 

NEC
H 

Term1 

FA 
Term

1 

NEC
H 

Term2 

FA 
Term 2 

NECH
-Term 

3 

FA 
Term 3 

NEC
H 

Term 
4 

FA 
Term 

4 

NEC
H 

Term 
5 

FA 
Term 

5 

NEC
H 

Term 
6 

FA 
Term 6 

NECH TERM 1 1            
FA-TERM 1 .161** 1           
NECH-TERM 2 .261** .081** 1          
FA-TERM 2 .063* .563** .118** 1         
NECH-TERM 3 .280** .135** .274** .17** 1        
FA -TERM 3 .048 .413** .008 .544** .062 1       
NECH-TERM 4 .313** .123** .201** .141** .34** -.015 1      
FA-TERM 4 .084 .563** .004 .728** .144** .417** .166** 1     
NECH-TERM 5 .227** .142* .179** .2** .31** .05 .420** .163** 1    
FA TERM 5 .107 .321** .112 .821** .136* .6** .142* .461** .184** 1   
NECH-TERM 6 .033 -.022 .039 .013 .147* -.069 .214** -.022 .141* .013 1  
FA TERM 6 -.024 .375** -.069 .559** -.046 10** -.091 .375** -.034 .559** -.069 1 

Note. NECH=Number of earned credit hours for college. FA=financial used per semester. **Correlations significant at p<.01; * 
Correlations significant at p<.05. 
 
 



 
 

Research Question 5 

What is the relationship between financial aid available and registered credit hours?  

The strongest correlation in Table 30 between the registered credit hours (RCH) in 

college and financial aid used (FA) term 2 is, r (280) = .393, r2 = .15, p <.01. The shared 

variance between the college term GPA and high school was statistically correlated 1.3% to 

15.4%. This range in the correlation between earned college credit hours, based on student who 

graduated from Title I status high school and registered college credit hours indicates a small to 

medium effect. This range in the correlation between earned credit hours from college and 

registered credit hours from college, indicates a small effect. This means that the amount of 

financial aid is not having much effect on number of registered credit hours taken per semester. 

 

  



 
 

 
Table 30 

Correlation Table for Registered Credit hours and Financial Used 
 

RCH- 
Term 

1 

FA 
Term 1 

RCH 
Term 

2 

FA 
Term 

2 

RCH 
Term3 

FA 
Term 3 

RCH 
Term 

4 

FA 
Term 4 

RCH 
Term 5 

FA 
Term 

5 

RCH 
Term 

6 

FA 
Term 6 

RCH Term 1 1             
FA- Term 1 .254** 1            
RCH- Term 2 .225** .159** 1           
FA- Term 2 .118** .563** .253** 1          
ECH- Term 3 .145** .063 .135** .055 1         
FA - Term 3 .071 .413** .153** .544** .061 1        
ECH- Term 4 .209** .148** .185** .156** .040 -.063 1       
FA- Term 4 .128** .563** .154** .728** .080 .417** .252** 1      
ECH- Term 5 .292** .143* .393** .135* .180** .069 .124* .043 1     
FA-Term 5 .105 .321** .191** .821** -.001 .600** .108 .461** .163** 1    
ECH- Term 6 .140* .007 .196** -.007 .078 .040 .130 .007 .029 -.007 1   
FA- Term 6 .078 .375** .112 .559** .146* 10** -.091 .375** .088 .559** .040 1  
Note. RCH=registered credit hours for college; FA=Financial used per semester. **Correlation significant at p<.01; * Correlations 
significant at p<.05. 
 



 

135 
 

 

Summary  

The correlation coefficient test was conducted to determine the impact of Financial Aid 

budget on the number earned college credit hours per semester. As seen in Table 28 there is very 

minimal correlation taking place between the variables of earned college credit hours and 

Financial Aid budget. Therefore, a second correlation coefficient test was conducted using the 

registered college credit hours and Financial Aid budget. As seen in Table 29 there is very 

minimal correlation taking place between the registered credit hours and Financial Aid budget. 

We can confer that the financial aid budget does not have an impact on the number of earned 

credits hours or number of registered for college students. There was not a separate analysis 

conducted to further evaluate financial budget-based Title I high school status and Non-Title I 

high school status due to the extremely low correlation within the overall population of students 

in the research study.  

The statistical results from the various correlation and linear regression tests prove that 

college semester GPA, cumulative college GPA and high school GPA have some level of impact 

on a students’ academic performance in college. There are trends of increase in mean GPA seen 

for the semester GPAs and cumulative college GPAs. However, financial aid had very minimal 

influence on the amount of earned credit hours and amount of registered credit hours for students 

in college.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 

 
 

Chapter V: Discussion 

The current study’s researcher sought to determine if the effects of social stratification, 

measured by students’ attendance at Title I status high schools that qualify for free and reduced 

lunch, impact college GPA. More than 22 million students in the United States received 

breakfast and lunch at a reduced rate through National School Lunch programs (Ralston & 

Guthrie, 2018; ‘Turner et al., 2019). Participants were graduates of a Title I status high school 

and Non- Title I status high school, who are undergraduate students enrolled in a historically 

Black private college in the southern region of Florida. This quantitative study’s researcher 

aimed to examine the variables of social stratification as measured by Title I status of high 

school and academic performance measured by college GPA (based on the status of academic 

warning, probation, and suspension). Academic progress was compared as a 3-year longitudinal 

study, with data collection from 2018-2021. Academic terms included the fall 2018- fall 2020, 

fall 2021 semester, spring 2019-2021 semester, and summer semester 2019-2021. 

Students’ academic progress has been researched from several perspectives, considering 

parents’ educational level, income level, and cost of tuition influence. However, there is not a 

single research study that has considered the type of high school students come from and how 

this impacts their progression once enrolled in college. To the best of the author’s knowledge, 

scarce research has considered the type of high school (Title I versus non-title I) students come 

from and how this impacts their academic performance and progression once enrolled in college. 

Higher education has been seen as a pathway from the lines of poverty to the means of a better 

life for 50 years (Baum et al., 2013). In the 1960s, public perception toward higher education 

was vital, and people believed in the possibilities gained through higher education (Baum et al., 



 
 

 
 

2013). There has been a demand placed on colleges and universities key stakeholders to improve 

the academic outcomes for college students.  

The COVID-19 pandemic caused 55.1 million students to receive educational instruction 

through distance learning. In addition, the COVID-19 pandemic was responsible for school 

closures nationally, affecting students’ academic growth (Kuhfeld et al., 2020). Southern states 

are expected to experience a 10%-25% decline in K–12 sector schools due to the COVID-19 

pandemic (Tinubu Ali & Herrera, 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic caused many schools to 

swiftly transition to a distance learning format for classroom instruction, adjust teaching contact 

hours, and expand school nutrition programs (Tinubu Ali & Herrera, 2020). As a result, students’ 

growth in reading will likely increase by 70%, and students’ growth in math is expected to 

decline by 50%. 

Students’ academic progress has been researched from several perspectives, considering 

parents’ educational level, income level, and cost of tuition influence. However, there is not a 

single research study that has considered the type of high school students come from and how 

this impacts their progression once enrolled in college. To the best of the author’s knowledge, 

scarce research has considered the type of high school (Title I versus non-title I) students come 

from and how this impacts their academic performance and progression once enrolled in college. 

Summary of Results 

The researcher utilized correlation bivariate and linear regression tests to interpret the 

various data points within the research study. The research variables, high school GPA, semester 

GPA, cumulative GPA, earned college credit hours, and registered college credit hours, were 

first analyzed based on the combined Title I and Non- Title status of students; then the research 



 
 

 
 

variables were further analyzed based on the student’s high school attendance at Title I and Non-

Title I status high school. 

The main trends seen between Title I and Non-Title I status high schools, is that the 

academic performance of students from Non-Title I status high GPAs are higher than students 

who attended Title I status high schools. In the statistical output for correlation and linear 

regression we are seeing stronger effect size for Non-Title I status high schools in companion to 

Title I status high school students. This is mainly because most students who attend a Title I 

status high school often come from a low social economic background; where their home 

conditions require them to work while in college, which leads to decreased studying time for 

college courses, minimize time to seek academic supports services available on college campus, 

and minimize time to connect with faculty for other educational support, and guidance. However, 

there is one common trend shared between students from Title I and Non- Title status high 

schools that are parallel, is that students are enrolled in college at full-time status. The status of 

high school did not have an impact on the number of credit hours a student enrolled in per 

semester.  

Research Question 1 

What is the impact of high school GPA, from a Title I status high school, on the freshman 

student’s academic performance, as measured by college semester GPA? 

The correlation coefficient test and linear regression test were used to address the quantitative 

Research Question 1.1 

The correlation coefficient was used to compare the high school GPA and college 

semester GPA to determine if there was a significant difference between GPA scores.  



 
 

 
 

First, the correlation coefficient test was used to compare the combined high school GPA 

and college semester GPA based on Title I and Non-Title I status high schools. Test trends 

showed a minimal correlation between high school GPA and college semester GPA; the highest 

correlation is seen between GPA 5 (2.97) and college semester GPA 3 (4.88). The combined 

linear regression trend showed that up to 10% of the college semester was explained by high 

school GPA. Second, the correlation coefficient and regression test were used to compare high 

school GPA and college semester GPA based on Title I status high schools. The trends in data 

points indicate a small effect size exist between high school GPA and college semester GPA 

which coincide with liner regression results. Table 12, 14, 16 indicates that college GPA in 

semester 3 had the highest adjusted R2 values (R2 = .085 [combined]; R2 = .091 [Title I], and R2 

= .184 [Non-Title I]) and corresponding β coefficient values (β = .297 [combined]; β = .308 

[Title I], and β = .441 [Non-Title I]).  

Research Question 1.2 

What is the impact of high school GPA, from a non-Title I high school, on a freshman 

student’s academic performance as measured by college semester GPA? 

The correlation coefficient test and linear regression test were used to address the 

quantitative Research Question 2. The correlation coefficient was used to compare the high 

school GPA (Non-Title I status) and college semester GPA to determine if there was a 

significant difference between GPA scores. The highest level of correlation is seen between GPA 

3 (.441) and college semester GPA 1 (.385). The trends in data points indicate a medium effect 

size exist between high school GPA and college semester GPA which coincide with liner 

regression results.  



 
 

 
 

Research Question 2 

What impact does the number of completed credit hours have on students continued 

enrollment (as measured by cumulative GPA) in college? 

Research Question 2.1 

What impact does the number of completed credit hours have on students from Non-Title 

I status high school continued enrollment (as measured by cumulative GPA) in college? 

The correlation coefficient test and linear regression test were used to address the 

quantitative Research Question 2. The correlation coefficient was used to compare the high 

school GPA and cumulative college semester GPA to determine if there was a significant 

difference between GPA scores. 

First, the correlation coefficient test was used to compare the combined high school GPA 

and cumulative college semester GPA based on Title I and Non-Title I status high schools. Test 

trends showed a minimal correlation between high school GPA and college cumulative GPA; the 

highest correlation is seen between GPA 5 (4.02). The combined linear regression trend showed 

that up to 12% of the college cumulative GPA is explained by high school GPA. Tables 18, 20, 

and 22 indicates that college GPA in semester 3 had the highest adjusted R2 values (R2 = .159 

[combined]; R2 = .149 [Title I], and R2 = .263 [Non-Title I]) and corresponding β coefficient 

values (β = .402 [combined]; β = .39 [Title I], and β = .541 [Non-Title I]). 

Research Question 2.2: What impact does the number of earned credit hours have on students 

from Title I status high school continued enrollment (as measured by cumulative GPA) in 

college? 

The correlation coefficient test and linear regression test were used to address the 

quantitative Research Question 2. The correlation coefficient was used to compare the high 



 
 

 
 

school GPA and cumulative college semester GPA to determine if there was a significant 

difference between GPA scores. The trends in data points; indicates a medium effect size exist 

between high school GPA and cumulative college semester GPA which coincide with liner 

regression results. The regressions results are highest for semester GPA 5, adjusted R2 .159, β 

coefficient of .402. 

Research Question 3 

What impact does the number of earned credit hours have on student’s continued 

enrollment in college (as measured by registered credit hours taken)?  

Research Question 3.1 

What impact does the number of earned credit hours have on students from a Title I 

status high school continued enrollment in college (as measured by registered credit hours 

taken)?  

First, the correlation coefficient test was used to compare the combined earned college 

credit hour sand registered college credit hours based on Title I and Non-Title I status high 

schools. Test trends showed although some correlation is taking place it is very minimal. There 

were only seven data points that met the criteria of .3 threshold to be interpreted. The correlation 

is strongest in term 6, (.576). Tables 24, 26, and 28 indicate that the registered hours and earned 

credit hours adjusted R2 values (R2 = .345 [combined]; R2 = .328 [Title I], and R2 = .481 [Non-

Title I]) and corresponding β coefficient values (β = .591 [combined]; β = .576 [Title I], and β = 

.709 [Non-Title I]). The low correlation can be associated with students have the obligation to 

work full time, not having much time to study for academic courses, and not have access to 

academic advisement resources. 



 
 

 
 

Research Question 3.2 

What impact does the number of earned credit hours have on students from a Non-Title I 

status high school continued enrollment in college (as measured by the number of registered 

credit hours taken)?  

The correlation coefficient and regression test were used to compare earned college credit 

hours and registered college credit hours based on Non-Title I status high school attendance. The 

trends in data points indicate that there is slightly stronger correlation taken place, which 

coincides with the linear regression results and there is more distribution among the data points 

in comparison to Title I status high schools. The highest correlation for registered credit hours is 

Term 6, (.709). The trend seen in increased correlation can be associated with students not 

having to work full-time, having more time to study, and time available to access support 

resources on college campus. 

Research Question 4 

What is the impact of the amount of FAFSA loans available to the student, influence on 

the number of earned credit hours toward satisfying degree requirements? 

The correlation and regressions tests were used based on overall population of students 

regardless of high status. The data points were not tested separately as it relates to Title I and 

Non-Title I status because, the variables of FAFSA loans available and earned credit hours have 

some correlation. This means that FAFSA loans available does not have some impact on the 

number of earned credit hours students complete in college.  

Research Question 5 

What is the impact of the amount of FAFSA loans available to the student, influence on 

the number of registered credit hours toward satisfying degree requirements? 



 
 

 
 

The correlation and regressions tests were used based on overall population of students 

regardless of high status. The data points were not assessed separately as it relates to Title I and 

Non-Title I status because there was only a small effect seen between FAFSA loans available 

and registered credit hours. This means that FAFSA loans available does not have a strong 

impact on the number of earned credit hours students complete in college.  

Study Implications 

In the United States and other countries, the impact of social stratification has been a 

growing concern in higher education (Davis-Kean, 2005; Wu, 2017; Zhimin & Yao, 2015). 

Davis-Kean (2005) cross-functional study identified that status of parents’ income and education 

played a critical role in determining the students’ success in grade school. Although parents from 

high-income families and low-income families shared the exact high expectations and beliefs 

toward education, the children from the low-income range of academic performance did not 

match their parent’s expectations. However, mothers with high academic achievement held 

higher expectations for their children and positively impacted their children’s academic 

performance. The study aimed to understand the level of influence that race and the parent’s SES 

have on children’s development in middle school. There are minimal research studies that take 

into consideration achievement expectations and efficacy.  

Bastedo and Jaquette’s (2011) research study states that SES in higher education has 

improved for low-income students related to academic performance. However, they still lag 

behind compared to families from higher economic status. This research was based on the 

correlation between SES and attendance at selective colleges. The study indicates that 

institutional stratification exists among colleges, creating barriers for high-achieving, low-

income students to compete for admissions slots at selective colleges. Low (SES) African 



 
 

 
 

American students face obstacles in college, have less interaction with faculty outside of 

classroom instruction time, have less time to study, work more hours than their peers, and have 

less involvement in student organizations (Walpole, 2008). The low (SES) African Americans 

continue to be underrepresented in 4-year colleges and universities, although degree completion 

rates have increased (Walpole, 2008). There is limited research study on all students’ college 

application process; gaining more knowledge will help discover if patterns exist related to SES. 

Currently, the institution has implemented an early intervention component through QEP, which 

has developed a writing placement plan that captures students in English Composition I that are 

at risk of failing at midterm with a grade of D or F. Also, a plan is being implemented to capture 

students enrolled in entry-level college math, such as College Algebra, which will assist students 

at risk of failing at midterm with a grade of D or F. The is also a voluntary component that will 

allow the student to enroll based on baseline test scores for ACT/SAT but students who did not 

voluntarily enroll in the specialized course will be automatically selected at mid-term based on 

academic performance.  

In this study, the researcher sought to address the social stratification of students in 

college by considering the students’ high school status of Title I and Non-Title I. However, 

previous research studies support that the SES of parents and their education level impact on 

students’ academic performance in grade school. Very few research studies take into 

consideration a student’s high school academic performance level of impact on college academic 

performance. The study addressed the gap in the literature by taking a step back and evaluating 

high school’s effect on college academic performance. Students face various barriers in high 

school related to housing insecurities and food disparities, which their families receive 

specialized assistance for, such as housing vouchers, TANF benefits, and free or reduced pricing 



 
 

 
 

for meals in school. These students will likely not have access to the same educational resources 

available to students who attend Title I status high schools. 

Quantitative analysis included descriptive and inferential statistics for participant 

demographic results. The descriptive and inferential tests revealed that 1,325 students were 

included in the research study, and 191 graduated from Non-Title I status high schools. The 

statistical tests performed were correlation coefficient and linear regression. The tests support 

that there is a significant difference between high school GPA, college semester GPA, and 

college cumulative GPA in respect to Title I and Non-Title I high school attendance. In (RQ1), 

Non-Title I student’s semester GPA 3 (R2 = .184) was higher in comparison to a Title I student’s 

semester GPA 3 (R2 = .069). The Non-Title I student’s first semester GPA 1 (R2 = .091) also 

experienced a higher level of increase than Title I status first semester GPA 1 (R2 = .047). This 

trend in GPA increases could be linked to Title I students needing to work part-time or full-time 

jobs to assist with tuition and living expenses.  

The quantitative analysis included a correlation coefficient test and linear regression tests. 

The correlation and regression test were statistically significant; the examination of Durbin 

Watson statistics, P-P plots, q-q plots, and scatter plots reveal that the assumption of 

independence observations, linearity, and homoscedasticity was met. The Durbin-Watson 

statistics indicate no significant auto autocorrelation because all the values are close to 2. There 

is minimal correlation between the high school GPA and college semester GPA for students who 

graduated from a Title I status high school. Only one variable met the interpretation criteria of .3 

term 6 (r = .418, r2 =.18, p< .01). The regression r2 values were also low, indicating that college 

semester GPA and high school GPA are not correlated much. The dataset was further evaluated 

based on students’ attendance at Non-Title I status high schools. The correlation coefficient and 



 
 

 
 

linear regression tests were analyzed. There was a high correlation between high school GPA 

and college semester GPA. Most of the data points for college semesters were correlated .3 or 

higher, which is considered moderately correlated with high school GPA. The Title I status high 

school GPA had one variable that was statistically correlated with semester GPA and College 

semester GPA. The slight correlation of (r = .308 r2 = .10, p<.01) indicates a small effect of 

correlation .1% to 20%. The correlation for non-Title status high school GPA and college 

semester GPA is more correlated with a small to medium effect size term 1, r (191) = .31 r2 = 

.10, p <.01, this trend is seen throughout the distribution of college semester GPA term 1- GPA 

them 6. This means that high school GPA moderately correlates with the college semester GPA. 

The statistically significant difference seen between Non-Title I status schools having more 

correlation can be associated with the small sample size of students in the research study. 

Reindl’s (2007) research study focused on the changing demographics of students in 

college due to the demand on the workforce. In the United States, there is a demand to fill jobs 

considered high-skill jobs, which are predicted to exceed low-skill jobs. The population of 

African Americans and Latinos between 18-44 years old is expected to increase by 10 million 

between  2000 to 2025. The increase of African Americans and Latinos means an increase in 

college enrollment numbers can be expected among people from minority groups, non-traditional 

college students, and low-income families to meet the workforce demand. The study’s overall 

outcome indicates that for the United States to remain competitive and close degree attainment 

gaps among minority groups and low-income families, higher education must promote cost-

effectiveness and bridge the gap between K–12 sectors to post-secondary institutions.  

The demographic of student population results performed by the researcher revealed that 

participants in the study African Americans (70%) and Hispanics (3%), were enrolled in college 



 
 

 
 

in comparison to other ethnic groups such as Indians (1%), Multicultural (2.5%), Whites (3.8%), 

Unknown (2.8%) and Islander (.1%). The increase in enrollment will require colleges to 

strengthen their academic support resources such as peer tutoring, supplemental instruction 

courses, work-study programs, financial aid counselor support, and academic advisor support. 

Students from low SES rely on financial student aid to gain college access.  

Approximately 65% percent of full-time students that attended community college were 

eligible for Pell Grant (McKinney & Roberts, 2012). Colleges have known issues regarding 

counselor-to -student ratio, which impacts students’ access to the resources to meet their needs 

(McKinney & Roberts, 2012). Students from low SES backgrounds are more likely to have 

attended a high school that provided minimal guidance for college and are more likely to come 

from families with limited knowledge about navigating through the college life cycle processes 

(McKinney & Roberts, 2012). Students from low SES encounter barriers related to the 

complexity of financial aid processes and lack a clear understanding of financial literacy 

(Greenfield, 2015). Although federal student aid has begun to simplify its application processes, 

many students and parents still struggle to complete the FAFSA application because of the 

complex questions related to family financial earnings, savings, assets, and criminal background 

status. Colleges and Universities can assist students and parents through college preparation 

programs to educate them about financial aid processes, the cost of college, and how to pay for 

college (Greenfield, 2015). Higher education and high schools can create partnerships before 

students enter college, so they can engage in workshops with parents to begin the learning 

process about financing college and other resources available for college.  

The correlation coefficient test was used to evaluate FAFSA available to students based 

on earned college credit hours. The variables were not assessed separated by Title I and Non-



 
 

 
 

Title I status high school because the overall sample population did not have much correlation 

between the two variables. Although there was a very minimal correlation between FAFSA 

available to students and registered credit hours, there was some mild correlation between earned 

credit hours and FAFSA available to students. The mild correlation means that the amount of 

financial aid available did not impact the number of registered credit hours a student took on a 

semester base. However, the amount of FAFSA available to students was mildly correlated with 

earned college credit hours. The number of earned credit hours per semester can impact the 

amount of FAFSA a student receives based on academic completion rate, which considers the 

semester GPA and cumulative GPA. The correlation results indicate that financial aid available 

to students does not impact the number of registered credit hours per semester. However, the 

number of registered credit hours and earned hours combined could affect a student’s enrollment 

based on their completion rate per semester. The number of credit hours students earn per 

semester can impact their satisfactory academic progress (SAP)in college, significantly 

influencing their continued access to financial aid. The students could benefit from having access 

to academic support services that could improve their semester GPA and cumulative GPA.  

The researcher confirmed through the descriptive and inferential tests that student 

academic status levels of freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior; show signs of decline in 

student enrollment. In addition, as students matriculate through college from freshman status 

level (43.4%t) to senior status level (18.2%), their enrollment declines. The decline among 

freshman-status students reveals that they are encountering instances of stopping out of college 

before reaching senior-level status, which could be related to the type of high school attended. 

Kim’s (2015) correlational study hinged on Tinto’s theory of student departure from college 

considered the impact of gender, ethnicity, family social status, goals, commitment, college 



 
 

 
 

integration, and high school performance having an effect on students’ likelihood of dropping 

out of college. According to a study conducted by Klitzman (2017), 60,000 students who 

completed a Federal financial aid application reported themselves as homeless. Thirty-six 

percent of students who applied for financial aid at the community and university levels 

experienced housing insecurities while enrolled in college. Many colleges encounter barriers 

when left to deal with the hardships of homeless students enrolled in college. The result is that 

homeless students’ needs are left unmet, and they struggle to remain enrolled in college. Several 

factors were addressed in the field study: academic preparation, personal needs, academic 

support, financial considerations, patterns of interaction, non-academic initiatives, student, 

government, and college agencies. There were minimal research studies that considered 

achievement expectations and efficacy.  

As noted, many students in the research study graduated from a Title I status high school; 

and are now enrolled in college. A large number of Title I status students enrolled in college, 

means the level of at-risk students make up a majority of the entire student population. The 

students could benefit from having access to academic support services that could improve their 

educational outcomes. Although admissions standards are in place to expand opportunities for 

under privilege populations of people to have equal access to educational opportunities (Kim, 

2015), colleges must create fluid recruitment strategies to ensure diversity among the student 

population on their college campus. Having a diverse population of students allows for creating 

college learning communities that can assist the students with the concept of peer approach to 

learning and studying. Also, colleges could benefit from increasing their academic support staff 

to ensure enough staff members are available to assist the large population of at-risk students 



 
 

 
 

needing academic support services. This will help shift the distribution to be more evenly 

distributed with Title I and Non-Title I status students and improve academic retention outcomes. 

Contribution of The Study 

In the United States and other countries, the impact of social stratification has been a 

growing concern in higher education (Davis-Kean, 2005; Wu, 2017; Zhimin & Yao, 2015). 

Davis-Kean (2005) cross-functional study identified that status of parents’ income and education 

played a critical role in determining the students’ success in grade school. Although parents from 

high-income families and low-income family range shared the same high expectations and 

beliefs toward education, the children from the low-income range academic performance did not 

match their parent’s expectations. However, mothers with high academic achievement held 

higher expectations for their children and made a positive impact on their children’s academic 

performance. The study aimed to gain a clear understanding of the level of influence that race 

and the parent’s SES have on children’s development in middle school.  

Limitations 

This study intends to understand the influence of social stratification (as measured by 

student’s attendance at a Title I high school) as measured by students’ institutional GPA and 

their likelihood of dropping out of college. Several other variables worthy of research could 

impact college students’ academic performance while in college, such as work schedules, grades 

in college courses, financial aid, demographic characteristics, and other psychological attributes. 

Some form of stress impacts approximately33% to 70% of college students due to financial 

burdens (Fosnacht & Dong, 2013). Retrospective data were used for the study, with no real-time 

data or purposive sampling; other factors such as students’ working status, psychological and 

attitudinal variables, family background; support services; instruction by college faculty were 



 
 

 
 

included. External validity is limited because only one college is being evaluated, limiting the 

generalizability of study findings. It is difficult to establish causality. 

The researcher considered data from only one HBCU in Florida. Retrospective data are 

collected at a one-time point, limiting the study findings. A study of this type is selected to gain 

more insight into the student population’s background to discover the impact of high school on 

students’ academic performance in college. Although general information is available through 

IPEDS data for this institution, it does not provide details about the population of students to 

assist with identifying variables that impact students’ academic outcomes, which can provide 

opportunities for building strategies and support resources. The collection of retrospective data 

will help to determine if there is a difference in students’ academic performance in college who 

graduated from a title I status high school or a non-title I status high school. The utilization of 

institutional data would allow for learning more about the student population enrolled within an 

institution which allows for developing programs and resources to address the unique needs of 

those students in hopes of improving their educational outcomes. The study does not consider the 

current trends in students’ academic performance. The characteristics of the study sample may 

change since retrospective data are collected. The study results could be of more significance if 

data from two or more HBCU colleges from other geographical locations were a part of the 

sample population. This research study could add more validity to the study findings. The study 

findings cannot be generalized to research universities and private institutions of higher 

education. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

This research study could benefit from being replicated through a Mixed-methods study. 

The quantitative section of the study can be a Likert-based survey and the qualitative section can 



 
 

 
 

be interviews. Survey and interview data can be collected from students who were from Title I 

status schools on their experiences, challenges, and type of academic support services they need 

to enhance the academic performance in college. The mixed-methods study could also be utilized 

to incorporate comparison between two or more public or private white colleges. The 

incorporation of other variables in the research study that have an influence on students’ 

academic performance in college (e.g., work hours, family life-conflict, and support from 

faculty) could add further insights. Other additional variables that are worthy of research is how 

early college interventions in the form of English and Math support could influence students’ 

performance from Title-I status schools. Conducting future research studies on these topics could 

help key stakeholders in higher education to resolve the issues of retention among students in 

college, particularly those belonging to the minority backgrounds and expand support resources 

that could help these students in progressing through college. This will in turn improve the 

academic outcomes for students and assist researchers as well as practitioners to better meet the 

needs of these students. Future studies can also explore the partnerships that exists between Title 

I high school personnel and staff from academic support services in higher education (e.g., 

enrollment, financial aid, admissions) in terms of knowledge-sharing, and decision-making to 

better support the students transition from high school to college. 

Dissemination of the Findings 

The findings from the research study can be published in local and national conferences 

(AERA special interest groups-research focus on black education). These results can also be 

shared with the institutional leadership, where a proposal for changes regarding the support 

structures and services for students who graduated from Title-I status high schools. The study 

results will be presented to the leadership team at the institution, including financial aid, 



 
 

 
 

enrollment management, and academic support services so that steps can be taken to make the 

necessary changes that could support students coming from Title-I status high schools. The 

researcher intends to present the findings of the current study at the annual meeting of the Florida 

Association of Community Colleges and the annual public conventions of the Florida College 

Systems Activities Association. 

Conclusion  

This quantitative correlational study focused on students’ academic performance at 4-

year private HBCU who graduated from a Title I or Non-Title I status high schools. The 

students’ college performance was measured against their high school GPA and college GPA, 

number of registered credit hours, number of earned credit hours, and available FAFSA loans. 

The variables revealed  that there were differences in student academic performance compared to 

high school status. Some variables provided higher correlation than others, such as semester 

GPA, cumulative GPA, registered credit hours, and earned credit hours for student who 

graduated from Non-Title-I- status high schools. The students that graduated from Title I status 

high schools revealed lower correlations in statistical output for variables. Based on statistical 

testing results, we could identify that the amount of FAFSA loans available to students did not 

impact the number of credit hours a student enrolled in on a semester base. The minimal impact 

could be related to students coming from low SES, not being knowledgeable about financial 

literacy, and having high aspirations toward obtaining a college degree. The results of this study 

are significant because not much is known about all the variables impacting students from low 

socioeconomic background performance in college based on high school status and academic 

performance. 
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recruiting in the addendum.) 
  
No follow up recruitment is required.  
  

4. A)  Will participants receive any incentives and/or compensation for their 
participation?  

  
   Yes      No  

  
B) If Yes, describe amount and quantity:  
  
            N/A  
  
 SECTION E: INFORMED CONSENT PROCESS  

  
1. Describe the specific procedures (i.e., how, where, and when) for obtaining informed 

consent. (Use provided templates available on the CSU IRB website to create an 
informed consent form(s) and attach a copy in the addendum. Studies involving minor 
participants must include parental consent and minor assent.)   
  
Informed consent is not feasible because the data being collected retrospectively from 
student education records stored within institutional data base system. Edward Waters 
University Institutional IRB has already approved the retrospective data and study 
[Approval letter is attached].  
  
  

2. If applicable, provide justification for requesting a waiver to document informed 
consent. (See the FAQ webpage for more information.) 
  

SECTION F: OUTSIDE PERFORMANCE SITE 
  

1. A)  Does this project involve any collaborating institution and/or performance site 
outside of the CSU campus (e.g., local public school, participants’ workplace, 
military base, or hospital)?  
  

   Yes      No  
  
B)  If Yes, list all institutions and sites involved with this research project. (If 
additional space is needed, attach a separate sheet as an addendum. For each listed site, 
attach a Letter of Cooperation written on the institution’s letterhead and signed by the 
appropriate authorized official(s) in the addendum. See the FAQ webpage for more 
information.)  

  

https://aa.columbusstate.edu/research/irb/faq.php
https://aa.columbusstate.edu/research/irb/faq.php
https://aa.columbusstate.edu/research/irb/faq.php
https://aa.columbusstate.edu/research/irb/faq.php


 
 

 
 

Name of Institution  Location (City, State)  
written  

permission  
and/or current  
IRB approval  

 
  

SECTION G:  METHODS 
  

1. Basic Design and Procedures  
Outline the research project procedures in concise and sequential lay terminology. 
The outline should include the basic design and the sequence of procedures the 
participants will follow from their entry through their completion of the project.  
  
Data collection will take place during summer 2022 after IRB approval from Edward 
Waters University and Columbus State University. The design that will be used for this 
research study is Correlational Design. The data collection will be collected 
retrospectively from the institution data base which contain all students’ academic 
information. Data analysis will include Multiple Linear Regression, analysis will 
tentatively take place fall 2022 semester  
  

2. Description of Data Collection / Instrumentation  
For each item selected, you must address all of the required components. (Check all 
that apply.)  
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Describe any documents or artifacts (e.g., historical papers, educational records, 
or student writing samples) that will be collected and used.  
  
Retrospective educational records will be used for the research study which 
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o Student semester GPA the students’ academic performance of student based 

on current term attendance outcome.  
 

o Student ID Number, this is the unique identifier assigned to all enrolled 
college students for tracking and maintaining academic records. The student 
ID number is used in place of the social security number.  
 

o Student first name and last name, this personal identifying information that 
will be coded to protect the identity of participants.  
 

o Academic term and year of attendance, the timeline will be reflected based on 
spring semester, summer semester, fall semester and year. (e.g., spring 2018, 
fall 2019 etc.…).  
 

o Demographic Variables will include gender, ethnicity, age, first-generation 
student.  

o Registered hours represent the number of credit hours a student is enrolled 
during a semester term or quarter term.  
 

o Earned Credits, the total number of credit hours a student completed with a 
passing grade.  
 

o Cumulative Grade Point Average (Cum_GPA) is the overall GPA a student 
has earned that includes all grades o School Type, High school (HSDP) or 
College (ASC) o School GPA – High school grade point average that is 
calculated based on students weighted and unweighted GPA.  
 

o Term Grade Point Average (Term GPA) the outcome of grades earned during 
one semester or quarter term   o Number of credit hours completed based on 
Title I status and non-title I status high school o High school is coded based 
on status of Title I and Non-Title I status.  
 

o FAFSA amount loans are granted to students based on earned credit hours 
each semester.  
 

o Housing(dorm) student that resides in on-campus housing and are enrolled in 
at least 12 or more credits hours/full-time status.  

  Behavioral Observations (e.g., classroom observations)  
Describe the  

• focus,  
• duration,  
• number of observations,  



 
 

 
 

• and how the observations will be recorded.  
  

  Survey, Interviews, and Questionnaires (Attach a participant copy of each measure in 
the addendum. If your survey, interviews, and questionnaires will be administered 
online, you must answer the Internet Surveys and Research section below.) For each 
measure, describe   

• setting,   
• mode of administration,  • and anticipated duration.  

   
  Internet Surveys and Research  

Describe the measures   
• that will be taken to ensure security of data transmitted over the internet 

(e.g., internet surveys)   
• to remove IP addresses  
• and to protect from unauthorized access.  

  
  Audio or Video Recording  

Describe the setting and anticipated duration.  
  

3. Is it possible for any of the collected data to be used for future research projects?  
  

   Yes      No  
 

SECTION H: RISKS AND BENEFITS 
  

1. A)  Estimate the level of risk for participants.  
  

 
  

B) If any of the above risks are greater than minimal risk, describe the severity and 
likelihood of the indicated risk(s).  

     N/A  
  
  

2. Explain what steps will be taken to reduce the impact of the indicated no more than 
minimal and/or greater than minimal risks and protect the participant’s welfare.  



 
 

 
 

  
N/A  
  

3. Describe the potential benefits to the participants as a direct result of this research 
project. (Note:  Compensation is not considered a benefit).  
  
N/A  
  

4. Describe the potential benefits to research or practitioner community a direct result 
of this research project.  
  
The potential benefit of this study is to identify variables that could impact a student’s 
progression based on their high school status before entering college, which could be 
beneficial in developing resources at K–12 level to better prepare these title I students for 
college level course work.  
 
 

SECTION I: CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA 
  

1. A)  Will demographic information be collected?  
  

   Yes      No  
  
B) If Yes, list all demographic information that will be collected. (Check all that 

apply.)  
  

  gender   racial classification   age  
  education level   employment status   Other (Specify:     )  

  
C) If Yes, describe how the information will be used.  
  
The information of race, gender, age, and racial classification will not be used in the 
research study.  
  

2. A)  Indicate the degree of confidentiality. (See the FAQ webpage for more 
information.)  
  

  De-identified  
  Anonymous  
  Coded – Indirect   
  Coded – Direct   
  Data will not be confidential.  

  
B) If the data will not be confidential, explain the rationale. Not applicable.  

https://aa.columbusstate.edu/research/irb/faq.php
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C) If the data will be de-identified, explain the procedures for completing that 

process.  
       
       Not Applicable.  
  
D) If indirect or direct coding, indicate   

• in what format (e.g., paper, or electronic files) will the data be kept,   
• where will the data will be stored,   
• how long will the data will be stored,   
• and how the data will be destroyed.  

  
Once data is collected it will be stored electronically as on the researcher personal 
computer as data file. The data will be retained on researcher’s personal computer for the 
timeframe until final defense is complete [Tentatively fall 2022]. The electronic data file 
will be deleted once final defense is complete.  
  
E) If indirect or direct coding, explain why it is necessary to keep indirect or direct 

identifiers.  
  
That indirect coding is necessary because the students’ progression through the degree 
program need to be tracked across multiple semesters.  
  
F) If indirect or direct coding, identify who will have access to the coding and/or 

individually identifiable information.  
  
Principal Investigator will have access to indirect coding.  
 

SECTION J: ELECTRONIC SIGNATURES 
  
The Research Team, including the Principal Investigator, Co-Principal Investigator, and other 
personnel, must read and comply with all Columbus State University Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) Policies and Procedures. In addition, they must abide by all federal, state, and local laws 
regarding protection of human subjects in research. As the Principal and Co-Principal 
Investigators, if applicable, you agree to follow these governing guidelines that include, but not 
limited to, the following policies and procedures. Failure to follow these guidelines may result in 
delays with the processing of this application and/or future applications.  
  

1. Complete the Human Subjects Research training and submit a training certificate as an 
addendum.  

2. Merge all addendums into one file.  
3. Begin recruitment and data collection after receiving notification of final IRB approval.  
4. Obtain approval from the IRB prior to instituting any change in project protocol.  
5. Obtain informed consent from all participants, and legal parent or guardian, prior to 

commencing this research study when applicable.  



 
 

 
 

6. Maintain copies of all records and signed consent forms, if required, from each 
participant for the duration of the project.  

7. Notify the IRB regarding any adverse events, unexpected problems, or incidents that 
involve risks to participants and/or others.  

8. Submit the Final Report Form within 12 months from the date of IRB approval using the 
template available on the CSU IRB website (if applicable).  

  
If this research study is a student-led project, the Co-Principal Investigator, the student’s 
faculty supervisor, must agree to complete the following tasks prior to the submission of 
the Human Research Application:  
  

• Collaborate with the student to develop the research study.  
• Read and review this application with its addendums for content and clarity.  
• Guide and oversee the procedures outlined in this application.  
• Ensure that all the Research Team responsibilities are fulfilled.  

  
Principal Investigator’s Email Address as an electronic signature. (For authentication 
purposes, the email address must match the email address on file with Columbus State 
University.)  
  
Email Address:  chester_detrenyona@columbusstate.edu    Date:  05-16-2022  
    
Co-Principal Investigator’s Email Address as an electronic signature. (For authentication 
purposes, the email address must match the email address on file with Columbus State 
University.)  
  
Email Address:  acharya_parul@columbusstate.edu   Date:  05-16-2022  
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