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ABSTRACT 

 

Community colleges have come under increased scrutiny lately for their low retention 

and graduation rates, but these institutions are not the only focal point of public criticism. 

Intercollegiate athletics has recently been admonished for its emphasis on athletic excellence, 

often in place of academic achievement. Alabama Community College Conference member 

institutions, however, lack empirical evidence that identifies whether these assertions are evident 

within the ACCC, thus preventing campus leaders from implementing strategies designed to 

enhance lower student success rates among student-athletes enrolled at their schools. 

Therefore, this study sought to determine rates of student success among Alabama 

community college baseball and softball players. In particular, the research explored which 

demographic factors might be useful in predicting these student-athletes’ cumulative community 

college grade point averages, as well as retention rates and degree completion rates. Univariate 

analyses, along with linear and logistic regression methodologies, were employed to analyze the 

data and to answer the six research questions. The sample used for this study included baseball 

and softball players previously enrolled at three Alabama rural community colleges. Results 

indicated females, White student-athletes, those from a higher socioeconomic status, and student-

athletes earning high school diplomas each outperformed their counterparts. Within all three 

regression models, gender was noted as a significant predictor, followed by socioeconomic status 

in two of the three regression analyses (cumulative community college grade point average and 

degree completion rates), then race and educational background in one analysis (retention rates 

and cumulative community college grade point average respectively).  
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CHAPTER I: 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Community colleges have come under increased scrutiny lately for their low retention 

and graduation rates (The Century Foundation Task Force on Preventing Community Colleges 

from Becoming Separate and Unequal, 2013) and colleges are beginning to respond. For many 

years, specific strategies – such as challenging honors programs, co-curricular student activities, 

and active learning environments in the classroom – have been introduced at many institutions as 

a way to improve these standards (Astin, 1999). To be sure, accountability pressures, and 

subsequent funding restrictions, have caused campus leaders to employ specific measures 

designed to rectify the college completion dilemma at their respective institutions (Fuller, 2010). 

As such – and based upon empirical research that has indicated that the more integrated a student 

is into the campus culture, the more likely that student will persist and succeed (Tinto, 1975b; 

Kuh & Pike, 2005) – all of the aforementioned activities are being implemented as ways to 

immediately engage students in the academic and social environments on campus.  

As a form of co-curricular engagement, intercollegiate athletic programs provide students 

with an opportunity to become integrated into the campus culture, thus increasing their 

likelihood of persistence if Tinto’s (1975b) assertions are correct. Despite a rise in popularity 

within the intercollegiate athletic context, research on intercollegiate athletic participation is 

sparse; and what little research has been produced does not provide a clear message relating to 

student success among student-athletes (John S. & James L. Knight Foundation, 2001; Josza, 

2013; Aries et al., 2004; Astin, 1999; Watt & Moore, 2001; The Institute for Diversity and Ethics 
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in Sport, 2011; Horton, 2009b; Schulz, 2007; Mendoza, Horton, & Mendez, 2012). Furthermore, 

empirical evidence pertaining to community college athletic participation and student success is 

even more limited.  

The current study, then, fills in a substantial gap in the literature by analyzing student 

success rates among community college athletes. Specifically, success rates among students 

participating in men’s baseball and women’s softball programs, two sports that have largely been 

ignored in the academic research domain, were analyzed. Of note, these two athletic programs 

were also chosen because each sport yields the highest number of participants and competing 

teams within the scope of this study–the Alabama Community College Conference–which aided 

the researcher in gaining a more comprehensive glimpse into student success rates among this 

study’s population.   

This present discussion offers an overview of the American community college, as well 

as surveying the historical evolution of intercollegiate athletics from its humble beginnings in the 

mid-1800s to its modern commercialized nature. Provision of these two key components is 

essential to framing the study’s problem statement, purpose, and significance, as well as the 

research questions, assumptions, limitations, and delimitations of the study.  

The American Community College 

In the later 1800s and early 1900s, the higher education environment was at a crossroads. 

Enrollment demands were increasing for many colleges and universities, while expansion of 

facilities and other student accommodations remained stagnant (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). What 

was needed was a new type of institution to help offset this enrollment burden on existing 

institutions. Indeed, the founding of the American community college came at an ideal time, one 
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when these new institutions could afford access to individuals who were not able to attend     

four-year colleges and universities (Jurgens, 2010; Dassance, 2011).  

Although the community college started out as an institution that provided academic 

transfer opportunities to students who were not accepted to four-year colleges and universities 

(Dassance, 2011), its purpose has most certainly evolved, now educating over seven million 

students each year in a myriad of degree options at over 1,900 two-year institutions (Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2014; National Center for Education Statistics, 

2013). Realizing its inability to thrive solely as an academic transfer institution, the community 

college sought to create its own place within the higher education sector by responding to local 

needs (Hollinshead, 1936). Being responsive to local needs, desires, and demands, in addition to 

affording access to postsecondary education, has been particularly characteristic of Alabama 

rural community colleges, which were the focus of this study (Chesson & Rubin, 2003; Katsinas, 

1994). Assuredly, introducing vocational and terminal degree programs to meet local workforce 

demands has enabled community colleges to firmly establish themselves among higher education 

institutions as destinations for individuals seeking personal development and human capital 

growth, regardless of degree choice (Boggs, 2011; Grubb, 1996; Nespoli, 1991; Laanan, Hardy, 

& Katsinas, 2006).   

Evolution of Intercollegiate Athletics 

 Intercollegiate athletics was born out of a desire to engage college campuses with broader 

society. The hope was that the more connected current and former students were with their 

college cultures, the more likely they would be to donate, provide positive publicity, and help 

construct a brand for their alma mater. As intercollegiate athletics gained in popularity, revenue 

streams began to increase as well. Assuredly, a successful college athletic program equated to 
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larger donations from alumni, loftier prestige for institutions, and bigger incoming classes of 

freshmen (Thelin, 2011). Unfortunately, this rise in popularity came at a cost. According to a 

1920s report by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, in a few short 

decades of existence, college sports had found a way to become too commercialized. 

Additionally, institutional leaders were noted as lacking administrative control over athletics 

(Savage, Bentley, McGovern, & Smiley, 1929).  

 Community college athletics, introduced to two-year institutions in 1939, have seen a 

rapid growth in that sector as well. What started out as an initial track and field competition 

among thirteen institutions in one state has expanded to over 700 community colleges 

participating in 16 sports across the nation and in Canada (National Junior College Athletic 

Association [NJCAA], 2014; California Community College Athletic Association, 2014; 

Northwest Athletic Conference, 2014). Intercollegiate athletic programs on community college 

campuses are not exempt from the aforementioned commercialization movement either. On the 

contrary, many governing bodies within the community college sector have entered into 

agreements with large corporations that will expand coverage of athletic events, thus increasing 

revenue and branding opportunities for competing schools (NJCAA, 2014).  

Statement of the Problem and Purpose of the Study 

 As previously stated, community college stakeholders have grown weary of these 

institutions’ low performance indicators, particularly their retention and graduation rates (The 

Century Foundation Task Force on Preventing Community Colleges from Becoming Separate 

and Unequal, 2013). Several studies have sought to identify causes for these sources of 

discontent (McKinney & Novak, 2013; Crosta, 2014; Welch, 2014; Liao, Edlin, & Ferdenzi, 

2014; Crisp & Delgado, 2014; Hagedorn & Kress, 2008; Hagedorn, Maxwell, & Cypers, 2007), 
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yet practitioners still find it difficult to identify key causes for these low performance standards. 

In an environment where performance and funding increasingly are tied together, community 

college administrators are scurrying about, trying to find answers to resolve the student retention 

and completion dilemma (Shear, 2014).   

Higher education’s macroenvironment is not the only focal point of public criticism, 

however. Over the past few decades, intercollegiate athletics has been admonished for its 

emphasis on athletic excellence, often in place of academic achievement in the classroom (John 

S. & James L. Knight Foundation, 2001; Josza, 2013). Few studies have sought to substantiate 

these claims of displacement of academic pursuits in lieu of athletic superiority (Aries et al., 

2004; Astin, 1999; Watt & Moore, 2001; The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011), 

and even fewer have investigated the community college context (Horton, 2009b; Schulz, 2007; 

Mendoza, Horton, & Mendez, 2012). Research that has largely ignored the community college 

athletic domain has been rather problematic for one athletic administrator. Within the Alabama 

Community College Conference (ACCC), the ACCC Commissioner has addressed the most 

glaring issues facing the conference and its competing institutions, explaining that “the biggest 

thing to me is the lack of knowledge on how JUCO [(community college)] athletics impacts 

students’ lives and in particular, which set of student-athletes are performing well in the 

classroom. How are we supposed to strengthen our academic performance if we don’t know who 

to help” (personal communication, September 19, 2013). The literature is replete with data that 

suggest that certain segments of the student-athlete population are experiencing lower rates of 

student success than their counterparts (Horton; 2009b; Schulz, 2007; Eitzen, 1988; The Institute 

for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011; Comeaux, 2005). However, ACCC member institutions 

lack concrete data that identifies whether these trends in prior research are also evident within 



 

6 

 

the Alabama Community College Conference, thus preventing campus leaders from 

implementing strategies designed to enhance lower student success rates among student-athletes 

enrolled at their two-year institutions.  

To that end, the purpose of this study was to determine rates of student success among 

Alabama community college baseball and softball players. In particular, the research explored 

which demographic factors might be useful in predicting these student-athletes’ cumulative 

community college grade point averages, as well as retention and degree completion rates among 

the sample. Results from this study were shared with ACCC Commissioner Myrick to assist in 

his quest to determine rates of student success among community college student-athletes from 

around the state. 

Significance of the Study 

Although much attention has been given to student success on the whole, not much 

research has focused on student success within the intercollegiate athletic environment, and what 

attention has been devoted to the intercollegiate athletic context has largely focused on men’s 

football and basketball programs within the four-year institutional setting (Pascarella, Bohr, 

Nora, & Terenzini, 1995; Reynolds, Fisher, & Cavil, 2012; Anderson & South, 2007; Adler & 

Adler, 1985). Some point to the commercialization of intercollegiate athletics as the reason for 

this gap in the literature, as student-athletes and athletic administrators have become more 

focused on athletic achievement rather than successful academic accomplishments (Anderson & 

South, 2007; Pascarella, et al., 1995). Moreover, even less research exists on community college 

athletic participation and student success. Among the existing literature, results are inconclusive 

on whether athletic participation is a contributor or impediment to student success (Aries et al., 

2004; Mendoza, Horton, & Mendez, 2012; Astin, 1999; Watt & Moore, 2001; Horton, 2009b; 
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The Institute for Diversity & Ethics in Sport, 2011). There does, however, seem to be some 

consensus regarding which type of student-athletes are likely to experience student success and 

which ones are not, specifically regarding race, gender, and socioeconomic status (Schulz, 2007; 

Reynolds, Fisher, & Cavil, 2012; Harper, 2009; Harrison, 2000; Pascarella et al., 1995; 

Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini, Edison, & Hagedorn, 1999; Horton, 2009b; Dilley-

Knoles, Burnett, & Peak, 2013; Eitzen, 1988; Simons et al., 1999; Sellers, 1992; Mendoza et al., 

2012).  

For instance, community college student-athletes of color are not performing as well in 

the classroom as White student-athletes (Horton, 2009b), as the former often face tremendous 

pressure from home to use participation in athletics as a springboard to social mobility (Harper, 

2009). Moreover, female student-athletes are more prone to student success than male      

student-athletes (Horton; 2009b; Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et al., 2012; Simons, Van Rheenen, & 

Covington, 1999; Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; Eitzen, 1988). And finally, student-athletes from 

lower socioeconomic brackets experience lower rates of student success than those from higher 

socioeconomic statuses (Sellers, 1992; Horton, 2009b; Mendoza et al., 2012).  

Therefore, in addition to supplementing the scarce research on community college 

athletics, and in particular, men’s baseball and women’s softball programs, this study can inform 

ACCC leaders, athletic administrators, campus leaders, and policy makers about student success 

rates among community college baseball and softball players within the state of Alabama. 

Additionally, institutional administrators may be able to use empirical evidence from this study 

to identify certain segments of the student-athlete population that are experiencing lower rates of 

student success than their counterparts, and in doing so, be able to implement targeted strategies 

to bring these rates of student success up to a comparable level.   
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Research Questions 

 To accomplish its purpose, the study was guided by the following research questions:  

1. What are the demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, race, socioeconomic 

status, educational background) of Alabama rural community college baseball and 

softball athletes; 

2. What are the student success outcomes (e.g., cumulative community college grade 

point averages, retention rates, degree completion rates) of Alabama rural 

community college baseball and softball athletes; 

3. To what extent do cumulative community college grade point averages, retention 

rates, and degree completion rates differ between Alabama rural community 

college baseball and softball participants; 

4. What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational 

background can be used to predict cumulative community college grade point 

averages among Alabama rural community college baseball and softball athletes;  

5. What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational 

background can be used to predict student retention from the first year to second 

year of enrollment among Alabama rural community college baseball and softball 

athletes; and 

6. What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational 

background can be used to predict degree completion among Alabama rural 

community college baseball and softball athletes? 
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Assumptions 

 The study was based upon the following assumptions:  1) institutional data reported to the 

National Center for Education Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System 

(IPEDS) have been accurately submitted and recorded; and 2) demographic and transcript data 

provided by site institutions are complete and void any misrepresentation of students’ 

demographic and financial aid information, grades earned, and degree(s) received. 

Limitations 

 In conducing this study, the following limitations were acknowledged by the researcher:  

1. Given the size and scope of the study, or the possibility that there may be 

something unique about the students studied in this sample, the results may not be 

generalizable beyond the institutions or institutional type involved in this study; 

and 

2. Demographic and transcript data was gathered from three institutions within the 

Alabama Community College Conference. The data received from site institutions 

may be incomplete and/or inaccurate. Moreover, to make the separate datasets 

consistent and compatible with IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) software, manual entering of data must occur. When manually inputting 

data into computer software, there is a risk that data could be recorded incorrectly, 

thus altering the results of the calculations.  

Delimitations 

 This study was conducted with the following delimitations in mind: 

1. Only public, two-year rural institutions within the state of Alabama were 

involved; 
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2. Additionally, only intercollegiate baseball and softball participants were studied 

in this research. Moreover, only student-athletes listed on official NJCAA rosters 

for spring 2009, spring 2010, spring 2011, spring 2012, and spring 2013 were 

included;  

3. Only demographic and transcript data which can be extracted from site 

institutions’ electronic student information systems was utilized in this study; and 

4. Beyond institutionally-provided data, the only other data explored was from the 

institutional characteristics survey from the National Center for Educational 

Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systems (IPEDS) and The 

Carnegie Classifications of Institutions of Higher Education.  

Summary 

This chapter provided an introduction to the study as well as the over-arching research 

question: what demographic factors can be used to predict community college grade point 

average, student retention, and degree completion among community college men’s baseball and 

women’s softball participants within the Alabama Community College Conference? Also 

included was a brief overview of the history and evolution of community colleges and 

intercollegiate athletics in America, with an explanation of how the missions of both have 

evolved over the past century. Problems plaguing both community colleges and intercollegiate 

athletics were then presented, as well as a description of the purpose of the current research. In 

essence, the study sought to identify and analyze success rates among men’s baseball and 

women’s softball athletes competing within the Alabama Community College Conference, and 

more specifically, which demographic characteristics can be used to predict student success in 
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this sample. This was accomplished through the use of existing demographic and academic data 

extracted from three site institutions.  

Chapter II will provide a review of existing literature relevant to this study, including 

substantial attention paid to the community college and intercollegiate athletics context. The 

second chapter will be organized in the following manner: discussion regarding the origins and 

evolving mission of the community college (with an emphasis on rural institutions), exploration 

of enrollment characteristics of community college students, coverage of the history and 

developing commercialized nature of intercollegiate athletics, attention to the conditions that 

promote student success among student-athletes, identification of the specific subgroups of 

student-athletes that are more likely to succeed in the classroom, and a review of concepts and 

terms utilized in this study. Chapter III will offer the methodology to be employed in this study, 

including the theoretical and conceptual frameworks of the current research, research questions 

that will guide the study, site institution criteria and methods for selection, and data collection, 

confidentiality, and analysis procedures. Chapter IV will detail the data analysis process, in 

addition to conveying the results of the analyses that will be utilized in this current research. 

Finally, Chapter V will discuss the study’s findings by comparing results with existing literature, 

as well as listing implications for the intercollegiate athletic and higher education landscape. 

Recommendations for policy, practice, and future research will also be addressed in this final 

chapter.  
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CHAPTER II: 

 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction  

 

 This chapter will begin by reviewing the context of this study by tracing the historical 

origins and evolving mission of the American community college, with special attention paid to 

the geographic emphasis of this research–the rural community college and the Alabama 

Community College System. Some pertinent institutional and student characteristics for the 

entire body of two-year institutions and rural community college sector will also be provided. 

Then, prior research on intercollegiate athletics will be reviewed by navigating through the 

historical lens of college sports. Specific attention will be given to particular strategies within 

intercollegiate athletic departments designed to promote student success among student-athletes.  

An overview of the community college intercollegiate athletic sector will then be 

provided, followed by specific research detailing relevant student success data among      

student-athletes. Next, institutional responses to assist the student-athlete with problematic 

academic issues that may be encountered will be summarized. Finally, several key concepts 

relevant to this study will be reviewed – particularly student persistence, retention, and success – 

with a goal of operationalizing a working definition of each that will frame this body of research. 

The purpose of this review is to provide a lens through which the current study will be 

contextualized, to synthesize relevant literature and prior research, and to identify dependent and 

independent variables that will be used in the current study.  
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The American Community College 

 This study expands upon recent research pertaining to student success among               

student-athletes enrolled at community colleges. To that end, a review of the literature must 

encapsulate the context in which these student-athletes are participating, as well as the 

identifiable characteristics that are most likely exhibited by community college students. The 

following section, therefore, explores the historical scope of community colleges in the United 

States, provides an overview of the birth of community colleges in the state of Alabama, and 

highlights distinguishing characteristics of rural community colleges and community college 

students.   

Historical Overview of Community Colleges 

Educational hierarchy forming. Community colleges have enjoyed a rich history in the 

United States dating back to the early twentieth century. The American community college 

model was based, in large part, on the desire of four-year university leaders to alleviate the 

enrollment demand upon their institutions, turning to a new two-year institution type for 

assistance (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). To be sure, the introduction of what is said to be the first 

American junior college in Joilet, Illinois, in 1901 occurred when student demand for 

postsecondary education could be satisfied, in part, by a new type of higher education institution 

(Jurgens, 2010; Dassance, 2011).  

From the outset, however, an educational hierarchy was forming. Community colleges 

would educate one type of student (typically the lower academic performer or less wealthy), 

while universities would serve a loftier contingent (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Further separating 

the two institutions was the prevailing thought that junior colleges were a mere extension of high 

school. Unfortunately for two-year institutions, this segregation created quite the dilemma. 
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Community colleges initially served as institutions that provided academic transfer opportunities 

for students who could not otherwise access higher education (Dassance, 2011). Yet students 

enrolling in these transfer programs found it difficult to matriculate to a university, as the latter 

was hesitant to accept the typical community college student (Brint & Karabel, 1989).  

Faced with this dilemma, and the unfortunate reality that enrolling students in transfer 

programs could be a dead-end proposition, community college administrators had to respond 

accordingly. Rather than guiding students down an uncertain academic path, two-year 

institutional leaders sought to carve out a unique niche within the higher education sector, one 

that responded to local community needs (Hollinshead, 1936). This strategy was one that 

capitalized on an untapped market emulating societal labor demands, while also projecting a 

steady flow of students in highly sought after terminal and vocational degree programs (Boggs, 

2011).  

Community colleges were not merely designed for academic or vocational purposes, 

however. Continuing education, adult education, and recreational activities were all built into the 

comprehensive community college structure, and all were designed to promote higher learning 

among local constituents (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Indeed, community colleges were becoming 

key resources in the development of human capital, a notion that many have argued places a 

strong emphasis on economic development (Grubb, 1996; Nespoli, 1991; Laanan, Hardy, & 

Katsinas, 2006).  

Open access philosophy. The sustainment of the community college’s open access 

philosophy in large part can be attributed to the federal government’s interest in higher education 

matters, particularly their attention to financial access and affordability. The Servicemen’s 

Readjustment Act of 1944 (commonly referred to as the GI Bill) was adopted as a means of 
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providing financial assistance to returning World War II veterans who wished to educate 

themselves within the postsecondary sector (Vaughan, 1985). In response to the mass enrollment 

demand created by the GI Bill, President Truman formed a higher education commission that 

sought to resolve the quandary of finding postsecondary options for so many veterans returning 

from World War II. The commission was rather clear in its assertion that higher education should 

be made available to anyone, regardless of background. Moreover, the commission members 

identified substantial gaps that existed between those wanting to access higher education and 

those who actually had the means to enroll at colleges and universities (Hutcheson, 2007).  

The Commission asserted that the United States “must break down the barriers to 

educational opportunity at the post-high-school level [and] one way of doing this…was to 

establish a network of community colleges throughout the nation” that offered free tuition to 

students (Vaughan, 1985, p. 8). Stemming from the commission’s findings, President Truman 

called for the creation of public community colleges in 1947, as a means of making higher 

education accessible to all who were interested (Alabama Community College System, 2014). 

This marked the genesis of the community college goal of being responsive to local needs, and 

as Cohen and Brawer (2008) suggest, it was and continues to be these local interests that play a 

critical role in the development of a two-year institution.  

As a result of the Commission’s recommendations on community colleges, the validity of 

two-year institutions within the higher education sector had been solidified. Furthermore, 

community colleges would be relied upon to provide educational access to students who may not 

otherwise be able to afford college attendance (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Decades later, following 

the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Higher Education Act of 1965, the federal 

government passed Title IV of the Higher Education Act in 1972 (i.e., Pell Grant). Assuredly, 
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both the GI Bill and the Pell Grant program served as direct funding streams for students to 

utilize when paying for their college education while also solidifying the federal government’s 

role within the direct-federal-aid-to-student sector (Vaughan, 1985).  

Comprehensive scope and future emphasis. Dougherty and Townsend (2006) 

suggested that the community college mission is comprehensive in scope, yet often complex and 

conflicting as a result. As has been seen by the need for community colleges to respond to local 

needs and federal interventions, external demands often shape the character of the two-year 

institution. Recently, public scrutiny over low retention and graduation rates at community 

colleges have led to an increased emphasis on student success (The Century Foundation Task 

Force on Preventing Community Colleges from Becoming Separate and Unequal, 2013; 

Dougherty & Townsend, 2006). In response to these calls for accountability regarding student 

success, community college leaders have been quick to quote a report from the American 

Association of Community Colleges (2012), Reclaiming the American Dream, which suggests 

that two-year institutions move away from a focus on student access to student success, remove 

barriers that could impede academic progress, alter the classroom to an emphasis on learning 

instead of teaching, and link funding to institutional performance and student success rates. 

Activities designed to promote student success have been implemented by a multitude of 

community college leaders as a means of promoting a culture of student success on their 

respective campuses (Fuller, 2010). In other words, from the moment students arrive on campus 

until the time those students earn an educational credential, institutional leaders are reinforcing 

positive behaviors and achievements in an effort to encourage, promote, and motivate students to 

achieve their educational goals.  

 



 

17 

 

Formation of Alabama Community Colleges 

This study has been limited to community colleges within the state of Alabama, so 

coverage of the history of Alabama community colleges must also be included in this review of 

the literature. While the birth of the two-year institution in Alabama can be traced back to 1925, 

with the founding of the first state-managed trade school, the real proliferation of community 

colleges did not come until decades later (ACCS, 2014).  

Building from President Truman’s vision for higher education, then state representative 

George Wallace, Jr., used his political clout (in the form of the Alabama Regional Trade School 

Act of 1947) to create a group of two-year institutions that reached all corners of the state. 

Indeed, these institutions were established in rural and urban areas, in order to serve individuals 

who may not otherwise have been able to access education, whether logistically or financially, 

who wished to obtain a postsecondary degree (Katsinas, 1994).  

As the number of community colleges in Alabama continued to increase, however, a need 

for statewide linkage and coordination arose. In 1963, the Alabama legislature created such a 

system to be governed by the Alabama State Board of Education. Twenty years later, a separate 

department of postsecondary education was introduced to the state, managed by a chancellor 

who oversaw operations of all community colleges within the newly founded Alabama 

Community College System (ACCS, 2014). In 2015, following months of legislation, an 

independent board of trustees was appointed to govern the Alabama Community College 

System, marking the first time in the state’s history a separate governing body would oversee 

operations of Alabama’s two-year institutions (Associated Press, 2015).   

The ACCS now has 26 member institutions, 21 of which are comprehensive in scope, 

four of which are technical in nature, and one institution which serves as one of five military 
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junior colleges in the nation (ACCS, 2014). The system educates more than 300,000 credit and 

noncredit students, composing over 44% of the higher education population in the state of 

Alabama (M. Heinrich, personal communication, December 22, 2014).  

The Rural Community College 

The current study focused on men’s baseball and women’s softball athletes at rural 

community colleges in Alabama, and as such, a review of relevant literature detailing rural 

community colleges is included. The distinction between rural community colleges and other 

two-year institutions was first formalized in 2005 with the Carnegie Foundation’s Basic 

Classifications of associate’s degree-granting institutions (Hardy & Katsinas, 2007). According 

to the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2014), most public-serving 

community colleges are designated as rural, urban, or suburban in nature. This label represents 

the geographic service area that the institution serves (Hardy & Katsinas, 2007). Rural 

institutions are further separated by size, as indicated by a small (less than 2,500 annual 

unduplicated headcount), medium (between 2,500 and 7,500 annual unduplicated headcount), 

and large (greater than 7,500 annual unduplicated headcount) distinction (Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching, 2014).  

Of the 1,920 two-year institutions in the United States, 570 (29.7%) are considered to be 

rural-serving. Excluding private institutions (n=864), as well as public institutions under the 

administration of a four-year university (n=89), from this percentage, rural community colleges 

make up 58.9% of two-year institutions under the 2010 Basic Carnegie Classification. Although 

the number of rural community colleges is greater than the number of urban and suburban 

colleges combined, the student enrollment proportions are not as skewed. Specifically, in fall 

2010, rural institutions enrolled 2,467,331 students, as opposed to 2,337,723 students in urban 
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community colleges, and 2,300,010 students enrolled in suburban two-year schools (Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2014).  

Although the distinction among rural, urban, and suburban institutions is noticeable when 

identifying the number of two-year colleges in the United States, much like any other institution, 

the mission of the rural community college is often influenced by its geographic location 

(Chesson & Rubin, 2003). For instance, rural community colleges are vital to the economic 

development of their local areas, providing assistance to small businesses and aspiring 

entrepreneurs that may not have enough capital to travel long distances for training. 

Additionally, states often rely upon rural institutions to offer workforce development 

opportunities for local citizens who may not have the financial means to access those 

enhancement opportunities elsewhere (Chesson & Rubin, 2003). To be sure, rural America relies 

upon its local community colleges to bring about economic growth and stability to areas with 

limited financial resources (Fluharty & Scaggs, 2007).  

Unfortunately for rural community college administrators, serving as a key economic 

development contributor is a bit problematic, as resources are not as quick to flow to these  

often-isolated institutions (Fluharty & Scaggs, 2007). According to Laanan, Hardy, and Katsinas 

(2006), community colleges on the whole are receiving less financial assistance to serve their 

open-access constituencies, and this oversight is even more exaggerated among rural two-year 

institutions. The dilemma for rural community college leaders, therefore, is to effectively 

promote human capital (an aforementioned key component of the community college mission) 

with limited budgets.  
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Unique Characteristics of Community College Students  

 Since its inception, then, the community college has been identified as an institution 

willing to educate any and all students, no matter how prepared an individual may be for college 

(Cejda & Leist, 2006). Indeed, this open access notion has enabled many students the 

opportunity to achieve educational goals about which their parents could only have dreamt.  

Specifically, Cohen and Brawer (2008) stated that the community college strategy to welcome 

“ethnic minorities, lower-income groups, and those whose prior academic performances [were 

lackluster]…contributed most to opening the [two-year] system” (p. 31).  

As a result of this open access philosophy, the modern two-year college is flooded with 

students from a variety of backgrounds, ages, races, ethnicities, socioeconomic statuses (SES), 

and abilities. In particular, 7.2 million students enrolled in community colleges during the    

2012-2013 academic year, making up 40% of all postsecondary students. 71% of these students 

were 24 years old (the median age for community college students) or younger; 41% were 

enrolled full-time; and 57% were female. Additionally, 15% of community college students in 

the fall of 2012 were Black and 20% were Hispanic. According to the National Center for 

Educational Statistics (2013), just over one-fourth of community college students ranked in the 

lowest income level. And finally, 29% of two-year students required at least one remedial 

education course (NCES, 2013).  

In sum, community college student bodies are much more diverse than those at four-year 

institutions (Provasnik, Planty, & NCES, 2008). These statistics affirm Tinto’s (1975a) assertion 

that community colleges are also more likely to enroll students of lower income statuses, as well 

as those lower academically performing students. The unique blend of ages, races, 

socioeconomic classes, and academic preparedness among community college student bodies 
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can be attributed to the availability of financial aid, lower tuition costs, proximity of community 

college campuses to students’ homes and workplaces, more workers desiring to reeducate 

themselves on particular skills, and a perception that the community college is a flexible 

environment in which a student can choose his or her own attendance pattern (Boggs, 2011; 

Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  

Immediate enrollment after high school. According to the Alabama Community 

College Conference Commissioner, most student-athletes participating at the community college 

level in Alabama enroll immediately after high school (personal communication, February, 16, 

2015). As this study was focused on a segment of Alabama community college student-athletes, 

a review of the literature would be incomplete without data specifically pertaining to students 

who immediately enrolled in community colleges upon high school graduation. For instance, 

only 17% of high school graduates from the highest socioeconomic status enrolled in community 

colleges directly after high school, while 44% of high school graduates from the lowest SES 

bracket immediately enrolled in two-year institutions (Provasnik et al., 2008).  

Parental education also had an effect on immediate enrollment at community colleges, as 

those students who came from families with fewer postsecondary education credentials were 

more likely to enroll at two-year institutions rather than at four-year universities. Additionally, 

although female students make up the majority of total enrollment among community college 

students, males enrolled in community colleges at higher rates than females immediately 

following high school graduation. Specifically, 31% of males immediately enrolled in 

community colleges upon high school graduation, as opposed to just 29% of females who did the 

same. Finally, 46% of Hispanic high school graduates immediately enrolled at two-year colleges, 
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outpacing immediate enrollment by American Indian (37%), African American (30%), White 

(28%), and Asian (25%) students (Provasnik et al., 2008).  

Enrollments relating to academic achievement also varied significantly. Of those 

enrolling directly after high school, individuals who earned lower than a 2.5 high school grade 

point average (GPA) enrolled in community colleges at a higher rate than those who had higher 

than a 2.5 GPA. Similarly, students who excelled in math attended four-year institutions at a 

higher rate than those who were not as strong in the subject. On the whole, the more 

academically rigorous a student’s high school course taking was, the more likely that student was 

to enroll at a four-year institution or, conversely, less likely to enroll at a community college 

(Provasnik et al., 2008).  

Finally, when looking at students’ educational plans and goals, about two-thirds of 

students immediately enrolling at a community college planned to attend or complete a degree 

from a four-year institution. This suggests that many students use community colleges as a 

cheaper route to a four-year credential, although there are still many who do not plan to attend a 

university after completing a two-year degree (Provasnik et al., 2008).  

Rural community college student enrollment patterns. Again, the scope of this study 

is limited to rural-serving community colleges. Therefore, relevant enrollment trends at these 

institutions must also be considered. Regarding the size of rural two-year institutions students 

choose to enroll, based on the Basic Carnegie Classification, 49% of community college students 

attend large institutions, 44% enroll in medium-size schools, and 7% attend small community 

colleges (Hardy & Katsinas, 2007). On the whole, 74% of students at rural community colleges 

are White, 9% are African American, and 7% are Hispanic. This is in contrast to suburban and 

urban institutions that are much more racially diverse in nature. Furthermore, and following the 
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national higher education landscape, women make up the majority of students at rural 

community colleges. Rural community colleges also enroll a greater percentage (41%) of full-

time students than urban (31%) or suburban (32%) two-year institutions (Hardy & Katsinas, 

2007).   

There are other types of students who often enroll in rural community colleges. For 

instance, the number of students-those over the age of 24-enrolled in rural community colleges is 

increasing (Pennington, Williams, & Karvonen, 2006). Furthermore, workers recently laid off 

from their jobs identify the rural two-year institution as a safe haven that, because of its familial 

environment, can be easily navigated as students try to retool themselves for the workforce 

(Howley, Chavis, & Kester, 2013). According to Hardy and Katsinas (2007), rural institutions 

make available an array of educational support programs and services (i.e., occupational, Adult 

Basic Education, General Education Preparation, and remedial programs; counseling and tutorial 

services) that, according to Howley et al. (2013), make non-traditional students more at ease with 

their choice to pursue a postsecondary degree. Moreover, because of high poverty rates in rural 

areas, many community college students come from lower socioeconomic backgrounds as well 

(Katsinas, Alexander, & Opp, 2003). Indeed, all of these factors combine to make the rural 

community college student quite atypical when compared to students enrolled at urban or 

suburban institutions (Howley et al., 2013).  

To be sure, the American community college has certainly come a long way since its 

beginnings in 1901, with a mission that has evolved from simply providing of academic transfer 

programs to providing a comprehensive array of academic and technical programs that promotes 

the development of human capital (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). From the outset, though, these               

two-year institutions sought to provide postsecondary education to anyone seeking higher 
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learning (Jurgens, 2010; Dassance, 2011). This open access philosophy has resulted in the 

proliferation of non-traditional students within the higher education sector, many of whom are 

older, are not prepared for the academic rigors of college, and have outside obligations (i.e., 

families, jobs) that preclude them from dedicating substantial time to full-time enrollment, 

college life, and studies (Pennington et al., 2006; Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  

The Intercollegiate Athletics Context 

 While the preceding section offered a review of the community college context and the 

not-so-traditional community college student, the following section will detail the evolution of 

intercollegiate athletics, focusing on its rise to prominence in the higher education sector. Also 

included is an exploration of the introduction of athletics to community colleges, detailing the 

main governing bodies that oversee two-year intercollegiate sports within the scope of this study. 

Finally, this section will include a summary of studies detailing the student success of      

student-athletes.   

History of Intercollegiate Athletics  

 In his book A History of American Higher Education, Thelin (2011) suggested that the 

concept of intercollegiate athletics was born in the late 1800s out of a need to connect campus 

cultures to a broader societal culture. Mascots, alma maters, and homecoming events were by-

products of athletics that built a sense of loyalty among students and alumni to specific colleges 

and universities. Freeman (1977) explored this “Golden Age of College Athletics” arguing that 

not only were athletic events intended to benefit spectators, but that the athletes themselves 

benefitted from the experience. Specifically, many college-aged males were barred entry into the 

military (and thus, World War I) for failing to pass certain physical examinations. The armed 

forces, as a result, looked for ways to train these individuals to become passable soldiers, and 
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this often came in the form of formal athletic programs at colleges and universities. This 

“adjustment” process is quite similar to Loss’s (2012) resonating theme that the government used 

higher education institutions to produce better citizens for the state.  

 It was also during this time that Olympic sports began to expand at colleges, as newly 

trained and physically fit soldiers came back from the war with a desire to participate in any 

activity that would maintain their high level of physical fitness (Freeman, 1977). Indeed, the 

popularity of college athletics swelled and so, too, did the stream of revenue and positive 

publicity directed towards participating institutions (Thelin, 2011). This newfound popularity 

came at a cost, however. In fact, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

conducted a study in the late 1920s that explored the perceived unacceptable practices that had 

been taking place within the college athletics realm. Its results were quite startling, as the 

conclusions claimed that college presidents had lost control of intercollegiate athletics. 

According to the report, college sports were becoming too commercialized, and coaches were 

usurping the authority of campus administrators in their handling of all matters relating to 

student-athletes (Savage, Bentley, McGovern, & Smiley, 1929).  

 Over the next two decades, not much changed. In fact, increased commercialization and 

less institutional control continued to plague intercollegiate athletics, as college presidents were 

unsuccessful in administering codes of conduct with their student-athletes (Thelin, 2011). Even 

more troubling, some college presidents relished the publicity that athletics brought to their 

institutions, turning a blind eye to any standards that would limit the ability of student-athletes 

and athletic teams to perform at a high level on the field. Assuredly, intercollegiate athletics was 

beginning to provide a steady and massive revenue stream for colleges and universities, with the 

assumption that a successful athletic program had direct effects on student enrollment, donations, 
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and institutional prestige. Thelin (2011) captured the intercollegiate athletic landscape of the 

time: 

No national group of academic leaders, including the American Council on Education, 

was able to put together a coalition and policy that brought reasonable oversight to 

college sports. The last-ditch attempt to solve the problem was to give, by default, new 

regulatory powers to the National Collegiate Athletic Association [(NCAA)] – a body 

whose primary purpose had been to help promote national championship games. It was a 

compromise that tended to propel the momentum of big-time college athletics and 

promote an economic cartel in the coming decades. (p. 299)  

 

 Indeed, college athletic departments have become a source of substantial revenue to 

colleges and universities. One rather successful athletic department in particular, the University 

of Texas, is valued at over $131 million, according to Forbes’ most recent release of college 

football’s most valuable programs (Smith, 2014). Although coming under scrutiny lately for an 

increased emphasis on athletic success at the expense of academic performance, intercollegiate 

athletic programs often subsidize other institutional programs that cannot generate enough 

revenue to be self-sustaining and, thus, they do not seem to be going anywhere soon (Josza, 

2013).  

Evidence of the Commercialization of Intercollegiate Athletics  

As has been previously suggested, intercollegiate athletics continues to become much 

more commercial in nature, utilizing student-athletes as a springboard to field winning teams and 

make millions of dollars for higher education institutions (Bok, 2003). For instance, “the 

University of Tennessee [Athletic Department] reportedly sold its school color to a paint 

company hoping to find customers wishing to share in the magic of the college’s football team 

by daubing their homes with “Tennessee Orange” (Bok, 2003, p. 3). Moreover, in June 2014, 

courts ruled in favor of former student-athlete Ed O’Bannon, who filed a lawsuit against video 

game giant EA Sports on behalf of men’s college football and basketball players. In the court’s 
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opinion, the video game series NCAA Football was using the likeness of college football players 

to pad the budgets of participating colleges and universities without providing just compensation 

to the student-athletes represented in the game (Farrey, 2014). Furthermore, the recently 

introduced NCAA Division I college football playoff will pay members of the Power Five 

conferences (Big XII, ACC, Big Ten, SEC, and Pac-12) approximately five million dollars each, 

and much more revenue will come to schools that actually compete in the four-team tournament 

(Dosh, 2014).  

College football is not the only cash cow for colleges and universities, however. In 2013, 

the annual NCAA Division I Men’s Basketball Tournament, commonly referred to as March 

Madness, generated over one billion dollars in advertising revenue for host media outlets, 

exceeding numbers generated by all professional sporting leagues’ postseason events, including 

the National Football League’s Super Bowl (Horovitz, 2014). To be sure, college football and 

men’s basketball are quite profitable ventures for higher education institutions, and success on 

the field and court translates into big revenues for colleges and universities.  

Within the community college context, sponsorships with governing agencies are also on 

the rise. For example, just recently Jock Jive Sports agreed to a corporate sponsorship with the 

Alabama Community College Conference, which helped launch the ACCC Sports Network 

(ACCC, 2016). According to the ACCC Commissioner, this network will “allow the Conference 

and its members to better market our brand, and allow our great fans more access” (personal 

communication, December 2, 2016). On the national front, the National Junior College Athletic 

Association has partnered with several athletic equipment suppliers (i.e., Dudley, Wilson, 

Spalding, Tachikara), website and video promoters (i.e., Blueframe Technology, Krossover, 

Presto Sports), and marketing companies (i.e., TeamIP, Source One Digital, Learfield Licensing) 



 

28 

 

to increase exposure of the second-largest intercollegiate athletic sports governing organization 

(NJCAA, 2016c).  

The Effect on Student-Athlete Student Success 

Conflicting demands. Intercollegiate athletic departments are becoming much more 

commercialized, often at the expense of the academic success of their student-athletes (Anderson 

& South, 2007). In response to an increased emphasis on athletic promotion by their athletic 

administrators, student-athletes are starting to take notice as they, too, are putting more emphasis 

and attention on performance within the athletic realm rather than the classroom (Pascarella, 

Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini, 1995). This preference for athletics over academics may appease 

student-athletes who attend college purely for athletic motives, but many community college 

student-athletes attend two-year institutions with academic goals in mind (Horton, 2009a). 

Therefore, an emphasis on athletics over coursework is often confusing for the community 

college student-athlete, a quandary that often leads to poorer academic performance in the 

classroom (Horton, 2009a).  

Additionally, a study by Ayers, Pazmino-Cevallos, and Dobose (2012) concluded that 

student-athletes were spending approximately 20 hours a week on athletically-related events, yet 

only 13 hours per week on academic responsibilities. Additionally, student-athletes missed 22 

classes per year on average as a result of their athletic requirements. Student-athletes also 

reported that they were advised to enroll in less academically-challenging majors to offset the 

steep demands of their respective athletic departments and coaches. It is rather evident, then, that 

student-athletes are facing considerable difficulty in balancing athletic and academic demands, 

and campus leaders seem to be advocating for an increased emphasis on athletic pursuits instead 

of academic excellence (Kissinger, Newman, Miller, & Nadler, 2011).  
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Furthermore, Adler and Adler (1985) surmised that the professionalization of collegiate 

men’s basketball led to a stark decline in the academic performance among a private university’s 

basketball team over a four-year period. Basketball coaches decided students’ majors, scheduled 

classes, and talked with professors on behalf of student-athletes, giving the latter a false sense of 

security that the academic portion of their college experience was being handled (Adler & 

Adler). Instead of focusing on academic development, student-athletes have been directed into 

academic majors that do not require much study time outside of the classroom, thus allowing for 

more time to prepare for athletic competition (Pascarella et al., 1995). It is no wonder that the 

John S. and James L. Knight Foundation (2001) publicly called for athletic administrators, 

governing bodies, and the greater higher education community to come together to reconnect 

intercollegiate athletics with the academic mission of its institutions. 

False perceptions. Student-athletes also have noted that faculty treat them differently, 

solidifying the notion that they are not like other students (Adler & Adler, 1985). This perception 

was supported by Aries, McCarthy, Salovey, and Banaji (2004), who have contended that 

students often perform to the level of expectation of their faculty members. This level of 

expectation from faculty is rather low, according to Comeaux (2011), whose study found that 

faculty held much more negative attitudes toward student-athletes, when compared to non-

athletes. Parsons (2013) surmised that this pessimistic faculty perception of student-athletes 

could stem from the former missing so many classes because of scheduled athletic events.  

The negative stereotypes of student-athletes are not confined to faculty members, 

however. Kissinger et al. (2011) also noted that student-athletes face difficulties overcoming 

perceptions from their non-athlete classmates, the latter of whom often consider athletes nothing 

more than dumb jocks. These factors could be contributing to the sharp decline in academic 
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idealism among student-athletes, even from those who came to college with high academic 

expectations.  

Response to Academic Worries 

The success of intercollegiate athletic programs brings colleges and universities great 

fame and fortune, especially in revenue-generating sports such as football and men’s basketball 

(Josza, 2013). Yet there is another element of intercollegiate athletics that is beginning to bring 

these institutions great notoriety. Over the past few decades, college athletic departments have 

undergone increased scrutiny for the performance of student-athletes in the classroom. In 

response, the National Collegiate Athletic Association was imposed several regulations upon 

member institutions in an effort to increase individual academic success and institutional 

graduation rates (NCAA, 2014b; 2014c; Ayers et al., 2012).  

Mandated student services. Bylaw 16.3.1 of the NCAA’s (2014b) 2014-2015 Division 1 

Manual mandates that member institutions provide academic counseling and support services for 

student-athletes. In addition, institutions must offer a life skills program for its athletic 

participants that will encourage fiscal and personal responsibility beyond college. These 

programs can either be housed within the athletic department or another entity on campus, so 

long as all athletes are able to access these services.  

Academic progress rate. Instituted to improve the eligibility of individual student-

athletes, the measurement of and compliance with the NCAA’s Academic Progress Rate (APR) 

standards has led to great strides in improving the student success of intercollegiate athletes 

(NCAA, 2014a). As a result of this initiative, men’s basketball, baseball, and football teams have 

seen steady improvements in APR scores over the past several years. Undoubtedly, with the 
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threat of post-season bans hanging over the head of many athletic coaches, institutions are doing 

whatever they can to ensure compliance with these APR standards (Norlander, 2015).  

 20-hour rule. The NCAA’s 20-hour rule prohibits student-athletes from engaging in 

more than 20 hours of structured athletic activities per week. Although great in principle and 

seen as a means to balance the academic and athletic rigors of colleges, many universities claim 

that this rule is being abused by some coaches and institutions. Indeed, college coaches will often 

schedule voluntarily practices outside the 20-hour limit, then require leaders on the team to 

report which players are not attending. Pressure from team leaders to attend these informal 

practice sessions results in student-athletes spending more time on the practice field, with less 

time spent studying (Ayers et al., 2012). 

Community College Athletics 

 Much of the literature on the history of intercollegiate athletics focuses on four-year 

institutions, but a glimpse into the 2014-2015 National Junior College Athletic Association 

(NJCAA) Handbook & Casebook reveals some interesting details about the growth of 

community college intercollegiate athletics. The NJCAA was founded in 1938, arising from a 

year-long effort to create an organization that could ensure community college athletic programs 

were operating in alignment with the educational mission of the two-year institution. In 1939, 

track and field meets became the first competitive events to be sponsored by the NJCAA, and 

this sporting event remained the sole athletic activity in the two-year system until 1945 (NJCAA, 

2014). 

 World War II brought with it a suspension of all NJCAA-related activities from 1943 to 

1945, but sanctioned championships resumed in February 1945 with the first-ever basketball 

tournament involving community colleges. The late 1940s seemed to provide a surge in 
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community college athletic participation, as the number of NJCAA regions expanded from eight 

to 16 in 1948, in large part due to an increase in basketball teams from 23 to 121 institutions over 

a three-year period. This time period also saw the NJCAA add swimming, golf, boxing, 

gymnastics, and tennis to its list of competitive athletic activities in which community college 

students could participate. As a result of this expanded interest in community college athletics, 

NJCAA membership exceeded 200 institutions in 33 states by 1950 (NJCAA, 2014).  

 Football, baseball, and wrestling made their way to the community college athletic sector 

in the 1950s, while soccer, cross country, skiing, lacrosse, volleyball, ice hockey, judo, softball, 

and bowling were all added in the 1960s and 1970s. Several of these latter additions were in 

response to Title IX initiatives that required member institutions to ensure equal representation 

for female students within college athletic departments (National Coalition for Women and Girls 

in Education, 2002). Even so, such a large number of additional sports was a main contributor to 

yet another increase in NJCAA athletic regions, this time to 22 (NJCAA, 2014).  

Whereas the previous 30 years of community college athletics could be identified by a 

dramatic increase in community college participation, the 1980s and 1990s were decades marked 

by substantial eligibility concerns and subsequent preventive measures being implemented. For 

instance, within the NJCAA, the first eligibility administrator was appointed in 1985, semester-

based eligibility standards were approved in 1988, and the national letter of intent protocol was 

established in 1989. Moreover, the first All-American academic teams were recognized by the 

NJCAA in 1994, but instead of recognizing individual achievements, cumulative team efforts 

were acknowledged (NJCAA, 2014). 

Perhaps indicative of the aforementioned commercialization of intercollegiate athletics, 

the last several years have seen community college athletic entities ratchet up their marketing 
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efforts in several ways. The NJCAA, in particular, has partnered with Learfield Sports and Team 

1 Sports to provide extended coverage of championship events, entrenched themselves within 

various social media platforms, and branded themselves with creative logos and slogans that 

have a broad, nationwide appeal (NJCAA, 2014). Unfortunately, the past 15 years of the NJCAA 

Handbook & Casebook are devoid of mention of any initiatives to improve academic success 

rates among community college student-athletes. 

Regardless of the NJCAA’s lack of emphasis on academic success, it is rather apparent 

that interest in community college athletics has grown dramatically over the past half-century. 

According to Bush, Castañeda, Hardy, and Katsinas (2008), 508 community colleges participate 

in some sort of athletic programming, with just over 60% of those schools falling under the rural 

classification within the Carnegie taxonomy, as opposed to just 14% participation among urban 

schools. This imbalance towards rural community college athletic involvement can be attributed 

to a desire to maintain enrollment growth, particularly among full-time and male students, with 

the assumption that having athletics promotes student interest in the institution (Bush et al., 

2008).   

Community College Governing Bodies for Athletics  

 Although four-year institutions have received much attention in the literature, the role of 

two-year intercollegiate athletic governing bodies has not received as much consideration. 

Specific to the scope of this current study, there are two associations that aid in the oversight of 

community college athletics. These entities are the National Junior College Athletic Association 

(NJCAA) and The Alabama Community College Conference (ACCC).   

National Junior College Athletic Association. Founded in 1938, the mission of this 

governing body is “to foster a national program of athletic participation in an environment that 
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supports equitable opportunities consistent with the educational objectives of member colleges” 

(NJCAA, 2014, p. 39). Within the educational focus of this mission, the NJCAA determines 

academic eligibility criteria for its student-athletes. In general, for first-year athletes, a minimum 

1.75 grade point average with an accumulated 12 semester hours of college credit must be 

earned; for second-year participants, 24 hours of college credit must be completed with a 

minimum 2.00 grade point average. Additionally, second-year student-athletes must also be 

enrolled full-time to maintain eligibility during their respective athletic seasons. The NJCAA, an 

organization that was originally composed of 13 charter members and one athletic activity (track 

and field) now monitors over 500 member institutions and 16 sports among 24 regions (NJCAA, 

2014). 

 Alabama Community College Conference. Falling under the auspices of Region XXII 

of the NJCAA, the Alabama Community College Conference (ACCC) is the focus of the current 

research. The ACCC is composed of 18 member institutions and monitors intercollegiate 

participation in six sports – baseball, softball, basketball, volleyball, golf, and tennis. Since the 

greatest number of student-athletes and member institutions participate in baseball and softball, 

those two sports will be the focal point of this study.  

Fostering an environment that promotes “the education and development of college 

students, especially community college students, through intercollegiate competition,” the ACCC 

outlines several goals for its student-athletes (ACCC, 2014, p. 1). These goals include having 

every student-athlete serve as role models on and off the field, work diligently towards the 

pursuit of an educational credential and transfer to a four-year institution if appropriate, be an 

active and contributing citizen in their local community, and maintain eligibility for all relevant 

athletic events. The ACCC maintains a commitment to promoting not only the athletic well-
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being of their participants but, more importantly, the academic successes of all student-athletes 

(ACCC, 2014). Despite a commitment to student success, the ACCC has lost two institutions to 

budget cuts in the past five years (Carpenter, 2011; Eubanks & DeWalt, 2011). Unable to justify 

continuation of its athletic programs in the midst of budget crises, Jefferson State Community 

College and Northwest Shoals Community College both cut their athletic programs in 2011.  

The intercollegiate athletic landscape has certainly evolved since its humble beginnings 

at Yale University in the mid-1800s (Yale University, 2014). Originally introduced as a means of 

connecting all students with the campus culture, the modern college sporting environment has 

evolved into a lucrative financial windfall for many institutions (Thelin, 2011). This 

commercialization movement has called into question the shift to athletic excellence at the 

expense of academic pursuits among many colleges and student-athletes (Josza, 2013).  

Student-Athlete Experiences 

Although athletic governing bodies are responsible for providing administrative oversight 

to more than 700 community colleges, it is the individual student-athletes that are responsible for 

their quest to remain eligible for athletic competition (NJCAA, 2014). The literature, therefore, 

suggests that certain individual characteristics and institutional strategies are more conducive to 

student success, especially as it relates to clusters of athletes.  

Individual Attributes   

 Not much research has been conducted on student success among intercollegiate    

student-athletes, particularly within the community college context in which the current study 

will be conducted. Among the relevant research, the literature is mixed in the conclusions it 

offers concerning whether athletic participation enhances or impedes student success (Aries et 

al., 2004; Mendoza, Horton, & Mendez, 2012; Astin, 1999; Watt & Moore, 2001; Horton, 
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2009b; The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011). Where the literature is clear, 

however, is that certain student-athletes are more likely to excel in the classroom (Schulz, 2007; 

Reynolds, Fisher, & Cavil, 2012; Harper, 2009; Harrison, 2000; Pascarella et al., 1995; 

Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini, Edison, & Hagedorn, 1999; Horton, 2009b;     

Dilley-Knoles, Burnett, & Peak, 2013; Eitzen, 1988; Simons et al., 1999; Sellers, 1992; Mendoza 

et al., 2012), and to that end, the following section will highlight those distinguishable groups.   

Gender. Pascarella et al. (1995) determined that male athletes competing in NCAA 

Division I football and basketball experienced lower levels of cognitive development in reading 

comprehension and mathematics than their peers in other sports. In a study of NCAA Division I 

student-athletes conducted by Reynolds et al. (2012), female student-athletes were found to have 

succeeded at a much higher rate than male athletes, a notion that was also supported by other 

research at community colleges (Horton; 2009b; Schulz, 2007). Specifically, Schulz (2007) 

found that female student-athletes earned higher grade point averages than male student-athletes, 

with females averaging a 2.8071 GPA and males averaging a 2.1677 GPA. Furthermore, Horton 

(2009b) found that female student-athletes earned more degrees (n=111) than male           

student-athletes (n=63) within Florida community colleges. Additionally, female sport teams at 

four-year universities have proven to have higher cumulative GPAs than male sports teams, 

calling into question the universal intervention strategies often used by institutions (Dilley-

Knoles et al., 2013). In sum, female student-athletes have proven to exhibit a stronger propensity 

to student success than male athletes, regardless of institutional type (Horton; 2009b; Schulz, 

2007; Reynolds et al., 2012; Simons, Van Rheenen, & Covington, 1999; Dilley-Knoles et al., 

2013; Eitzen, 1988).  
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Race. The literature is clear in the determination that student-athletes of color are not 

performing as well academically as White student-athletes, both within the community college 

and four-year university contexts. Whether comparing grade point averages (Horton, 2009b; 

Schulz, 2007) or graduation rates (The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011), there is 

a wide academic achievement gap between White students and other races. Of particular note, 

existing research is replete with data on the performance of African-American student-athletes in 

the classroom. For instance, Reynolds et al. (2012) concluded that African-Americans on NCAA 

Division I men’s basketball teams face unique challenges regarding their family background and 

socioeconomic statuses, both of which contribute to them being underprepared to thrive 

academically in the collegiate setting. Harper (2009) wrote that African-American student-

athletes enrolled in community colleges have historically faced an uphill battle related to their 

educational attainment goals, often due to immense pressure from home to better themselves 

socially and economically through athletic achievement. To this end, Harrison (2000) submitted 

that African-American student-athletes, regardless of institution type, overemphasize their 

athletic identity at the expense of their academic interests.  

African-American student-athletes at four-year institutions are also more likely to be 

stereotyped by faculty as negative performers in the classroom (Stone, Harrison, & Mottley, 

2012). According to Beamon (2014), this stereotype may very well stem from racist attitudes that 

university personnel possess. As previous literature would suggest (Parsons, 2013; Comeaux, 

2011; Aries et al., 2004), this, too, can cause these students to not perform as well within the 

academic arena, as individuals often perform to their faculty’s level of expectation.  

Socioeconomic status. A significant predictor of future college success is one’s success 

in high school (Astin, 1993; Comeaux, 2005). Specifically, being introduced to advanced 
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placement courses, culturally enriching activities, and competent teachers in high school affect 

academic success in college (Oakes, Rogers, Siler, Horng, & Goode, 2004; Solorzano & Ornelas, 

2004). Yet, students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are unlikely to have enjoyed these 

experiences (Kozol, 2005). So, it would stand to reason that this lack of familiarization may very 

well result in negative effects on college student success. To that end, Sellers (1992) concluded 

that Division I student-athletes from lower SES families are less likely to succeed academically 

than those individuals from higher SES backgrounds. Horton (2009b) determined that lower SES 

student-athletes at community colleges had lower GPAs than higher SES student-athletes. 

Additionally, Mendoza et al. (2012) resolved that community college athletes from higher SES 

families are more likely to persist at an institution than lower SES student-athletes. Furthermore, 

student-athletes receiving some sort of federal financial aid (e.g., Pell Grant or Stafford loan) 

were found to have persisted at a lesser rate than non-recipients. And finally, Reynolds et al. 

(2012) concluded that four-year athletes from higher socioeconomic backgrounds earned higher 

GPAs than those athletes from lower SES backgrounds.  

Athletic participation. The scope of this study was limited to community college men’s 

baseball and women’ softball teams, and as such, student success among this group of athletes is 

also addressed. Specifically, NCAA Academic Progress Rate measures for women’s softball 

teams have consistently outpaced those for men’s baseball teams, although both sports have 

shown steady improvement in eligibility and retention each year (NCAA, 2014c). Additionally, 

while studying student success among community college student-athletes in Maryland, Schulz 

(2007) found that mean GPAs for softball teams (n=2.7775) were higher than mean GPAs for 

baseball teams (n=2.3674). This seems to confirm previous assertions that rates of student 

success for female student-athletes are higher than those of male athletes (Horton; 2009b; 
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Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et al., 2012; Simons, Van Rheenen, & Covington, 1999; Dilley-Knoles 

et al., 2013; Eitzen, 1988). 

Institutional Strategies for Improving Academic Success of Student-Athletes  

As has been illustrated earlier, institutional leaders are faced with the reality that         

big-time, successful athletic programs generate much needed revenue for their campuses (Thelin, 

2011; Josza, 2013; Smith, 2014). On the other hand, the mission of the Alabama Community 

College System includes no mention of intercollegiate athletics, instead emphasizing the 

educational interests of its constituents (ACCS, 2015). As a means of focusing on the educational 

interests of a specific subset of the student body, institutions have implemented several strategies 

designed to enhance the academic outcomes of their student-athletes. 

 Changing a culture. For numerous reasons, faculty, staff, and coaches have created a 

culture that conveys a disbelief in a student-athlete’s ability to excel in the classroom (Hill, 

Burch-Ragan, & Yates, 2001). To overcome these negative perceptions of student-athletes 

among college personnel, Horton (2009c) suggested that athletic departments foster an 

environment conducive to academic success by maintaining integrity, promoting teamwork, and 

soliciting commitment from everyone involved to transcend the student-athlete bias. Carodine, 

Almond, and Gratto (2001) recommended that institutions hold orientation programs for new             

student-athletes, informing them of the academic expectations from the outset. Finally, Howard-

Hamilton and Sina (2001) suggested that the mission statements of athletic departments be 

aligned with the educational mission of the higher education institution, and that these statements 

of purpose are conveyed to all athletic participants.  

 Tailoring student services to student-athletes. According to Storch and Ohlson (2009), 

to ensure a successful student-athlete experience, community college administrators must 
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provide effective and supportive student services to their athletic teams. Accordingly, student 

services programs should include life-skills development opportunities, as well as intensive 

academic advising and counseling experiences to help students adjust to academic and athletic 

demands placed upon them in college (Broughton & Neyer, 2001). As so many community 

college student-athletes desire to transfer to four-year institutions, athletic administrators also 

need to be cognizant of NCAA transfer guidelines and to be sure to convey those rules to 

interested student-athletes. Honestly providing feedback to student-athletes has been proven to 

enhance their likelihood of academic success, particularly among female athletes (Comeaux, 

Snyder, Speer, & Taustine, 2014).  

Furthermore, peer tutoring has been found to be a critical student service that 

substantially contributes to the academic well-being of the student-athlete, particularly when the 

athlete cannot reach the faculty member outside of normal operating hours (Beakman, 2012). For 

some institutions, this tactic is also a cost-saving measure, as opposed to hiring full-time 

academic support staff to help student-athletes navigate their academic issues (Banbel & Chen, 

2014). Finally, mentoring and career development activities should be offered to student-athletes 

to help accomplish the athletic department’s goal of promoting student-athletes’ success beyond 

college (Keim & Strickland, 2004; Carodine et al., 2001). Indeed, Ting (2009) determined that 

helping promote the student-athlete’s self-confidence, articulating long-term goals, participating 

in community service activities, and having the ability to tie classroom knowledge to practical 

applications all contributed to higher rates of academic success. 

Student persistence and success theorists argue that a student’s level of involvement is of 

paramount importance to their success at an institution (Tinto, 1975b; Astin, 1991). Research is 

mixed (Aries et al., 2004; Mendoza et al., 2012; Astin, 1999; Watt & Moore, 2001; Horton, 
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2009b; The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011), though, on just how beneficial 

intercollegiate athletics may be in this realm, although certain subpopulations of student-athletes 

have been identified as more likely to succeed than others (Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et al., 2012; 

Harper, 2009; Harrison, 2000; Pascarella et al., 1995; Pascarella et al., 1999; Horton, 2009b; 

Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; Eitzen, 1988; Simons et al., 1999; Sellers, 1992; Mendoza et al., 

2012). Particularly lacking in the extant research is much coverage of the community college 

athletic sector, a gap the current study hopes to fill. Additionally, student-athletes have been 

found to face many impediments that hamper their pursuit of an academic credential, an issue 

that ought to be addressed to help many of these individuals realize their educational dreams 

(Harper, 2009; Harrison, 2000; Stone et al., 2012; Beamon, 2014; Parsons, 2013; Comeaux, 

2011; Aries et al., 2004).  

Defining Student Persistence, Retention, and Success 

 Throughout the higher education environment, student persistence, retention, and success 

are terms that are often used as if administrators agree on operational definitions of each. A 

review of the scholarly literature on these terms, however, reveals that discrepancies exist among 

practitioners and researchers in the field, particularly across institutional type and location 

(Baldwin, Bensimon, & Kleiman, 2011). Particularly, the ways in which persistence, retention, 

and success are identified and measured varies considerably among higher education institutions 

and scholars, creating quite the confusion for readers outside the higher education field of study. 

The following section, therefore, will use existing literature to specifically define these terms that 

will be utilized throughout this study, specifically calling attention to the community college 

context in which this study occurs.  
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Student Persistence 

Student persistence has come under scrutiny lately, particularly at the community college 

level, where persistence rates are rather low in comparison to four-year institutions (The Century 

Foundation Task Force on Preventing Community Colleges from Becoming Separate and 

Unequal, 2013). Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) asserted that community college students are 

less likely to persist than their four-year peers, and since they also suggest that intertwined with 

persistence is a student’s degree completion, it is a rather important concept to grasp. Perhaps 

this is why so much recent research has given preference to understanding this concept within 

the community college context (McKinney & Novak, 2013; Crosta, 2014; Welch, 2014; Liao, 

Edlin, & Ferdenzi, 2014; Crisp & Delgado, 2014; Hagedorn & Kress, 2008; Hagedorn, Maxwell, 

& Cypers, 2007).  

Regarding strategies to rectify this low persistence rate, Tinto (1975b) was one of the first 

to offer a theory that described student persistence patterns, stating that students enter college 

with a set of unique characteristics (e.g., family background, individual qualities). Those traits 

directly influence a student’s initial commitment to the institution and the graduation goal. Once 

in college, formal and informal academic and social interactions translate into a student’s feeling 

of integration, a notion supported by Crisp and Nora (2010). That welcoming feeling, or 

unwelcoming in some cases, leads to a subsequent completion goal and institutional commitment 

(or lack thereof), which ultimately leads to a student’s decision to persist (Tinto, 1975b).  

The issue with using student persistence as an accurate identifier of individual student 

behavior, though, is that community college students are rather unique in enrollment patterns 

(Hagedorn, 2006). For instance, a female student may enroll at one institution for her freshman 

year, then enroll at another institution for her sophomore year. Moreover, a male student may 
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enroll in classes one semester, not earn any credits, then reenroll in the same classes the 

following academic year. Either of these examples highlights the precarious nature of assuming 

that all community college students are alike in enrollment patterns.  

Operationalizing a definition of student persistence, Hagedorn (2006) has provided a 

rather useful dichotomy between a persister and non-persister. She explained that the former 

describes a student who enrolls and remains in school until completion of a credential. The latter, 

on the other hand, leaves an institution without completing a degree and never reenrolls. For the 

purposes of this study, therefore, student persistence was defined as a student’s continual 

enrollment at one institution until an educational credential is earned.   

Student Retention  

 Since retention and persistence are at times intertwined, it is difficult to differentiate the 

two terms. Yet, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) separates the two by 

referring to retention rates as an institutional measure whereas persistence is more related to 

individual student behavior. More specifically, when calculating retention rates, NCES (2015) 

determines whether a first-time, full-time student was enrolled from the fall of her/his first year 

to fall of the following year. This definition of consistent enrollment from first year to the next 

academic year will be used to define student retention in this study as well. “Specifically 

excluded [will be] students who are deceased, permanently disabled, have joined armed forces or 

foreign aid service of the federal government, and those students on official church missions,” as 

well as those who first enrolled during the spring term (Hagedorn, 2006, p. 11). Reverting back 

to the difficulty in using the concept of student persistence when measuring institutional success, 

Hagedorn recommends that, when looking at large samples of students as this study will, 
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retention rates (in lieu of persistence rates) be used to more accurately assess aggregate student 

progress.  

Student Success 

Researchers have utilized a number of methods when determining student success, both 

for the individual and the institution. Specific to the community college student, grade point 

average at the community college (Tovar, 2015; Schulz, 2007), graduation from a community 

college (Martin, Galentino, & Townsend, 2014; Goldrick-Rab, Broton, & Gates, 2013), transfer 

to a four-year institution (Neault & Piland, 2014; Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006; Hagedorn & 

Lester, 2006; Romano & Wisniewski, 2003; Harper, 2009), degree attainment from a four-year 

institution (Alfonso, 2006; Philibert, Allen, & Elleven, 2008), and student engagement 

(Redmond, Tyler, & Engstrom, 2013) have all been used within the existing literature.  

Defining student success in the intercollegiate athletic context – and in this study – stems 

from appropriate athletic governing bodies. Within the National Junior College Athletic 

Association (2014), eligibility standards (e.g., student success) are identified quite specifically. 

For first-year NJCAA athletes, a minimum 1.75 grade point average with an accumulated 12 

semester hours of college credit must be earned during their fall semester to be eligible for a 

spring sport. For second-year participants, 24 hours of college credit must be completed with a 

minimum 2.00 grade point average during their first academic year. Furthermore, second-year 

student-athletes must also be enrolled in at least 12 hours of college-level credit to maintain 

eligibility during their respective athletic seasons (NJCAA, 2014).  

Using college grade point average to define student success is not limited to the NJCAA, 

however. Indeed, college grade point average has been utilized elsewhere in the literature to 

encapsulate the theme of a student’s success at a postsecondary institution (Cabrera, Burkum, & 
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LaNasa, 2005). Of particular note, a student’s grade point average has also been found to have a 

significant relationship to student retention and graduation (Cabrera et al., 2005).  A student’s 

enrollment status (e.g., full- or part-time) has also been used to determine student success 

(Laanan, 2003). Yet, in light of the context of this study, and considering that all student-athletes 

must be enrolled full-time during their respective seasons of competition (NJCAA, 2014), this 

study will not take enrollment status into consideration.  

Despite the plethora of options from which to define student success, the literature also 

cautions against the solitary use of some of these potential variables. For instance, Braxton 

(2003) has opined that student success is a term that is difficult to identify, as individual students 

and institutions each have definitions of what constitutes success. Many institutions have a 

tendency to use college grade point averages as the singular means of defining student success, a 

process Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) suggested is incomplete. Other traditional means of 

measuring student success, such as retention or graduation rates alone may not be applicable to 

community colleges. Indeed, according to Baldwin et al. (2011), those measurements were 

initially created based upon the academic standards applicable to four-year, traditional students, 

instead of those pertaining to the unique community college student (Bahr, 2013). 

Based on the relevant literature regarding these key concepts, then, several variables will 

be incorporated into a working definition of student success. Using one component of the 

NJCAA’s (2014) standards of athletic eligibility, then, student success will include a        

student-athlete’s cumulative community college grade point average. Furthermore, Hagedorn 

(2006) suggested that retention rates be used when monitoring institutional performance 

pertaining to student success, as this study will attempt to accomplish. Therefore, retention rates 

from fall of the first year to fall of the second year will also be embedded within the definition of 
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student success. Finally, degree attainment are also included under the auspices of student 

success, as was utilized in Martin et al.’s (2014) and Goldrick-Rab et al.’s (2013) research within 

the community college context. 

Synthesis of the Literature  

 The American community college was born out of a need to satisfy enrollment demands 

placed upon four-year institutions, thus giving many students an opportunity to access 

postsecondary education who otherwise would not have a chance to do so (Cohen & Brawer, 

2008). Over the past century though, the mission of the community college has evolved, with an 

increased emphasis on student success (Dougherty & Townsend, 2006). To be sure, community 

colleges are coming under increased scrutiny for their low performance standards (The Century 

Foundation Task Force on Preventing Community Colleges from Becoming Separate and 

Unequal, 2013), and administrators are responding by fostering educational environments 

conducive to student achievement in the classroom (Fuller, 2010; American Association of 

Community Colleges, 2012).  

Rural community colleges – a niche of the community college infrastructure – further 

solidify the open-access philosophy of two-year institutions, providing educational activities for 

a myriad of students with an emphasis on serving local needs, desires, and demands (Chesson & 

Rubin, 2003). Assuredly, rural institutions educate a diverse set of students from a variety of 

racial, ethnic, and academic backgrounds, even more than their urban and suburban counterparts 

(Hardy & Katsinas, 2007). Although rural community colleges enroll a comparable number of 

students to other two-year institutional groupings (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 2014), they are often limited in their ability to meet their stakeholders’ needs (Fluharty 

& Scaggs, 2007). Indeed, financial support is not as a high for rural institutions, thus often 
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preventing them from properly budgeting for programs and activities designed to enhance 

student success. 

 Several theorists have offered insight into this student success concept, with some 

suggesting that campus environments and a student’s level of involvement contribute to her/his 

likelihood of success at a postsecondary institution (Astin, 1993; Tinto 1975b). As a form of 

student involvement, intercollegiate athletics was originally designed to provide an opportunity 

for students to become integrated into their respective campus cultures (Thelin, 2011). Yet, over 

the years, some suggest that intercollegiate sports have turned into a purely commercial endeavor 

with little regard for a student-athlete’s academic success (Anderson & South, 2007). Despite 

these claims, not much scholarly research has been dedicated to student success among 

intercollegiate athletes.   

Of the literature focusing on intercollegiate athletics and student success, much attention 

is given to revenue-generating sports, such as NCAA Division I men’s basketball and football 

(Pascarella et al., 1995; Reynolds et al., 2012), thus neglecting a number of sports and 

institutional types in the process. In particular, community college athletics has largely been 

ignored in the literature, with only a few studies seeking to determine how participation in 

college sports affects student success (Harper, 2009; Horton, 2009b). Moreover, research on 

community college baseball and softball is almost non-existent (Schulz, 2007). As a result, 

community college athletic administrators within the state of Alabama do not possess any 

evidence to refute claims that intercollegiate athletics hinders the academic success of      

student-athletes, as this state has been omitted from research related to that focus.  

Among the relevant research, approaches to determining and defining student success 

among community college student-athletes have varied. For example, using a logistic regression 
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methodology, Horton (2009b) calculated how rates of degree attainment and student transfer to a 

four-year institution (e.g., student success) among Florida community college student-athletes 

compared with non-athletes. In another study, Schulz (2007) utilized a one-way ANOVA 

approach to explore the differences in community college grade point average (e.g., student 

success) among student-athletes in Maryland community colleges. Both studies also explored 

how certain demographic data (i.e., race, gender, socioeconomic status) influenced student 

success among community college student-athletes. Harper (2009) used Critical Race Theory to 

suggest that interest convergence between students and faculty is a vital contributor to African 

American student-athletes transferring from a community college to a four-year institution (e.g., 

student success).   

At a time when institutions within the Alabama Community College System are cutting 

athletic programs because of a perceived lack of benefit to the student-athlete (Carpenter, 2011; 

Eubanks & DeWalt, 2011), the gap in the literature that exists among Alabama community 

college student-athletes and their student success should be rectified. According to the ACCC 

Commissioner (personal communication, September 19, 2013), a greater understanding of how 

intercollegiate athletics and student success are related could be valuable to administrators at 

ACCC member institutions, many of whom are currently basing decisions on the continuation of 

athletic programs upon public opinion rather than concrete data.  

Summary 

 The intent of the current study is to determine which demographic factors can be used to 

predict student success among men’s baseball and women’s softball participants in the Alabama 

Community College Conference. To that end, this chapter began by contextually framing a large 

body of research articulating the history of the community college in America, specifically 
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highlighting the comprehensive mission of the two-year institution, as well as growth within the 

two-year sector in Alabama. Pertinent statistics concerning community college student 

enrollment trends were also presented to distinguish between those who enroll at community 

colleges and more traditional students within the four-year sector.  

Then, a historical overview of intercollegiate athletics was presented, with an emphasis 

on the growing trend to commercialize college athletic departments – regardless of institutional 

type – and its subsequent effect on student success among student-athletes. Relevant literature 

discussing student success among student-athletes was then offered, calling specific attention to 

which subgroups of the student-athlete population are more likely to excel in the classroom, as 

well as discussing institutional efforts to increase academic success among student-athletes. 

Next, relevant research was summarized in an effort to provide working definitions of relevant 

key terms that will be utilized throughout this study, particularly persistence, retention, and 

student success. Finally, a synthesis of the literature was provided, calling specific attention to 

the substantial gap in the literature that this study hopes to fill. The next chapter will discuss this 

study’s theoretical and conceptual frameworks, methodology, and data source, collection, and 

analysis procedures.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

50 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER III: 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction  

 

 This chapter will describe the research methodology utilized in this study. To begin, the 

researcher’s approach and philosophical assumptions will be discussed. Then, theoretical 

underpinnings influencing this current research will be explored, and a depiction of the 

conceptual model to be utilized will be presented. Next, an enumeration of research questions 

that will guide forthcoming statistical analyses will be offered. A list of criteria for selection – as 

well as identification – of specific site institutions to be included in this research will then be 

detailed. Data collection and analysis procedures to be employed in this study will also be 

provided, with a notation of the independent and dependent variables essential to the current 

research. Finally, the researcher’s positionality will be addressed.  

Research Approach and Philosophical Assumptions 

 The current study determined to what extent students’ individual attributes and athletic 

participation affect student success outcomes. In other words, the researcher identified potential 

relationships among variables and surmises that objective; quantitative methods was useful in 

determining the significance of these relationships, if any. Therefore, this researcher was guided 

by the philosophical worldview of postpositivism. “Postpositivists hold a deterministic 

philosophy in which causes probably determine effects or outcomes…[T]he problems studied by 

postpositivists reflect the need to identify and assess the causes that influence outcomes… 

Postpositivism is also reductionist in that the intent is to reduce the ideas into a small, discrete set 
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of ideas to test” (Creswell, 2009, p. 7). Postpositivists also assume that data and evidence shape 

knowledge, that maintaining objectivity is paramount throughout the research process, and that 

research aids in identifying, articulating, and enumerating relationships among variables of 

interest. Although conclusions are derived from impartial and unbiased methods and 

calculations, this researcher also acknowledges that all knowledge is “imperfectly 

understandable, and it [knowledge] may be uncovered through falsification” (Savin-Baden & 

Major, 2013, p. 56).  

Theoretical Framework 

 The conceptual model for this study integrated concepts from several previous models of 

student success among student-athletes and college students in general, with particular attention 

given to how one’s environment (i.e., athletic participation) relates to certain elements of student 

success. The following section, therefore, will offer a review of these frameworks as a means of 

providing rationale for the extraction of certain elements from each model that will be included 

in this current study. The work of Astin (1991), Comeaux and Harrison (2011), and Horton 

(2009b) will be addressed.  

Astin’s Student Involvement Theory and I-E-O model 

One of the more prominent student involvement theories comes from an individual who 

suggests that a student’s level of involvement on campus is – on the whole – positively related to 

persistence and ultimately, student success (Astin, 1975; 1999). According to Astin (1999) “a 

highly involved student is one who, for example, devotes considerable energy to studying, 

spends much time on campus, participates actively in student organizations, and interacts 

frequently with faculty members and other students” (p. 518). As has been previously discussed, 

intercollegiate athletics was introduced as a means to involve students in campus life (Thelin, 
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2011), and as such, themes from Astin’s (1991) I-E-O model, based on his research on student 

involvement, most certainly will influence the current study’s conceptual model. 

Astin’s (1991) I-E-O model puts a student’s campus environment squarely in the middle 

of one’s ability to achieve success. In essence, Astin suggested that students come to college 

with a set of qualities and characteristics (e.g., inputs) that make them unique. These variables 

include demographic information (e.g., race, gender, socioeconomic status) and educational 

background, among other elements. From there, an individual’s participation in activities (i.e., 

intercollegiate athletic competition) within her/his environment affects the qualities, abilities, 

behavior, and knowledge that institutions desire students to possess upon leaving their campuses 

(e.g., outputs).  

Astin’s I-E-O model has been very influential in the overall structure of the current 

study’s conceptual model, as is depicted in figure 3-1. For the current study, this researcher 

explored how certain inputs interact with a segment of the collegiate environment (e.g., 

intercollegiate athletics) to produce outputs (e.g., student success variables). In addition, 

similarities among Astin’s (1991) definition of inputs (e.g., race, gender, SES) were noticed 

within the individual attributes portion of the conceptual model for the current study.  

Comeaux and Harrison’s Model for Academic Success 

To help remedy a substantial theoretical gap in the literature pertaining to the process of a 

student-athlete’s academic success, Comeaux and Harrison (2011) offerred a conceptual model 

which practitioners and researchers alike can utilize. Akin to Tinto’s (1975b) student departure 

conceptualization, Comeaux and Harrison suggested that student-athletes arrive on campus with 

a set of pre-college characteristics (e.g., race, gender, family background, educational outcomes) 
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that make them unique, all of which influence the academic success (e.g., cumulative college 

grade point average) of a particular student-athlete. 

These pre-college characteristics result in a student-athlete’s initial commitments to 

her/his goals, sport, and institution. A student’s commitment to the institution directly influences 

her/his academic system while one’s commitment to goals and sport contributes to the       

student-athlete’s social system. Here, speaking specifically to the student-athlete’s experience, an 

academic system includes grade performance in college while the social system includes 

collegiate sport participation. College environmental factors (e.g., institutional culture, resource 

availability) influence performance within these two systems, and how well she/he performs 

along these two domains influences the student-athlete’s sense of academic and social integration 

(Comeaux & Harrison, 2011). Feelings of integration result in a subsequent commitment to the 

student-athlete’s goals, sport, and institution, culminating in academic success.  

Since the purpose of the current study was to identify and analyze academic success rates 

among men’s baseball and women’s softball players, and specifically, which demographic 

characteristics can be used to predict academic success in the sample, several elements of 

Comeaux and Harrison’s (2011) model for academic success among student-athletes should and 

were incorporated into the conceptual framework of the current study. More precisely, individual 

attributes (e.g., race, gender, socioeconomic background, and high school educational outcomes) 

identified within Comeaux and Harrison’s research were duplicated in the current study, as will 

their definition of what constitutes academic success among student-athletes (e.g., cumulative 

college grade point average).  
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Horton’s Human Capital Development Framework  

 While Comeaux and Harrison’s (2011) work filled in a gap within the intercollegiate 

athletic, four-year institutional context, the community college athletic sector has largely been 

ignored in research. Horton’s (2009b) study filled that void, as he sought to determine the effect 

of athletic competition on academic outcomes (e.g., degree attainment and transfer to a four-year 

institution) among Florida community college students. Horton hypothesized that students arrive 

to college with a set of social background characteristics (e.g., socioeconomic status, gender, 

race) and pre-college characteristics (e.g., college readiness) that, when influenced by 

institutional characteristics (e.g., size and location) and athletic participation, would affect one’s 

academic experiences (e.g., cumulative community college college grade point average, credit 

hours enrolled, credit hours earned) and human capital accumulation (e.g., degree attainment, 

transfer to a four-year institution). Although institutional characteristics were not deemed to have 

an effect on student success outcomes, race, gender, SES, and athletic competition were 

identified as having significant effects on grade point average and degree attainment.   

 Because of the similarities in purpose and institutional context of the current study and 

Horton’s (2009b) research, many of Horton’s variables were used in the creation of the 

conceptual model for the current research. For instance, in his research, Horton (2009b) 

measured socioeconomic status by determining whether or not a student received a Pell Grant, a 

notion that was duplicated in the current study. Additionally, those individual characteristics 

(e.g., race, gender, SES) significantly affecting student success outcomes were mirrored in the 

formation of the current study’s independent variables. Moreover, Horton’s (2009b) 

identification of degree attainment as a student success outcome wa used as a dependent variable 

in the current research.  
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Conceptual Model 

 Components of the aforementioned theories each have credence within the parameters of 

this study, and as such, the following section will extract appropriate elements to create a 

working conceptual model that will frame the current research. In sum, students arrive on a 

college campus with a set of individual characteristics that make them unique from their 

classmates (e.g., input characteristics). Borrowing from the work of Astin (1991), Comeaux and 

Harrison (2011), and Horton (2009b), the current study’s conceptual model identified those 

inputs as individual attributes, which consist of a person’s race, gender, socioeconomic status, 

and educational background (e.g., achievement of high school (or equivalent) credentials). Also 

incorporated into the current study’s conceptual model was the assertion that individual attributes 

are related to a student’s academic success (e.g., outcome metrics), as was articulated by 

Comeaux and Harrison (2011) and Horton (2009b), in addition to being documented elsewhere 

in the literature (Schulz, 2007; Reynolds, Fisher, & Cavil, 2012; Harper, 2009; Harrison, 2000; 

Pascarella et al., 1995; Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini, Edison, & Hagedorn, 1999; 

Horton, 2009b; Dilley-Knoles, Burnett, & Peak, 2013; Eitzen, 1988; Simons et al., 1999; Sellers, 

1992; Mendoza et al., 2012).  

Additionally, within Astin’s (1991) I-E-O model, a student’s environment (e.g., anything 

with which she/he involves herself/himself) affects certain performance standards (e.g., outcome 

metrics) colleges hope an individual possesses upon completing her/his time at the institution. 

Although this study was not specifically accounting for the effect of one’s environment on a 

student’s achievement of certain outputs, the researcher was very interested in studying how a 

specific segment of the student population – which was grouped into a specific activity within 

the college environment – was meeting particular student success measurements. Finally, as 
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influenced by Comeaux and Harrison (2011), Hagedorn (2006), Horton (2009b), Martin et al. 

(2014), and Goldrick-Rab et al. (2013), outputs were encapsulated the broader student success 

concept, specifically accounting for student retention from year one to year two, cumulative 

community college grade point average, and degree completion.  

A visual depiction of the conceptual model used in this study (see Figure 1) illustrates the 

interactions between variables. Later, descriptions of each variable will provide justification for 

its selection and place within this study’s research. Again, the purpose of this study was to 

determine whether certain demographic factors can be used to predict student success among 

Alabama community college men’s baseball and women’s softball participants. This was 

achieved by analyzing demographic and transcript data using logistic and linear regression 

methodologies.
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Figure 1.  Conceptual model for the exploration of which demographic factors are useful in predicting student success among 

Alabama community college men’s baseball and women’s softball participants 

Note.  1. Variable appears in Astin (1991) model  2. Variable appears in Comeaux and Harrison (2011) model  3. Variable appears in     

Horton (2009b) model

Individual attributes 

 Race 1, 2, 3 

 Gender 1, 2, 3 

 SES Status 1, 3 

 Educational  

background 2 

Baseball Participation 1 

Student success 

 Retention (year one to 

year two) 2 

 Cumulative community 

college GPA 1, 2 

 Degree attainment 3 

Softball Participation 1 
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Research Questions 

 To accomplish its purpose, the study was guided by the following research questions:  

1. What are the demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, race, socioeconomic 

status, educational background) of Alabama rural community college baseball and 

softball athletes; 

2. What are the student success outcomes (e.g., cumulative community college grade 

point averages, retention rates, degree completion rates) of Alabama rural 

community college baseball and softball athletes; 

3. To what extent do cumulative community college grade point averages, retention 

rates, and degree completion rates differ between Alabama rural community 

college baseball and softball participants; 

4. What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational 

background can be used to predict cumulative community college grade point 

averages among Alabama rural community college baseball and softball athletes; 

5. What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational 

background can be used to predict student retention from the first year to second 

year of enrollment among Alabama rural community college baseball and softball 

athletes; and 

6. What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational 

background can be used to predict degree completion among Alabama rural 

community college baseball and softball athletes?  
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Site Institutions and Selection Procedures 

 The scope of this current study was limited to rural community colleges within the state 

of Alabama, specifically those which participate in men’s baseball and women’s softball within 

the Alabama Community College Conference. As previously discussed, men’s baseball and 

women’s softball programs yield the largest number of participants, as compared with other 

sports within the Alabama Community College Conference. In addition, men’s baseball and 

women’s softball teams outnumber all other sports within the ACCC. Both of these factors will 

help ensure this study meets its appropriate sample size.    

Using the G*Power tool, sample size was calculated with a 95% confidence level and a 

confidence interval of 5, resulting in a minimum sample size of 384 cases from an estimated total 

population of 7,776 baseball and softball student-athletes annually competing at the NJCAA 

Division I level (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009; NJCAA, 2016a; 2016b). In order to 

achieve the appropriate sample size, three institutions were chosen from among the nine 

institutions that met the delimitations of the current study (e.g., classified as associates-degree 

granting rural two-year institutions within the state of Alabama, according to The Carnegie 

Classifications of Institutions of Higher Education; and competing in men’s baseball and 

women’s softball within the Alabama Community College Conference) (Indiana University, 

2015a; 2015b; 2015c). To maintain confidentiality of individual institutions and their students, 

each institution included in this research was identified generically. Institutional data from the 

2012-2013 academic year have been summarized in the forthcoming sections, because to 

effectively measure graduation rates among the sample, the researcher needed to research 

students who entered college no later than Fall 2012.  
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Institution A   

 Institution A is classified as a public rural-serving medium two-year institution, 

according to The Carnegie Classifications of Institutions of Higher Education (Indiana 

University, 2015a), with an enrollment of 4,581 in fall 2012. There were 3,069 women in (67%) 

the total student body, while men made up the remaining 1,512 (33%). Of the 4,581 total 

enrollees, 2,978 (65%) were classified as White and 1,420 (31%) as Black or African American. 

All other racial/ethnicity groups accounted for the remaining 183 (4%) students enrolled at 

Institution A in fall 2012. 59.1% (n=2,710) of students were under the age of 24, while 40.9% 

(n=1,871) were 25 years of age or older. 2,315 (47.7%) students at Institution A were enrolled 

full-time in fall 2012. Of those, 1,466 (63.3%) were female students and 849 (36.7%) were male. 

86% of full-time students at Institution A were receiving some sort of financial aid during the 

2012-2013 academic year, with 64% of those full-time students receiving Pell Grants (U.S. 

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2015a).  

NCES (2015a) reported a 48% first year to second year retention rate for full-time 

undergraduates in fall 2012, while 37% of part-time students were retained during the same time 

period. Additionally, 4% of full-time degree-seeking students earned an educational credential 

within normal time, while 13% completed a degree within 150% of normal time, and 23% 

finished their degree within 200% of normal time. For all students, Institution A had a 13% 

graduation rate, differing marginally when accounting for gender (13% for female, 14% for 

male). White students earned an educational credential at a rate of 15%, while Black or African 

American (10%) students earned a degree or certificate at slightly lower rates (NCES, 2015a).  

During the 2012-2013 academic year, 537 associate’s degrees were awarded at Institution 

A. White students earned 70.5% (n=379) of those degrees, while Black or African American 
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students earned 24.0% (n=129) of those credentials. Of the 537 associate’s degrees awarded, 149 

(27.7%) were earned by males, with females accounting for the remaining 388 (72.3%) (NCES, 

2015a).  

Institution B 

 Institution B is designated as a public rural-serving small two-year institution, based on 

The Carnegie Classifications of Institutions of Higher Education (Indiana University, 2015b). 

2,484 students were enrolled at Institution B in fall 2012, 40% (n=994) of whom were female 

and 60% (n=1,490) male. 1,739 (70%) of the 2,484 students were White and 546 (22%) were 

Black or African American. Students from other racial and ethnic backgrounds accounted for the 

remaining 199 (8%) students within Institution B’s student body. 62.2% (n=1,546) of students 

enrolled at Institution B were 24 years of age or younger, while the other 37.8% (n=938) were 25 

years old or older. 1,453 (58.5%) of the 2,484 students at Institution B were enrolled full-time in 

fall 2012, with men making up 912 (62.8%) of that number and women accounting for the other 

541 (37.2%). 91% of Institution B students enrolled full-time received some sort of financial aid 

during the 2012-2013 academic year, with 63% (n=915) of those full-time enrollees receiving 

Pell Grant funding from the federal government (NCES, 2015b).  

 Based on a report from the National Center for Education Statistics (2015b), Institution B 

had a 52% first year to second year retention rate for full-time undergraduates in fall 2012. 

During that same span, 44% of part-time students were retained. 19% of full-time degree-seeking 

students earned their educational credential within normal time, while 22% earned a degree or 

certificate within 150% of normal time, and 24% within 20% of normal time. Overall, Institution 

B had a 22% graduate rate, with minimal difference between genders (23% for males and 20% 
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for females). Graduation rates for White students (22%) eclipsed that of Black or African 

American students (15%) (NCES, 2015b).  

During the 2012-2013 academic year, 258 associate’s degrees were earned by Institution 

B students. Of those, 186 (72.1%) were earned by White students and 44 (17.1%) by Black or 

African American students. Men earned 153 (59.3%) of the associate’s degrees, and women 

earned the other 105 (40.7%) (NCES, 2015b).  

Institution C 

 Institution C is designated as a public rural-serving small two-year institution, based on 

The Carnegie Classifications of Institutions of Higher Education (Indiana University, 2015c). 

1,646 students were enrolled at Institution C in fall 2012, 63% (n=1,037) of whom were female 

and 37% (n=609) male. 1,235 (75%) of the 1,646 students were White and 362 (22%) were 

Black or African American. All other racial and ethnic groups accounted for the remaining 49 

(3%) individuals making up Institution C’s student body. 71.3% (n=1,173) of students enrolled 

at Institution C were 24 years of age or younger, while the other 28.7% (n=473) were 25 years 

old or older. 1,000 (61%) of the 1,646 students at Institution C were enrolled full-time in fall 

2012, with men making up 369 (36.9%) of that number and women accounting for the other 631 

(63.1%). 91% of Institution C students enrolled full-time received some sort of financial aid 

during the 2012-2013 academic year, with 75% of those students receiving Pell Grant funds from 

the federal government (NCES, 2015c).  

 Based on a report from the National Center for Education Statistics (2015c), Institution C 

had a 51% first year to second year retention rate for full-time undergraduates in fall 2012. 

During that same span, 37% of part-time students were retained. 14% of full-time degree-seeking 

students earned their educational credential within normal time, while 21% earned a degree 
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within 150% of normal time, and 23% earned a credential within 200% of normal time. Overall, 

Institution C boasted a 21% graduate rate, with significant disparity between genders (23% for 

males and 19% for females). Graduation rates for White (23%) students eclipsed that of Black or 

African American students (17%) (NCES, 2015c).  

During the 2012-2013 academic year, 205 associate’s degrees were earned by Institution 

C students. Of those, 143 (69.8%) were earned by White students and 55 (26.8%) by Black or 

African American students. Women earned 142 (69.3%) associate’s degrees, and men earned 63 

(30.7%) (NCES, 2015c).  

Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 summarize the enrollment data, retention rates, graduation rates, and 

number of associate’s degrees awarded from the aforementioned site institutions. 
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Table 1 

 

Total Enrollment Data from Site Institutions in Fall 2012 (NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 2015c) 

 

 A B C 

 (n = 4,581) (n = 2,484) (n = 1,646) 

Institution n % N % n % 

By Gender       

   Female 3,069 67.0 994 40.0 1,037 63.0 

   Male 1,512 33.0 1,490 60.0 609 37.0 

By race 

   White 2,978 65.0 1,739 70.0 1,235 75.0 

   African American 1,420 31.0 546 22.0 362 22.0 

   Other 183 4.0 199 8.0 49 3.0 

By age 

   24 years or younger 2,710 59.1 1,546 62.2 1,173 71.3 

   25 years or older 1,871 40.9 938 37.8 473 28.7 

By enrollment intensity       

   Full-time 2,315 47.7 1,453 58.5 1,000 61.0 

FT enrollment by gender       

   Female 1,466 63.3 541 37.2 631 63.1 

   Male 849 36.7 912 62.8 369 36.9 

By financial aid status       

   FT receiving financial aid 1,991 86.0 1,322 91.0 910 91.0 

   FT receiving Pell Grant 1,482 64.0 915 63.0 750 75.0 

 

Table 2 

 

First Year (Fall 2012) to Second Year (Fall 2013) Retention Rates among Site Institutions 

(NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 2015c)  

 

Institution A B C 

Of full-time undergraduates 48% 52% 51% 

Of part-time undergraduates 37% 44% 37% 
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Table 3 

 

Graduation Rates among Site Institutions in Academic Year 2012-2013 (NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 

2015c) 

 

Institution A B C 

Institutional graduation rate 13% 22% 21% 

By gender  

     Female 13% 20% 19% 

     Male 14% 23% 23% 

By race  

    White 15% 22% 23% 

    African American 10% 15% 17% 

By completion time students (2 years=normal time)  

    Within normal time  4% 19% 14% 

    Within 150% of normal time 13% 22% 21% 

    Within 200% of normal time 23% 24% 23% 

 

Table 4 

 

Associate Degrees Conferred among Site Institutions in Academic Year 2012-2013 (NCES, 

2015a; 2015b; 2015c) 

 

 A B C 

 (n = 537) (n = 258) (n = 205) 

Institution n % N % n % 

By gender  

      Female 388 72.3 105 40.7 142 69.3 

      Male 149 27.7 153 59.3 63 30.7 

By race  

     White 379 70.5 186 72.1 143 69.8 

     African American 129 24.0 44 17.1 55 26.8 

     Other 29 5.5 28 10.8 7 3.4 
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Data Source and Collection 

After obtaining approval from the appropriate administrator at each participating 

institution, as well as from the Institutional Review Board at The University of Alabama, the 

data necessary to conduct the study was provided by each institution’s office of institutional 

research. This data, including academic and other pertinent student record information, was 

transferred into Microsoft Excel and then imported into IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS), version 24.0. Data was then reviewed for any errors that could potentially 

affect data analysis.  

Deidentified demographic data on each student in this study were initially gathered as 

part of each institution’s admissions process, and subsequently remained as part of a student’s 

official academic record. Demographic characteristics to be extracted for this current research 

will include gender, race/ethnicity, award of Pell Grant, and high school (or GED) graduation. 

As with Horton’s (2009b) research, socioeconomic status, higher or lower, were identified by 

whether or not the student received a Pell Grant.  

Academic outcome data that was provided on each student in the study by each 

institution was also void of any information that could identify individual students. Pertinent 

academic data included cumulative community college grade point average, retention from year 

one to year two, and degree attainment. The data elements were collected only for student-

athletes listed on the site institution’s official rosters for men’s baseball and women’s softball 

during the spring 2009, spring 2010, spring 2011, spring 2012, and spring 2013 seasons, and 

each “case” was given a record number in lieu of the student-athlete’s name. These five years of 

rosters yielded 525 cases, which was more than enough needed to satisfy the appropriate sample 
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size of 384. This sample size was calculated using the G*Power tool and with a 95% confidence 

level and a confidence interval of 5 (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). 

Data Coding, Modeling, and Analysis 

 In order to properly explore the research questions in this study, two types of research 

methodologies were employed. To assess which independent variables (IV) can be useful in 

predicting the study’s two dichotomous dependent variables (DV), retention and degree 

attainment, binary logistic regression was utilized. According to Field (2013), binary logistic 

regression studies are useful in determining whether a set of categorical variables can predict one 

of two categorical outcomes. Alternatively, to assess which set of independent variables can be 

useful in predicting the current study’s continuous dependent variable, cumulative community 

college grade point average, a linear regression methodology was used. Similar to logistic 

regression studies, linear regression models are beneficial when attempting to determine which 

set of independent variables can predict an outcome (Bluman, 2012). Using these statistical 

methods can aid the researcher predicting the probability of an outcome occurring, given the 

known values of the independent variables.  

Data Coding and Modeling 

 According to Field (2013), when employing logistic regression methods, parsimony is 

desirable. In essence, simpler regression equations are more preferable than complex ones. That 

is, only variables that have explanatory use ought to be incorporated in the model’s equation. To 

accomplish this goal, this researcher began calculations with an initial model that included just 

one independent variable, then added other variables one at a time. Variables that did not 

significantly contribute to the model were then removed, all in an effort to find the ideal fit for 

this study’s data.  
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When utilizing linear regression models, it is also desirable to find the best fit of 

independent variables that can be used to predict the dependent variable. Although there are a 

number of ways to enter variables into a model, this researcher will utilize the hierarchical 

(blockwise entry) regression method. According to Field (2013), when using this tactic, variables 

are entered into the model based on prior research, with known predictors being entered into the 

model first. “After known predictors have been entered, the experimenter can add any new 

predictors into the model…either all in one go, in a stepwise manner, or hierarchically” (Field, 

2013, p. 322). For the current study, then, gender (Horton; 2009b; Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et al., 

2012; Simons et al., 1999; Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; Eitzen, 1988), race (Horton, 2009b; 

Schulz, 2007; The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011; Harrison, 2000; Parsons, 

2013; Comeaux, 2011; Aries et al., 2004), and socioeconomic status (Sellers, 1992; Horton, 

2009b; Mendoza et al., 2012; Reynolds et al., 2012) have all been identified as known predictors 

of grade point average, retention, and degree attainment among college student-athletes. The 

order in which the current study’s known predictors have been entered into the model is based 

upon the order in which these individual attributes become a part of the subject. Additionally, the 

entry order of these known predictors also mirrors the order found within Horton’s (2009b) 

regression modeling. The final predictor, educational background, is not a known predictor of 

student success among student-athletes, and as such, will be the final variable entered into the 

model.   

 Figures 2, 3, and 4 illustrate the preliminary plan for each potential model which was 

assessed. First, Figure 2 displays preliminary linear regression model building for the prediction 

of cumulative community college grade point average. Next, Figure 3 outlines preliminary 

logistic regression model building for the prediction of student retention from first year of 
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enrollment to second year. Then, Figure 4 addresses preliminary logistic regression model 

building for the prediction of degree completion. Finally, Table 5 articulates how each variable 

will be coded for calculations. All of these inclusions are influenced by this study’s conceptual 

model, research questions, and prior research. 
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Figure 2.  Preliminary linear regression model building plan for prediction of cumulative 

community college grade point average, based on conceptual model, research questions, and 

prior research 
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Figure 3.  Preliminary logistic regression model building plan for prediction of student retention 

from year one to year two, based on conceptual model, research questions, and prior research 
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Figure 4. Preliminary logistic regression model building plan for prediction of degree 

completion, based on conceptual model, research questions, and prior research  
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Table 5          

 

Coding of Variables  

 

Variables 

 

Variable Type Values 

 Independent 

INDIVIDUAL ATTRIBUTES 

      Gender (GENDER) 

      Race (RACE) 

      Socioeconomic Status (SES) 

      Educational background            

      (EDBACKGROUND) 

 

Dependent 

STUDENT SUCCESS 

      Retention from year one to year two       

      (RETAIN) 

      Cumulative Community College 

GPA  

      (CCGPA) 

      Degree Completion (DEGREE) 

 

 

Dichotomous 

Dichotomous 

Dichotomous 

Dichotomous 

 

 

 

 

Dichotomous 

 

Continuous 

 

 

Dichotomous 

 

 

0 = Male; 1 = Female 

0 = White; 1 = Non-White 

0 = High SES; 1 = Low 

SES 

0 = GED Recipient; 1 = HS 

Diploma 

 

 

0 = No; 1 = Yes 

 

Range = 0.00 – 4.00 

 

 

0 = No; 1 = Yes 

 

Independent Variables 

 The independent variables analyzed in this research were grouped into a broader 

individual attributes category, and included a student’s gender, race, socioeconomic status, and 

educational background.   

Reverting back to some of the most cited persistence and student involvement theories 

(Tinto, 1975b; Astin, 1991), a student’s background characteristics or individual attributes play 

important roles in the success of that individual at a particular institution. For example, in a study 

conducted by Windham, Rehfuss, Williams, Pugh, and Tincher-Ladner (2014), females were 
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found to have a 94% greater chance to remain at institutions for another year when compared to 

males. Jones (2010) suggested that females are more apt to become socially integrated into the 

campus culture, thus more likely to reenroll at the same institution the following year. Within the 

intercollegiate athletic realm, females also were found to have performed better academically 

than males (Reynolds et al., 2012; Simons & Van Rheenen, 2000; Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; 

Simons et al., 1999). Specific to the community college context, Schulz (2007) concluded that 

female student-athletes earn higher GPAs than male student-athletes, and Horton (2009b) found 

that female athletes earn more degrees than male athletes.  

Race also plays a critical role in the educational outcomes of community college students. 

For instance, Bailey, Jenkins, and Leinbach (2005) concluded that African-Americans and 

Hispanics, despite recent gains in degree attainment, still lag behind other ethnic groups in their 

quest for an educational credential. Using community college grade point average as a 

benchmark, White students exceeded African-American students in a study conducted by 

Perrakis (2008). Among student-athletes in community colleges, these conclusions have also 

been supported by several prior research studies. For instance, in a study of student-athletes at 

community colleges in Maryland, grade point averages for White student-athletes were higher 

than non-White student-athletes, at an average of 2.551 and 1.855 respectively (Schulz, 2007). 

Additionally, exploring community college student-athletes in Florida, Horton (2009b) found 

that 35.7% of White student-athletes earn degrees, as opposed to just 23.4% of non-White 

student-athletes.  

 Socioeconomic status is a predictor of academic success among community college 

students as well, as evidenced by findings reported in the literature. Jenkins and Weiss (2011) 

determined that students from lower SES backgrounds were less likely to declare majors than 
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those in higher SES categories, thus impeding the former’s progress towards an academic 

credential. Wang (2010) found that SES is a significant predictor of a student’s potential transfer 

to a four-year institution. Goldrick-Rab, Broton and Gates (2013) concluded that there are 

several impediments preventing lower SES students from completing an associate’s degrees, 

namely the inability for financial aid to keep up with the rising cost of attendance and the 

internal conflict students face when balancing work commitments and course requirements. 

Among relevant research on student-athletes, several authors seem to substantiate these findings 

as well. Specifically, Mendoza et al. (2012) found that as a student-athlete’s income level 

decreased, so, too, did her/his chances of persisting at a community college. From prior research 

suggesting that persistence and degree attainment are positively related (Pascarella & Terenzini, 

2005), it would make sense that Horton (2009b) concluded that students from lower SES 

backgrounds were 88.3% less likely to earn a degree from a Florida community college when 

compared with higher SES students.  

Finally, a student’s educational background (e.g., whether a student enrolls in a 

community college with a GED or high school diploma) can affect student success as well. GED 

students typically enroll in college vastly underprepared for the rigors of college academics when 

compared to high school graduates (Mageehon, 2013), which could help to explain why the 

former are less likely to earn postsecondary educational credentials (Quinn & Haberman, 1986). 

It is no surprise, then, that in a study of community college students in Kentucky, Adams (2011) 

found that students with high school diplomas earned higher GPAs than GED recipients. This 

finding was consistent with a study of students from Florida community colleges, where Grise 

and Klein (1986) found statistically significant differences in GPAs between GED students and 

high school graduates. To be sure, the aforementioned studies underscore the importance of 
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considering race, gender, socioeconomic status, and high school credentials when measuring 

student success within the community college and intercollegiate athletic context. 

Dependent Variables 

 The dependent variables employed for this study were student retention from year one to 

year two, cumulative community college grade point average, and degree completion. All of 

these variables represent facets of the broader student success definition that was used 

throughout this study. For instance, retention from freshman to sophomore year is considered to 

be a successful outcome for community college students (Hagedorn, 2006). Additionally, Schulz 

(2007) used community college grade point average as a determinant for student success among 

a segment of student-athletes. Finally, degree completion has also been used as a student success 

identifier in prior studies (Martin, Galentino, & Townsend, 2014), particularly within the 

community college intercollegiate athletic context (Horton, 2009b). 

Data Analysis 

Univariate analyses, including measures of distribution (e.g., frequency distribution), 

dispersion (e.g., standard deviation, standard error), and central tendency (e.g., mean, median), 

were calculated among the following independent variables: race, gender, socioeconomic status, 

and educational background, as well as the dependent student success variables of student 

retention, cumulative community college grade point average, and degree completion. In 

addition to presenting these statistics for the entire sample, research question three explored 

differences in student success outcomes between sports. Thus, data also were disaggregated by 

sport (baseball/softball) and compared using t-test calculations. T-tests are useful when 

determining whether significant differences exist between the means of two sample groups. 

More specifically, means of two unrelated, categorical groups on the same dependent variable 
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are compared using this statistical analysis. One significant assumption to keep in mind when 

conducting t-tests is to check for homogeneity of variance between the two compared means, 

which was done in this study by utilizing Levene’s test for equality of variances (Bluman, 2012). 

These aforementioned calculations were guided by research questions one, two, and three. 

Research questions four, five, and six explored whether certain combinations of independent 

variables could be used to predict this study’s dichotomous and continuous dependent variables. 

Accordingly, binary logistic regression and linear regression analyses was conducted.  

To determine to what extent each predictor variable explains the variance of this study’s 

dependent variables, correlation coefficients were calculated through the use of the correlation 

coefficient R (utilized in linear regression methods) and the R-statistic (assessed within logistic 

regression studies). Although it is imperative to determine to what extent each independent 

variable contributes to the variance of each dependent variable, it is also critical to determine the 

predictive contribution of each individual independent variable. When using the binary logistic 

regression methods, the Wald statistic (z-statistic) was calculated to determine which variables 

are significant predictors of the dependent outcomes, whereas in the linear regression 

calculations, the significance of the t-statistic aided this researcher in determining significant 

predictors (Field, 2013).  

A pitfall to both the logistic and linear regression analyses, however, is multicollinearity, 

where significant correlation may exist among a set of predictor variables (Leech, Barrett, & 

Morgan, 2011). This dilemma makes it difficult to determine the unique relationship of each 

independent variable on the study’s dependent variables (Ho, 2014). As such, a test for 

multicollinearity was conducted to assess whether a significant overlap exists among 

independent variables.  Table 6 summarizes the aforementioned data analyses to be utilized.  
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Table 6 

 

Data Analysis Summary 

 

 

 

 

 

Research Question 

 

 

Statistical Type 

 

 

Independent 

Variables  

 

Dependent 

Variables  

 

Data Analysis 

Method 

1. Demographic 

characteristics of the 

participants in the study?  

Descriptive 

 

 

Race; gender; 

SES status; 

Educational 

background 

 Frequency 

distribution 

2. Demographic 

characteristics of the 

participants in the study?  

Descriptive 

 

 

 Cumulative 

community 

college grade 

point average; 

Student retention; 

Degree 

completion 

 

Dispersion (e.g., 

standard 

deviation, 

standard error) 

central tendency 

(e.g., mean, 

median) 

3. Extent cumulative 

community college grade 

point averages, retention 

rates, and degree 

completion rates differ 

between baseball and 

softball participants?  

Inferential 

 

 

 

 

Race; gender; 

SES status;  

Educational 

background 

 

 

 

 

Cumulative 

community 

college grade 

point average; 

Student retention; 

Degree 

completion 

t-test 

 

4.. Combination of 

demographic 

characteristics can be used 

to predict cumulative 

community college grade 

point average?  

 

Inferential 

 

 

 

Race; gender; 

SES status;  

Educational 

background 

Cumulative 

community 

college grade 

point average 

 

Linear regression 

5. Combination of 

demographic 

characteristics can be used 

to predict student retention 

from first to second year of 

enrollment? 

 

Inferential 

 

 

 

Race; gender; 

SES status;  

Educational 

background 

Student retention 

 

 

Binary logistic 

regression 

6. Combination of 

demographic 

characteristics can be used 

to predict degree 

completion? 

Inferential 

 

 

 

Race; gender; 

SES status;  

Educational 

background 

Degree 

completion 

Binary logistic 

regression 
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Data Confidentiality and Security 

During data extraction and analysis, student records were assigned random identifying 

numbers that were then deleted once results are recorded. Additionally, all institutions used in 

this research have been generically labeled with pseudonyms to further protect the privacy of the 

students and colleges in the study. All data files were stored on a password-protected flash drive, 

which was secured in a locked file cabinet in the office of the researcher at his institution.  

Research Positionality  

 The researcher currently serves as an athletic administrator at a community college within 

the Alabama Community College Conference, in addition to serving on the ACCC’s Standards 

and Ethics Committee. In addition, the researcher’s current and prior professional experience 

includes extensive involvement in retention and degree completion enhancement activities. As 

such, the researcher has a vested interest in the academic success of community college students, 

and in particular, the academic outcomes of community college student-athletes. 

Summary 

 This chapter detailed the theoretical and operational frameworks that guided the research. 

Research methodology and data collection, modeling, coding, and analysis procedures utilized in 

this research were also included, as well as descriptions of site institutions. In sum, largely 

influenced by the works of Astin (1991), Comeaux and Harrison (2011), and Horton (2009b), 

univariate analyses, along with binary logistic regression and linear regression research designs 

was employed to address the research questions posed in this study. Finally, the researcher’s 

vested interest in the results of this research was outlined.  
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CHAPTER IV: 

 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this research study was to determine rates of student success among 

Alabama community college baseball and softball players. In particular, the current research 

explored which demographic factors (e.g., race, gender, socioeconomic status, educational 

background) may be useful in predicting these student-athletes’ cumulative community college 

grade point averages, as well as retention and degree completion rates. This chapter, then, will 

begin with a brief review of the sample population for the current study. Next, data analyses and 

results for the study–as determined by the use of descriptive (e.g., frequency distribution and 

dispersion) and inferential (e.g., t-test; linear and logistic regression) statistics–will be presented 

and organized by the appropriate research question. 

 The scope of this study was purposely limited to Alabama rural community colleges, 

particularly those participating in men’s baseball and women’s softball within the Alabama 

Community College Conference. Three institutions among the nine community colleges meeting 

these delimitations were selected to participate in this current research. The sample population 

consisted of 533 student-athletes enrolled and listed on site institution’s official rosters during 

the spring 2009, spring 2010, spring 2011, spring 2012, and spring 2013 semesters. This sample 

quantity was more than enough to satisfy the appropriate minimum sample size for the study, 

which was calculated at 384 using the G*Power tool with a 95% confidence level and a 

confidence interval of 5 (Faul et al., 2009).  
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Results 

Research Question One 

What are the demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, race, socioeconomic status, 

educational background) of Alabama rural community college baseball and softball athletes? To 

answer this first research question, descriptive statistics–in particular, frequency distribution–

were employed, as outlined in the text and tables below.  

Demographic characteristics. There were 223 (41.8%) females among the 533                 

student-athletes in the sample, while the other 310 (58.2%) were male student-athletes. 82.4% 

(n=439) of the student-athletes studied in the current research were classified as White. The 

remaining 17.6% (n=94) student-athletes were identified as non-White. As previously discussed, 

and as was utilized in Horton’s (2009b) research, the receipt of a Pell Grant was used to 

determine socioeconomic status among those student-athletes in the sample. Those                      

student-athletes receiving a Pell Grant were classified as low SES students, while those not 

receiving a Pell Grant were identified as high SES students. Accordingly, 176 student-athletes 

(33%) received a Pell Grant, which placed this group in the lower SES grouping, while the other 

357 student-athletes did not receive Pell Grant funding, ranking those 67% in the higher SES 

category. Finally, an overwhelming number of the student-athletes within the sample                 

(97.6%; n=520) earned high school diplomas prior to attending college, while just 13 (2.4%) 

student-athletes received a GED. Table 7 below summarizes the aforementioned demographic 

characteristics of the sample within the current study.  
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Table 7 

Summary of Demographic Characteristics 

Individual Attribute Frequency Percent 

 Entire sample 

 By gender 

      Female 

      Male 

533 

 

223 

310 

100.0 

 

41.8 

58.2 

  By race 

     White 

     Non-White 

 

439 

94 

 

82.4 

17.6 

  By socioeconomic status  

     Low (Pell recipient) 

     High (non-Pell recipient)  

 

176 

357 

 

33.0 

67.0 

  By educational background 

    High school diploma 

    GED Recipient 

 

520 

13 

 

97.6 

2.4 

 

This section detailed results from the frequency distribution that was conducted to answer 

research question one. Specific findings and subsequent conclusions related to these results are 

discussed in chapter five. Next, results from research question two are presented.  

Research Question Two 

What are the student success outcomes (e.g., cumulative community college grade point 

averages, retention rates, degree completion rates) of Alabama rural community college 

baseball and softball athletes?  To answer this second research question, descriptive statistics–

specifically, dispersion techniques (e.g., mean, standard deviation, standard error, range)–were 

employed, as outlined in the text and tables below.  
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 Cumulative community college grade point average. The 533 student-athletes within 

this study’s sample accounted for a 2.641 (SD=.742; SEM=.032) cumulative community college 

grade point average. The median GPA for the overall sample was a 2.740. On average, females 

earned a 2.841 grade point average (Mdn=2.930; SD=.709; SEM=.047), while male                    

student-athletes earned a 2.497 GPA (Mdn=2.570; SD=.734; SEM=.041). More specifically, the 

average GPA for females was .344 points more than the average GPA for males. White student-

athletes averaged a 2.693 (Mdn=2.790; SD=.741; SEM=.035) cumulative community college 

grade point average, and non-White student-athletes in the sample averaged a 2.399 

(Mdn=2.365; SD=.705; SEM=.072) community college GPA. In other words, the average GPA 

for White student-athletes was .293 points more than the average GPA for non-White student-

athletes.  

 Student-athletes considered to be in a lower socioeconomic status, as determined by 

receipt of Pell Grant, accounted for a 2.438 (Mdn=2.535; SD=.751; SEM=.056) cumulative 

community college grade point average, while those in the higher socioeconomic status 

accounted for a 2.741 (Mdn=2.820; SD=.718; SEM=.038) grade point average. High SES 

student-athletes, therefore, averaged .303 points higher on their grade point averages than 

student-athletes in the low SES category. Student-athletes having previously graduated with high 

school diplomas averaged a 2.654 (Mdn=2.750; SD=.728; SEM=.047) grade point average, while 

student-athletes receiving GEDs averaged a 2.109 (Mdn=2.060; SD=1.083; SEM=.300) GPA. 

Consequently, the average GPA for student-athletes possessing GEDs was .545 points less than 

the average GPA for student-athletes receiving high school diplomas. Table 8 summarizes the 

aforementioned descriptive statistics for this study’s only continuous dependent variable, 
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cumulative community college grade point average, while table 9 shows the skewness and 

kurtosis values for cumulative community college grade point average.  

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics, Cumulative Community College Grade Point Average 

 

Individual Attribute 

 

Mean 

GPA 

Median Standard 

Deviation 

(SD) 

 

Standard 

Error 

(SEM) 

Min Max 

 Entire Sample 

 By gender 

      Female 

      Male 

2.641 

 

2.841 

2.497 

2.740 

 

2.930 

2.570 

.742 

 

.709 

.734 

.032 

 

.047 

.041 

.000 

 

.000 

.000 

4.000 

 

4.000 

3.960 

  By race 

     White 

     Non-White 

 

2.693 

2.399 

 

2.790 

2.365 

 

.741 

.705 

 

.035 

.072 

 

.000 

.560 

 

4.000 

3.800 

  By socioeconomic status  

     Low (Pell recipient) 

     High (non-Pell 

recipient)  

 

2.438 

2.741 

 

2.535 

2.820 

 

.751 

.718 

 

.056 

.038 

 

.000 

.160 

 

3.800 

4.000 

  By educational 

background 

    High school diploma 

    GED Recipient 

 

2.654 

2.109 

 

2.750 

2.060 

 

.728 

1.083 

 

.047 

.300 

 

.000 

.930 

 

4.000 

3.730 

Note. N=533 
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Table 9 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values, Cumulative Community College Grade Point Average 

 

Cumulative community college grade point average 

Individual Attribute Skewness  Kurtosis 

 Entire sample 

 By gender 

      Female 

      Male 

-.659 

 

-.667 

-.715 

 .552 

 

.333 

.732 

  By race 

     White 

     Non-White 

 

-.759 

-.342 

  

.825 

.008 

  By socioeconomic status  

     Low (Pell recipient) 

     High (non-Pell recipient)  

 

-.833 

-.577 

  

.773 

.293 

  By educational background 

    High School diploma 

    GED Recipient 

 

-.678 

.471 

  

.719 

-1.368 

 Note. N=533 

Kurtosis and skewness values suggest that these calculations were normally distributed 

among all demographic characteristics, as the skewness value was within a range of plus or 

minus one and was negatively skewed for all but one variable (GED recipient), and the kurtosis 

value was within a range of plus or minus two for all variables. Additionally, all but one variable 

had a positive kurtosis value, indicating a more peaked distribution, while the GED recipient 

subset of the educational background variable had a negative kurtosis value, which denotes a 

flatter distribution (George & Mallery, 2010).   

Retention rates. 240 (45%; SD=.497; SEM=.021) of the student-athletes were retained 

from the spring semester of their first year to the fall semester of their second year. Alternatively, 
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293 (55%) of those identified within the current research were not retained from their first to 

second year. On average, females were retained at a rate of 52% (SD=.500; SEM=.033), while 

male student-athletes were retained at a rate of 40% (SD=.490; SEM=.027). More specifically, 

the retention rate for females exceeded that of males by 12%. The retention rate among White 

student-athletes averaged 47.6% (SD=.500; SEM=.023), and the retention rate among non-White 

student-athletes in the sample averaged 32.9% (SD=.472; SEM=.048). In other words, the 

retention rate for White student-athletes was 14.7% higher than the retention rate for non-White 

student-athletes. Student-athletes considered to be in a lower socioeconomic status were retained 

at a 43.8% rate (SD=.497; SEM=.037), while those in a higher socioeconomic status were 

retained at a 45.7% rate (SD=.498; SEM=.026). High SES student-athletes, therefore, were 

retained at just 1.9% higher of a rate than student-athletes in the low SES category. Lastly, the 

retention rate among student-athletes having previously graduated with high school diplomas 

was 45.4% (SD=.498; SEM=.021), while the retention rate among student-athletes receiving 

GEDs was 30.8% (SD=.480; SEM=.133). Consequently, the retention rate among GED 

recipients was 14.6% less than the retention rate among student-athletes graduating with high 

school diplomas. Table 10 summarizes the aforementioned descriptive statistics for one of this 

study’s dichotomous dependent variables, student retention from first to second year of 

enrollment. Skewness and kurtosis values were not calculated for this dependent variable, as 

these two analyses were not necessary for a dichotomous variable which has been dummy coded 

with specific, non-continuous values (Ho, 2014).   
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Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics, Rates of Student Retention from First to Second Year of Enrollment 

 

Individual attribute Retention rate 

(%) 

 

Standard Deviation 

(SD) 

Standard Error 

(SEM) 

 Entire sample 

 By gender 

      Female 

      Male 

45.0 

 

52.0 

40.0 

.497 

 

.500 

.490 

.021 

 

.033 

.027 

  By race 

     White 

     Non-White 

 

47.6 

32.9 

 

.500 

.472 

 

.023 

.048 

  By socioeconomic status  

     Low (Pell recipient) 

     High (non-Pell recipient)  

 

43.8 

45.7 

 

.497 

 498 

 

.037 

.026 

  By educational background 

    High school diploma 

    GED Recipient 

 

45.4 

30.8 

 

.498 

.480 

 

.021 

.133 

  Note. N=533 

Degree completion rates. Overall, 154 of the 533 student-athletes within the sample 

earned an educational credential at their respective community colleges, resulting in a 28.9% 

graduation rate among the group (SD=.453; SEM=.019). Alternatively, 71.1% (n=379) of the 

sample did not graduate from their two-year institutions. Thirty-eight percent of females earned 

an educational credential (SD=.486; SEM=.032), while 22.3% of males did so (SD=.416; 

SEM=.023), as the degree completion rate for females exceeded that of males by 15.8%. The 

graduation rate among White student-athletes was calculated at 31.2% (SD=.463; SEM=.022), 

and the graduation rate among non-White student-athletes in the sample was 18.1% (SD=.386; 

SEM=.039). More specifically, the degree completion rate for White student-athletes was 13.1% 
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higher than the degree completion rate for non-White student-athletes. Twenty and a half percent 

of student-athletes within the lower socioeconomic status graduated (SD=.404; SEM=.030) from 

their two-year institutions, while 33.1% of student-athletes considered to be in a higher 

socioeconomic status graduated (SD=.471; SEM=.024) from the community college in which 

they participated in baseball or softball competition. In other words, high SES student-athletes 

graduated at a 12.6% higher rate than student-athletes in the low SES category. The graduation 

rate among student-athletes having previously graduated with high school diplomas was 29.6% 

(SD=.457; SEM=.020), while none of the 13 students within the sample who earned GEDs 

graduated from their respective institutions. Therefore, the degree completion rate among GED 

recipients was 29.6% less than the degree completion rate among student-athletes graduating 

with high school diplomas. Table 11 summarizes the aforementioned descriptive statistics for the 

other dichotomous dependent variable in this study – degree completion. Much like retention 

rates, skewness and kurtosis values were not calculated for this dependent variable, as these two 

analyses were not necessary for a dichotomous variable which has been dummy coded with 

specific, non-continuous values (Ho, 2014).   
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Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics, Degree Completion Rates 

 

Individual Attribute Degree completion rate 

(%) 

 

Standard Deviation 

(SD) 

 

Standard Error 

(SEM) 

 Entire sample 

 By gender 

      Female 

      Male 

28.9 

 

38.1 

22.3 

.453 

 

.486 

.416 

.019 

 

.032 

.023 

  By race 

     White 

     Non-White 

 

31.2 

18.1 

 

.463 

.386 

 

.022 

.039 

  By socioeconomic status  

     Low (Pell recipient) 

     High (non-Pell recipient)  

 

20.5 

33.1 

 

.404 

.471 

 

.030 

.024 

  By educational background 

    High school diploma 

    GED Recipient 

 

29.6 

0.0 

 

.457 

 

 

.020 

 

 Note. N=533 

This section detailed results from the dispersion and central tendency calculations that 

were conducted to answer research question two. Specific findings and subsequent conclusions 

related to these results are discussed in chapter five. Next, results from research question three 

are presented.  

Research Question Three 

To what extent do cumulative community college grade point averages, retention rates, 

and degree completion rates differ between Alabama rural community college baseball and 

softball participants? To answer this third research question, inferential statistics–in particular, t-

tests–were utilized to assess whether the means of two categorical groups were statistically 
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different than one another. For this study’s continuous dependent variable, cumulative 

community college grade point average, actual values were used within the t-test calculations. 

On the other hand, for this study’s two dichotomous dependent variables, retention rates and 

degree completion rates, values of 0 and 1 were utilized in the t-tests. One significant assumption 

to keep in mind when conducting t-tests is to check for homogeneity of variance between the two 

compared means, which was done in this current study by utilizing Levene’s test for equality of 

variances at p <.05 with a 95% confidence level and a confidence interval (α) of 5 (Bluman, 

2012). Any violation of homogeneity of variance would be noted in a deviation from the 

calculated degrees of freedom (d.f. = 531) for these sets of t-tests. Results from these t-test 

analyses are summarized in the text and tables below.  

 Cumulative community college grade point average. Results of the t-tests found 

significant mean differences between groups of student-athletes based upon gender, race, and 

SES. No significant differences were found, however, between groups of student-athletes that 

were based on educational background. As it relates to gender, there was a significant difference 

in mean grade point averages between males and females (t531 = -5.411, p < .05). Specific to 

race, there was a significant difference in the mean GPAs between White and non-White  

student-athletes (t531 = 3.511, p < .05). The mean GPAs for SES were also significantly different 

from one another (t531 = 4.515, p < .05). Finally, there was not a significant difference in the 

mean GPAs between student-athletes earning high school diplomas and those earning GEDs 

(t12.273 = -1.804, p > .05). Table 12 summarizes the statistical information just described.  
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Table 12 

T-test results, Cumulative Community College Grade Point Average 

 

Individual Attribute d.f. t p value Statistically 

different 

  Gender 

  Race 

  SES 

  Ed. Background 

531 

531 

531 

12.273ª 

-5.411 

3.511 

4.515 

-1.804 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.096 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

 ª Levene’s test for equality of variances not assumed 

Retention rates. Results of the t-tests found significant mean differences between groups 

of student-athletes based upon gender and race. No significant differences were found, however, 

between groups of student-athletes that were based on SES and educational background. Specific 

to gender, there was a significant difference in retention rates between males and females (t472.626 

= -2.756, p < .05). Specific to race, there was a significant difference in retention rates between 

White and non-White student-athletes (t141.186 = 2.695, p < .05). The retention rates between low 

and high SES student-athletes, however, were not found to be significantly different from one 

another (t531 = .416, p > .05). Finally, there also was not a significant difference in retention rates 

between students earning high school diplomas compared with those earning GEDs (t12.654 = -

1.083, p >.05). Table 13 summarizes the statistical information just described.  

Table 13 

T-test Results, Rates of Student Retention from First to Second Year of Enrollment 

 

Individual Attribute d.f. t p value Statistically 

different 

GENDER 

RACE 

SES 

EDBACKGROUND 

472.626ª 

141.186ª 

531 

12.654ª 

-2.756 

2.695 

.416 

-1.083 

.006 

.008 

.678 

.299 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

 ª Levene’s test for equality of variances not assumed 
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 Degree completion rates. Results of the t-tests found significant mean differences 

between groups of student-athletes based upon gender, race, SES, and educational background. 

Relating to gender, there was a significant difference in degree completion rates between males 

and females (t431.551 = -3.937, p < .05). Specific to race, there was a significant difference in 

degree completion rates between White and non-White student-athletes (t155.903 = 2.875, p < .05). 

The degree completion rates between low and high SES student-athletes were also found to be 

significantly different from one another (t399.444 = 3.199, p < .05). Finally, there also was a 

significant difference in degree completion rates between students earning high school diplomas 

and those earning GEDs (t519.000 = -14.778, p < .05). Table 14 below summarizes the statistical 

information just described. 

Table 14 

T-test Results, Degree Completion Rates 

 

Individual Attribute d.f. t p value Statistically 

different 

GENDER 

RACE 

SES 

EDBACKGROUND 

431.551ª 

155.903ª 

399.444ª 

519.000ª 

-3.937 

2.875 

3.199 

-14.778 

.000 

.005 

.001 

.000 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

 ª Levene’s test for equality of variances not assumed 

This section detailed results from the t-tests that were conducted to answer research 

question three. Specific findings and subsequent conclusions related to these results are 

discussed in chapter five. Next, results from research question four are presented.  

Research Question Four 

What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background 

can be used to predict cumulative community college grade point averages among Alabama 
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rural community college baseball and softball athletes? To answer this fourth research question, 

inferential statistics–in particular, multiple linear regression methods–were utilized. According to 

Field (2013), when using linear regression methods, it is desirable to find the best fit of 

independent variables that can be used to predict the dependent variable. To do so, preliminary 

modeling was conducted to determine which independent variables were found to be significant 

predictors of the dependent variable–cumulative community college grade point average. 

Although there are a number of ways to enter variables into a preliminary model, a hierarchical 

regression method was employed. When using this tactic, variables are entered into the model 

based upon prior research, with known predictors being entered into the model first, followed by 

unknown predictors (Field, 2013). For the current study, then, GENDER (Horton; 2009b; 

Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et al., 2012; Simons et al., 1999; Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; Eitzen, 

1988), RACE (Horton, 2009b; Schulz, 2007; The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 

2011; Harrison, 2000; Parsons, 2013; Comeaux, 2011; Aries et al., 2004), and SES (Sellers, 

1992; Horton, 2009b; Mendoza et al., 2012; Reynolds et al., 2012) were all identified by prior 

research as potential predictors of the dependent variable of interest–CCGPA–among college 

student-athletes. The order in which these variables were entered into the preliminary models 

was based upon the order in which these individual attributes become a part of the subject. 

Additionally, the entry order of these predictors also mirrored the order found within Horton’s 

(2009b) regression modeling. The final independent variable, EDBACKGROUND, was not a 

known predictor of community college grade point average among student-athletes, and as such, 

served as the final variable entered into the preliminary models.  

When using multiple linear regression methods, several assumptions must also be 

considered, to include assumptions of linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence. For this 
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current research, all three of these assumptions were found to be evident, as visualized below by 

the normal P-P plot of standardized residuals generated through the SPSS software (see figure 5). 

 

 

Figure 5.  Normal P-P plot of standardized residuals for the dependent variable, cumulative 

community college grade point average 

 

Another pitfall of regression modeling to consider is that of multicollinearity, where significant 

correlation may exist among a set of predictor variables (Leech et al., 2011). This dilemma 

makes it difficult to determine the unique relationship of each independent variable on the 

study’s dependent variables (Ho, 2014). For this particular research question then, the Variance 

Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance values were calculated for each independent variable within 

the fourth model (where all independent variables were included), with all VIF values less than 

10 and tolerance values greater than 0.10. According to Ho (2014), these values are “quite 
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acceptable” and suggest that “multicollinearity does not appear to be a problem” (p. 309). Table 

15 summarizes the preliminary linear regression model building for the prediction of cumulative 

community college grade point average.  

Table 15 

Preliminary Linear Regression Model Building Plan for Prediction of Cumulative Community 

College Grade Point Average, Based on Conceptual Model, Research Questions, and Prior 

Research 

 

Independent Variables Model number 

GENDER 

GENDER, RACE 

GENDER, RACE, SES 

GENDER, RACE, SES, EDBACKGROUND 

1 

2 

3 

4 

 

After conducting preliminary assessments using these four models, three of the four 

independent variables–GENDER (β = .218, p < .05), SES (β = -.179, p < .05), and 

EDBACKGROUND (β = .101, p < .05)–were found to be significant predictors of CCGPA. 

RACE (β = -.042, p > .05), on the other hand, was not identified as a significant predictor of a 

student-athlete’s grade point average, and thus, was not utilized in the forthcoming linear 

regression analyses. Table 16 summarizes this preliminary analysis. 

Table 16 

Preliminary Linear Regression Model Analysis to Determine Significant Predictors of 

Cumulative Community College Grade Point Average  

 

Independent variable B SE β t Sig. 

GENDER 

RACE 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

.328 

-.081 

-.283 

.488 

.064 

.087 

.069 

.199 

.218 

-.042 

-.179 

.101 

5.123 

-.929 

-4.097 

2.455 

.000* 

.353 

.000* 

.014* 

Note. *p < .05 
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Using the three predictor variables (e.g., gender, socioeconomic status, educational 

background) in the same hierarchical linear regression format, the following results were 

realized, as displayed within the tables and summaries below. For the initial model, the adjusted 

R² value was .050, indicating that 5% of the variance in a student-athlete’s cumulative 

community college grade point average can be explained by a student-athlete’s gender, F (1, 

531) = 29.283, p < .001. Entry of socioeconomic status into the second model increased 

explained variance in GPA to an adjusted R² value of 8.7%, F(1, 530) = 22.114, p < .001. In 

model 3, entry of educational background increased explained variance of the dependent variable 

to 9.5% overall, F(1, 529) = 6.071, p > .001. In sum, 9.5% of the variance in a student-athlete’s 

cumulative community college grade point average can be explained by the combination of 

her/his gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background. Table 17 depicts the 

aforementioned regression model summary. 

Table 17 

 

Linear Regression Model Summary to Predict Cumulative Community College Grade Point 

Average 

 

 

Model 

 

 

R 

 

R² 

 

Adjusted 

R² 

 

 

Standard Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 

 

R² 

Change 

 

F 

Change 

 

d.f.1 

 

d.f.2 

 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

.229 

 

.300 

 

.317 

 

.052 

 

.090 

 

.101 

 

.050 

 

.087 

 

.095 

 

.723 

 

.709 

 

.706 

 

.052 

 

.038 

 

.010 

 

29.283 

 

22.114 

 

6.071 

 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

531 

 

530 

 

529 

 

.000 

 

.000 

 

.014 

1. Predictors: (Constant), Gender 

2. Predictors: (Constant), Gender, Socioeconomic status 

3. Predictors: (Constant), Gender, Socioeconomic status, Educational background 

 

The F-ratio assesses whether prediction equations are significant. As can be seen from the 

information in table 18 below, model 1, F(1, 531) = 29.283, p < .001, model 2, F(2, 530) = 
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26.281, p < .001, and model 3, F(3, 529) = 19.712, p < .001 all yielded a significant prediction 

equation with a p value of less than .001.  

Table 18 

 

F-ratio Results to Assess Significant Predictor Equations of Cumulative Community College 

Grade Point Average 

 

Model  

 

d.f. F-ratio Sig. 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

Regression 

Residual 

Total 

Regression 

Residual 

Total 

Regression 

Residual 

Total 

1 

531 

532 

2 

530 

532 

3 

529 

532 

29.283 

 

 

26.281 

 

 

19.712 

 

 

.000 

 

 

.000 

 

 

.000 

 

1. Predictors: (Constant), Gender 

2. Predictors: (Constant), Gender, Socioeconomic status 

3. Predictors: (Constant), Gender, Socioeconomic status, Educational background 

 As previously mentioned, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background all 

served as significant predictor variables for a student-athlete’s cumulative community college 

grade point average. Once race, the only non-significant independent variable, was extracted 

from the linear regression modeling, the following results were realized, as articulated in Table 

19.    
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Table 19 

Significant Predictors of Cumulative Community College Grade Point Average 

 

Significant Predictor  B SE β t Sig. 

(Constant) 

GENDER 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

EDBACKGROUND 

2.121 

.342 

-.305 

.489 

.198 

.062 

.065 

.199 

 

.227 

-.193 

.102 

10.688 

5.505 

-4.678 

2.464 

.000 

.000* 

.000* 

.014* 

Note. Adjusted R² = .095; F(1, 529) = 6.071, p > .001. *p < .05 

 

This section detailed results from the multiple linear regression analysis that was 

conducted to answer research question four. Specific findings and subsequent conclusions related 

to these results are discussed in chapter five. Next, results from research question five are 

presented.  

Research Question Five 

What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background 

can be used to predict student retention from the first year to second year of enrollment among 

Alabama rural community college baseball and softball athletes? To answer this fifth research 

question, inferential statistics–in particular, binary logistic regression methods–were utilized. 

Before conducting an initial analysis to determine which independent variables were significant 

predictors of student retention, this researcher addressed the concern for multicollinearity among 

the variables. Although SPSS does not provide an option for testing for multicollinearity within a 

logistic regression analysis, Field (2013) recommended running a linear regression analysis with 

the same variables, using VIF and Tolerance outputs to determine whether multicollinearity 

exists. In conducting this analysis, VIF and Tolerance scores fell within the acceptable range, 

according to Ho (2014), showing no significant relationships among independent variables.  
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As with linear regression methods, simpler logistic regression equations are more preferable than 

complex ones. That is, only variables that have explanatory use ought to be incorporated into the 

final regression model (Field, 2013). Therefore, to determine which variables were significant in 

predicting the probability of student retention from the first year to second year of enrollment, 

preliminary modeling and analysis was conducted. This study’s independent variables were 

introduced to the preliminary modeling one at a time, with an initial model that included just one 

independent variable, with other variables subsequently added separately. As was done with the 

linear regression methods within research question four, each variable was inserted into the 

preliminary modeling based upon former research, theoretical foundations, and the order in 

which these individual attributes become a part of the subject. Table 20 summarizes the 

preliminary logistic regression model building for predicting the probability of student retention 

from the first year to second year of enrollment.  

Table 20 

Preliminary Logistic Regression Model Building Plan for Prediction the Probability of Student 

Retention from the First Year to Second Year of Enrollment, Based on Conceptual Model, 

Research Questions, and Prior Research  

 

Independent variables Model number 

  GENDER 

  GENDER, RACE 

  GENDER, RACE, SES 

  GENDER, RACE, SES, EDBACKGROUND 

1 

2 

3 

4 

 

To determine which variables were the best fit for significantly predicting the probability 

of student retention from first to second year of enrollment, the Wald statistic and its 

corresponding significance values (p < .05) were assessed. According to Field (2013), the Wald 

statistic “is used to ascertain whether a variable is a significant predictor of the outcome”                       
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(p. 766). Significance values of the Wald statistic for both GENDER (p = .030) and RACE         

(p = .046) were significant, while significance values for SES (p = .797) and 

EDBACKGROUND (p = .354) were not significant. In other words, through preliminary logistic 

regression modeling, it was determined that gender and race both contribute significantly to 

predicting the probability of student retention, while socioeconomic status and educational 

background were not significant predictors. Table 21 summarizes this aforementioned 

information.  

Table 21 

Preliminary Logistic Regression Model Analysis to Determine Significant Predictors of Student 

Retention from First to Second Year of Enrollment 

 

Independent Variable  Sig. Wald df 

GENDER 

RACE 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

EDUBACKGROUND 

.030* 

.046* 

.797 

.354 

4.719 

3.995 

.066 

.859 

1 

1 

1 

1 

*The Wald statistic is significant at p < .05 

Since socioeconomic status and educational background did not significantly contribute 

to the predictive equation and models, both variables were excluded in the final regression 

model analyses. Results from those final logistic regression analyses are below.  

Table 22 conveys this model’s classification table. In essence, using GENDER and 

RACE as predictor variables, this model successfully predicts students not being retained at a 

rate of 66.2%. On the other hand, this same model correctly predicts students being retained at a 

rate of 44.6%. In sum, then, with only GENDER and RACE entered into the predictive model, 

56.5% of cases can be accurately predicted.  
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Table 22 

Classification Table Using Gender and Race as Final Predictors of Student Retention from First 

to Second Year of Enrollment 

 

 Predicted  

 

Observed 

Not retained Retained Percentage Correct 

Not retained 

Retained 

Overall percentage  

 194 

 133 

  99 

  107 

  66.2 

  44.6 

  56.5 

ªThe cut value is .500 

Table 23 displays the final model summary for research question five, with specific 

statistics relating to the model’s goodness-of-fit, as defined by the -2 log likelihood, Cox and 

Snell R², and Nagelkerke R² values. The -2 log likelihood, which is often referred to as the 

deviance statistic, is 721.781, while the Cox and Snell R² and Nagelkerke R² values are .022 and 

.029 respectively.  

Table 23 

Model Summary for Final Logistic Regression Model Using Gender and Race as Final 

Predictors of Student Retention from First to Second Year of Enrollment 

 

Model                     -2 log likelihood Cox & Snell R² Nagelkerke R² 

 

1: Gender and race 721.781 .022 .029 

 

 

Finally, Table 24 displays Wald statistics, significance values, odds ratios, and the Model  

chi-square statistic for the final logistic regression model, which includes GENDER and RACE 

as predictors of the probability of student retention from the first year to second year of 

enrollment. 
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Table 24 

Logistic Regression Results Using Gender and Race as Final Predictors of Student Retention 

from First to Second Year of Enrollment 

 

Significant Predictor β S.E. Wald d.f. p Exp(B) 

(Constant)  

Gender 

Race 

-.287 

.405 

-.499 

.129 

.182 

.245 

4.952 

4.983 

4.146 

1 

1 

1 

.026* 

.026* 

.042* 

.751 

1.500 

.607 

Note. Model x²(2) = 11.835, p = .003. * p < .05 

Again, the Wald statistic, and its corresponding significance value, are useful in 

determining (or confirming, in this case) which variables are significant predictors of the 

dependent outcomes. In this particular analysis, significance values of the Wald statistic for both 

gender (p = .026) and race (p = .042) were found to be significant.  

The odds ratio (e.g., Exp (B) in SPSS) is the change in odds of the dependent variable. 

For instance, if the Exp(B) value is greater than 1, then it indicates a direct relationship where, as 

the independent variable increases, the odds of the outcome occurring also increase. 

Alternatively, if the Exp(B) value is less than 1, then it indicates an inverse relationship where, as 

the independent variable increases, the odds of the outcome occurring decrease (Field, 2013). 

Results from this regression model reveal that gender (Exp(B) = 1.500) has a Exp(B) value 

exceeding 1, while the Exp(B) value for race (.607) is less than 1. Finally, the Model chi-square 

statistic within the Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients table was analyzed. This statistic 

conveys whether the model is a significant fit, which in this case, was deemed to be the case at a 

p value of less than .05 (Model = x²(2) = 11.835, p = .003) (Field, 2013). 

This section detailed results from the binary logistic regression analysis that was 

conducted to answer research question five. Specific findings and subsequent conclusions related 
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to these results are discussed in chapter five. Next, results from research question six are 

presented.  

Research Question Six 

What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background 

can be used to predict degree completion among Alabama rural community college baseball and 

softball athletes? To answer this final research question, inferential statistics–in particular, 

binary logistic regression methods–were utilized. Before conducting initial analyses to determine 

which independent variables were significant predictors of degree completion, the concern for 

multicollinearity among the variables was addressed. As was the case for research question five, 

SPSS does not provide an option for testing for multicollinearity within logistic regression 

analyses. Therefore, a linear regression analysis with the same variables was conducted, using 

VIF and Tolerance outputs to determine whether multicollinearity exists. This analysis yielded 

VIF and Tolerance scores that fell within the acceptable range, according to Ho (2014), showing 

no significant relationships among independent variables. 

In an effort to identify variables that have explanatory use in the final regression model, 

preliminary modeling and analyses were conducted. This study’s independent variables were 

introduced into the preliminary models one at a time, with an initial model that included just one 

independent variable, with other variables subsequently added separately. As was done with the 

regression methods within research questions four and five, each variable was inserted into the 

preliminary models based upon former research, theoretical foundations, and the order in which 

these individual attributes become a part of the subject. Table 25 summarizes the preliminary 

logistic regression model building for predicting the probability of degree completion. 
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Table 25 

Preliminary Logistic Regression Model Building Plan for Predicting the Probability of Degree 

Completion, Based on Conceptual Model, Research Questions, and Prior Research  

 

Independent Variables Model 

number 

  GENDER 

  GENDER, RACE 

  GENDER, RACE, SES 

  GENDER, RACE, SES, EDBACKGROUND 

1 

2 

3 

4 

  

To determine which variables were the best fit for significantly predicting the probability 

of degree completion, the Wald statistic and its corresponding significance values (p < .05) were 

assessed. Significance values of the Wald statistic for both GENDER (p = .000) and SES           

(p = .007) were significant, while significance values for RACE (p = .383) and 

EDBACKGROUND (p = .998) were not significant. In other words, through preliminary logistic 

regression modeling, it was determined that gender and socioeconomic status both contribute 

significantly to predicting the probability of degree completion, while race and educational 

background were not significant predictors. Table 26 summarizes this aforementioned 

information.  

Table 26 

Preliminary Logistic Regression Model Analysis to Determine Significant Predictors of Degree 

Completion  

 

Independent Variable  Wald df Sig 

GENDER 

RACE 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

EDBACKGROUND 

13.600 

.761 

7.320 

.000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.000* 

.383 

.007* 

.998 

*The Wald statistic is significant at p < .05 
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Since race and educational background did not significantly contribute to the predictive 

equation and models, both variables were excluded in the final regression model analyses. 

Results from final regression analyses are below.  

Table 27 conveys this model’s classification table. In essence, using GENDER and SES 

as predictor variables, this model accurately predicts students earning a degree at a rate of 41.6%. 

On the other hand, this same model correctly predicts students not earning an educational 

credential at a rate of 77.8%. In sum, then, with only gender and socioeconomic status entered 

into the predictive model, 67.4% of cases are accurately predicted.  

Table 27 

Classification Table using Gender and Socioeconomic Status as Final Predictors of Degree 

Completion 

 

 Predicted  

Observed Did Not 

Graduate 

Graduated Percentage Correct 

Did not graduate  

Graduated  

Overall percentage  

295 

90 

         84 

         64 

77.8 

41.6 

67.4 

ªThe cut value is .400 

Table 28 displays the model summary, with specific statistics relating to the model’s                     

goodness-of-fit, as defined by the -2 log likelihood, Cox & Snell R², and Nagelkerke R² values. 

The -2 log likelihood, which is often referred to as the deviance statistic, is 615.094, while the 

Cox & Snell R² and Nagelkerke R² values are .047 and .067 respectively.  
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Table 28 

Model Summary for Final Logistic Regression Model Using Gender and Socioeconomic Status 

as Final Predictors of Degree Completion  

 

Model                     -2 log likelihood Cox & Snell R² Nagelkerke R² 

 

1: GENDER and 

SES 

615.094 .047 .067 

 

 

Finally, Table 29 displays Wald statistics, significance values, odds ratios, and the Model 

chi-square statistic for the final regression model, which includes GENDER and SES as 

predictors of the probability of degree completion among student-athletes. 

Table 29 

Logistic Regression Results Using Gender and Socioeconomic Status as Final Predictors of 

Degree Completion  

 

Significant predictor β S.E. Wald d.f. p Exp(B) 

(Constant)  

GENDER 

SOCIOECONOMIC STAUS 

-1.057 

.788 

-.682 

.148 

.196 

.222 

51.186 

16.115 

9.470 

1 

1 

1 

.000* 

.000* 

.002* 

.348 

2.198 

.506 

Note: Model x²(2) = 25.776, p = .000. * p < .05 

Again, the Wald statistic, and its corresponding significance value, are useful in 

determining which variables are significant predictors of the dependent outcomes. In this 

particular analysis, significance values of the Wald statistic for both GENDER (p = .000) and 

SES (p = .002) were found to be significant.  

As previously mentioned, the odds ratio is the change in odds of the dependent variable. 

If the Exp(B) value is greater than 1, then it indicates a direct relationship where, as the 

independent variable increases, the odds of the outcome occurring also increase. Alternatively, if 

the Exp(B) value is less than 1, then it indicates an inverse relationship where, as the independent 

variable increases, the odds of the outcome occurring decrease (Field, 2013). Results from this 
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regression model reveal that GENDER (Exp(B) = 2.198) has a Exp(B) value exceeding 1, while 

the Exp(B) value for SES (.506) is less than 1. Finally, the Model chi-square statistic within the 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients table was analyzed. This statistic conveys whether the 

model is a significant fit, which in this case, was deemed to be the case at a p value of less than 

.05 (Model = x²(2) = 25.776, p = .000) (Field, 2013). 

This section detailed results from the binary logistic regression analysis that was 

conducted to answer research question six. Specific findings and subsequent conclusions related 

to these results are discussed in chapter five. Next, a summary of chapter four will be offered.  

Summary 

 This chapter presented results from the data analyses conducted to answer this study’s six 

research questions. Descriptive statistics were analyzed to convey demographic characteristics 

and student success outcomes of the sample. Then, inferential statistics–specifically t-tests, 

multiple linear regression, and binary logistic regression–were utilized to determine whether 

significant differences existed among variables, as well as to assess which combination of 

independent variables could be used to predict cumulative community college grade point 

averages, in addition to student retention and degree completion rates, among Alabama rural 

community college baseball and softball athletes. The next chapter provides a summary of this 

study’s findings and conclusions, in addition to presenting recommendations and implications for 

practice, policy, and future research.   
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CHAPTER V: 

 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this research study was to determine rates of student success among 

Alabama community college baseball and softball players. In particular, the current research 

explored which demographic factors (e.g., race, gender, socioeconomic status, educational 

background) may be useful in predicting these student-athletes’ cumulative community college 

grade point averages, as well as retention and degree completion rates. The sample for this study 

included 533 student-athletes who attended three rural community colleges within the state of 

Alabama between spring 2009 and spring 2013. Data were received from offices of institutional 

research from the three participating site institutions and were then transferred into SPSS 

software, where they were subsequently analyzed and reported. Quantitative methods were used 

to determine which independent variables were useful in predicting certain student success 

outcomes, utilizing the existing literature and prior research to define the student success 

variables. More specifically, the works of Astin (1991), Horton (2009b), and Comeaux and 

Harrison (2011) were instrumental in shaping this study’s conceptual model. 

This study contributes to the knowledge base by examining student success outcomes 

among student-athletes enrolled in Alabama rural community colleges, a sector that has largely 

been ignored in prior research. This chapter, then, begins with a summary and discussion of 

findings and is organized based upon this study’s six research questions. Conclusions drawn 
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from the research are provided next, followed by a set of recommendations and implications for 

policy, practice, and future research.   

Summary of Findings 

Research Question One 

What are the demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, race, socioeconomic status, 

educational background) of Alabama rural community college baseball and softball athletes? 

Gender. Out of the 533 student-athletes identified within the sample for this study, the 

vast majority (58.2%) of those students were male, which seems to go against the trend of 

females outpacing males in overall enrollment at community colleges, as noted by Provasnik et 

al. (2008) and the National Center for Educational Statistics (2013). Additionally, in aggregate, 

enrollment patterns across the three site institutions in this study show that the total student 

population is composed of a majority of females, which again is contradictory to the frequency 

distribution within the sample.  

Race. Eighty-two percent of the student-athletes identified in this study were classified as 

White, which is a bit higher than the 74% enrollment statistic for White students enrolled at rural 

community colleges, as reported by Hardy and Katsinas (2007). Moreover, this percentage ranks 

higher than the 65% enrollment trend for White students enrolled in community colleges, 

according to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2013), as well as the percentage of 

White students enrolled across the site institutions in this study.  

Socioeconomic status. The National Center for Educational Statistics (2013) reports that 

25% of community college students rank in the lowest SES category. In this study, though, 33% 

of students fell into this category. However, each site institution within this study reported well 
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over 60% of its overall student population as receiving Pell Grants, which suggests that the 

student-athlete population is not representative of the student body in this category either.  

Educational background. An overwhelming number of the student-athletes within the 

sample (97.6%; n=520) earned high school diplomas prior to attending college, while just 13 

(2.4%) student-athletes received GEDs. The NCES (2013) reports that 5.2% of students enrolling 

at a postsecondary institution have earned GEDs, so this sample’s educational background falls 

shy of national enrollment patterns.  

Research Question Two 

What are the student success outcomes (e.g., cumulative community college grade point 

averages, retention rates, degree completion rates) of Alabama rural community college 

baseball and softball athletes? 

Cumulative community college grade point average. The average GPA for the 533 

student-athletes in this sample was 2.641, which, in conjunction with prior research, will be used 

as a benchmark for all forthcoming discussion. Female student-athletes (�̅�=2.841) earned higher 

GPAs than male student-athletes (�̅�=2.497), with the former group performing better than the 

overall average for the sample, while the latter group did not perform as well. This finding is 

consistent with Schulz’s (2007) prior research among community college student-athletes in 

Maryland. Average GPAs for White student-athletes (�̅�=2.693) outpaced the sample average, in 

addition to outperforming average GPAs (�̅�=2.399) for non-White student-athletes in the sample. 

These findings are consistent with results from Horton (2009b) and Schulz (2007), both of whom 

found that grade point averages among community college non-White student-athletes rank 

lower than White student-athletes. Relating to socioeconomic status, prior research suggests that                 

student-athletes from lower socioeconomic backgrounds do not earn as high of grade point 
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averages as student-athletes from higher socioeconomic backgrounds (Horton, 2009b; Kozol, 

2005; Mendoza et al., 2012; Reynolds et al., 2012). Findings from this study align with this 

relevant research, as student-athletes classified in the low SES category averaged lower GPAs 

(�̅�=2.438) than the sample average and student-athletes in the high SES grouping (�̅�=2.741). 

Student-athletes in the higher SES category also earned higher grade point averages than the 

sample average. Finally, grade point averages among student-athletes who had previously earned 

high school diplomas (�̅�=2.654) were slightly higher than the sample average, yet much higher 

than the grade point averages among those student-athletes earning GEDs (�̅�=2.109). This 

finding is also consistent with prior research, as studies from both Adams (2011) and Grise and 

Klein (1986) found that students with high school diplomas earned higher GPAs than GED 

recipients.  

In sum, findings from this student success variable (e.g., cumulative community college 

grade point averages) are consistent with prior research, in that female student-athletes, White 

student-athletes, student-athletes from higher SES backgrounds, and student-athletes with high 

school diplomas all earn higher GPAs than their counterparts. More specifically, the average 

GPA for females was .344 points more than the average GPA for males, the average GPA for 

White student-athletes was .293 points more than the average GPA for non-White student-

athletes, high SES student-athletes averaged .303 points higher on their grade point averages 

than student-athletes in the low SES category, and the average GPA for student-athletes 

possessing GEDs was .545 points less than the average GPA for student-athletes receiving high 

school diplomas. 

 Retention from first to second year of enrollment. The retention rate for the 533 

student-athletes in this sample was 45.0%, which, in conjunction with prior research, will be 
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used as a benchmark for all forthcoming discussion. To begin, this overall retention rate among 

the sample was less than retention rate averages among all three site institutions, which hovered 

around 50% (NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 2015c). Fifty two percent of female student-athletes within 

the sample were retained from first year of enrollment to their second year, while just 40% of 

male student-athletes were retained. In addition, females performed better than the overall 

retention average for the sample, while male student-athletes did not perform as well. This 

finding is consistent with Reynolds et al.’s (2012) prior research. The retention rate for White 

student-athletes (47.6%) outpaced the sample average, in addition to outperforming the retention 

rate among non-White student-athletes (32.9%) in the sample. Again, these findings are 

consistent with prior research conducted by Reynolds et al. (2012) and Harrison (2000). Relating 

to socioeconomic status, prior research suggests that student-athletes from lower socioeconomic 

backgrounds are not as likely to be retained as student-athletes from higher SES backgrounds 

(Mendoza et al., 2012). Findings from this study align with this relevant research, as                      

student-athletes classified in the low SES category were retained at a rate of 43.8%, while 

student-athletes in the high SES grouping were retained at a slightly higher rate of 45.7%. The 

retention rate among student-athletes in the higher SES category was also higher than the sample 

retention rate. Finally, the retention rate among student-athletes who had previously earned high 

school diplomas (45.4%) was slightly higher than the sample average, yet much higher than the 

retention rate among those student-athletes earning GEDs (30.8%). This finding is also 

consistent with prior research, as a study from Mageehorn (2013) found that students with high 

school diplomas were retained at higher rates than GED recipients. 

In sum, findings from this student success variable (e.g., rates of student retention from 

first to second year of enrollment) are consistent with prior research, in that female                       
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student-athletes, White student-athletes, student-athletes from higher SES backgrounds, and 

student-athletes with high school diplomas are all retained at higher rates than those in opposing 

categories. More particularly, the retention rate for females exceeded that of males by 12%, the 

retention rate among White student-athletes was 14.6% higher than the retention rate for                

non-White student-athletes, high SES student-athletes were retained at 1.9% higher of a rate than                       

student-athletes in the low SES category, and finally, the retention rate among GED recipients 

was 14.6% less than the retention rate among student-athletes graduating with high school 

diplomas. 

 Degree completion. The degree completion (or graduation) rate for the 533                      

student-athletes in this sample was 28.9%, which, in conjunction with prior research, will be 

used as a benchmark for all forthcoming discussion. To begin, this overall graduation rate among 

the sample was greater than the graduation rate among all three site institutions, which hovered 

around 20%. (NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 2015c). Thirty-eight percent of female student-athletes 

within the sample graduated from their two-year institutions, while just 22.3% of male                  

student-athletes earned an educational credential, with the former group performing better than 

the overall average for the sample and the latter group not performing as well. This finding is 

consistent with Horton’s (2009b) prior research among community college student-athletes in 

Florida, as well as a report conducted by The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport (2011). 

Moreover, the graduation rate for White student-athletes (31.2%) outpaced the sample average, 

in addition to outperforming the graduation rate among non-White student-athletes (18.1%) in 

the sample. These findings are also consistent with the overall institutional graduation rate for 

White and non-White students, where the former outpaced the latter. In addition, prior research 

confirms these findings; in particular, the work conducted by Horton (2009b) shows that 35.7% 



  

 

114 

 

of White student-athletes earned degrees, as opposed to just 23.4% of non-White                    

student-athletes. Relating to socioeconomic status, prior research suggests that student-athletes 

from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are not as likely to graduate from community colleges 

as student-athletes from higher SES backgrounds (Goldrick-Rab et al., 2013; Horton, 2009b). 

Findings from this study align with this relevant research, as student-athletes classified in the low 

SES category graduated at a rate of 20.5%, while student-athletes in the high SES grouping 

graduated at a rate of 33.1%. The graduation rate among student-athletes in the higher SES 

category was also higher than the graduation rate for the entire sample. Finally, the graduation 

rate among student-athletes who had previously earned high school diplomas (29.6%) was 

slightly higher than the sample average, and much higher than the graduation rate among those 

student-athletes earning GEDs (0.0%). This finding is also consistent with prior research, as a 

study from Quinn and Haberman (1986) found that students with high school diplomas 

graduated at higher rates than GED recipients.  

In sum, findings from this student success variable (e.g., degree completion rates) are 

consistent with prior research, in that female student-athletes, White student-athletes,                  

student-athletes from higher SES backgrounds, and student-athletes with high school diplomas 

all earned postsecondary educational credentials at higher rates than those in opposing 

categories. More specifically, the degree completion rate for females exceeded that of males by 

15.8%, whereas the degree completion rate for White student-athletes was 13.1% higher than the 

degree completion rate for non-White student-athletes. High SES student-athletes graduated at a 

12.6% higher rate than student-athletes in the low SES category, and the degree completion rate 

among GED recipients was 29.6% less than the degree completion rate among student-athletes 

graduating with high school diplomas. 
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Research Question Three 

To what extent do cumulative community college grade point averages, retention rates, 

and degree completion rates differ between Alabama rural community college baseball and 

softball participants?  

 Cumulative community college grade point average. Results of the t-tests found 

significant mean differences between groups of student-athletes based upon gender, race, and 

SES. No significant differences were found, however, between groups of student-athletes based 

upon educational background. All three independent variables with means significantly different 

than one another (e.g., GENDER, RACE, SES) had a p value of .000, denoting that the extent to 

which these sets of means differs are the same. 

Retention from first to second year of enrollment. Results of the t-tests found 

significant mean differences between groups of student-athletes based upon gender and race. No 

significant differences were found, however, between groups of student-athletes that were based 

upon SES and educational background. The p value for gender (.006) was less than the p value 

for race (.008), so even though both yielded significant differences, the statistical differences 

between the means of male and female student-athletes was most significant.  

 Degree completion. Results of the t-tests found significant mean differences between 

groups of student-athletes based upon gender, race, SES, and educational background. Although 

the means of all four independent variables were found to be statistically significant, the 

statistical differences for gender (p = .000) and educational background (p = .000) were the most 

significant. 

 In sum, results of the t-tests for all three dependent variables found significant mean 

differences between groups of student-athletes based upon gender and race. Significant mean 
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differences between groups of student-athletes based upon SES were found within the dependent 

variables of cumulative community college grade point average and degree completion, while 

significant mean differences between groups of student-athletes based upon educational 

background were only found within the degree completion dependent variable. These findings, 

particularly the significance of mean differences between student-athletes based upon gender and 

race, are consistent with prior research (Horton, 2009b; Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et al., 2012; 

Simons, Van Rheenen, & Covington, 1999; Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; Eitzen, 1988; The 

Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011; Comeaux, 2005). Of note, however, a lack of 

significance of mean differences based on socioeconomic status and retention from first to 

second year of enrollment is contradictory to similar research within the intercollegiate athletic 

context (Sellers, 1992; Mendoza et al., 2012). 

Research Question Four 

What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background 

can be used to predict cumulative community college grade point averages among Alabama 

rural community college baseball and softball athletes? Through preliminary analyses of Beta 

weights and corresponding significance values (p < .05), three of the four independent variables–

GENDER (β = .218, p < .05), SES (β = -.179, p < .05), and EDBACKGROUND (β = .101, p < 

.05)–were found to be significant predictors of cumulative community college GPA. RACE (β = 

-.042, p > .05), on the other hand, was not identified as a significant predictor of a student-

athlete’s cumulative community college grade point average. As a result of the preliminary 

analysis, the final regression equation is shown as Y′ = a + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X3, where Y′ is the 

predicted value of cumulative community college grade point average, a is the constant (as 

reported in SPSS calculations), b1 through b3 represent the regression coefficient for this study’s 
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significant predictors, and X1 through X3 represent the values for the independent variables that 

significantly predict cumulative community college grade point average. The final regression 

equation that best fits the data is reported as Y′ CCGPA = 2.121 + (.342*GENDER) + (-

.305*SES) + (.489*EDBACKGROUND). 

From this equation, it can be determined that a student-athlete’s educational background 

contributes the most to her/his GPA, followed by gender, then socioeconomic status. 

Furthermore, gender and educational background were positively related to cumulative 

community college grade point average, while socioeconomic status was negatively related to 

cumulative community college grade point average. These findings suggest that female                         

student-athletes from higher SES backgrounds, who earn high school diplomas, yield the highest 

cumulative community college grade point averages, while male student-athletes from lower 

SES backgrounds earning GEDs earn the lowest cumulative community college GPAs. Table 30 

presents and summarizes these findings.  
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Table 30 

Predicted Cumulative Community College Grade Point Average Using Final Linear Regression 

Equation 

 

GENDER                     SES EDBACKGROUND Predicted CCGPA 

 

Female 

 

Female 

 

Female 

 

Female 

 

Male 

 

Male 

 

Male 

 

Male 

 

Low 

 

Low 

 

High 

 

High 

 

Low 

 

Low 

 

High 

 

High 

High school diploma 

 

GED recipient 

 

High school diploma 

 

GED recipient 

 

High school diploma 

 

GED recipient 

 

High school diploma 

 

GED recipient 

 

2.647 

 

2.158 

 

2.952 

 

2.463 

 

2.305 

 

1.816 

 

2.610 

 

2.121 

Note. Y′ CCGPA = 2.121 + (.342*GENDER) + (-.305*SES) + (.489*EDBACKGROUND) 

The multiple regression analysis also showed that 9.5% of the variability in cumulative 

community college grade point average can be explained by a student-athlete’s gender, 

socioeconomic status, and educational background. Gender significantly contributed the most to 

the adjusted R² statistic at .050, followed by socioeconomic status (adjusted R² = .037) and 

educational background (adjusted R² = .008), both of which were also significant contributors to 

the variance in cumulative community college grade point average.  

Research Question Five 

What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background 

can be used to predict student retention from the first year to second year of enrollment among 

Alabama rural community college baseball and softball athletes? Through preliminary analyses 

of Wald statistics and corresponding significance values (p < .05), it was determined that gender 
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(p = .030) and race (p = .046) contributed significantly to predicting the probability of student 

retention, while socioeconomic status (p = .797) and educational background (p = .354) were not 

significant predictors. Therefore, the logistic regression equation is shown as Log – odds = a + 

(b1*x1) + (b2*x2), where a is the constant (as reported in SPSS calculations), b represents the 

regression coefficients for the significant predictor variables, and x is the value of the significant 

predictor variables. Yet, according to Ho (2014), “because the regression equation represents the 

log-odds, it will be necessary to take the antilog (exp) to change the equation to probability” (p. 

392). Accordingly, the odds prediction equation is shown as ODDS = ea + b
1

(x
1

) + b
2

(x
2

), where e is 

the residual value, a is the constant, b1 and b2 represent the regression coefficient for this study’s 

significant predictor variables, and X1 and X2 represent the value of the independent variables 

that significantly predict the probability of student retention from first to second year of 

enrollment. As such, the odds prediction equation that best fits the data is reported as ODDS 

(RETAIN) = 2.72 -.257 + (.405*GENDER) + (-.499*RACE). 

To determine the probability of an event occurring, the equation is shown as                      

Probability = ODDS / 1+ ODDS (Ho, 2014). Therefore, the probability prediction equation that 

best fits the data is reported as P (RETAIN) = 2.72 -.257 + (.405*GENDER) + (-.499*RACE) / 1 + 2.72 -.257 + 

(.405*GENDER) + (-.499*RACE). 

From this equation, it can be determined that a student-athlete’s race contributes the most 

to her/his likelihood of retention, followed by gender. Furthermore, gender was positively related 

to student retention, while race was negatively related to student retention. These findings 

suggest that White female student-athletes are the most likely to be retained from the first to 

second year of enrollment, while non-White male student-athletes are the least likely to be 

retained. Table 31 presents and summarizes these findings.  
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Table 31 

Predicted Probabilities of Student Retention from First to Second Year Using Final Logistic 

Regression Equation 

 

GENDER                     RACE Probability of RETAIN 

 

Female 

 

Female 

 

Male 

 

Male 

White 

 

Non-White 

 

White 

 

Non-White 

53.6% 

 

41.3% 

 

43.6% 

 

31.9% 
 

Note. P (RETAIN) = 2.72 -.257 + (.405*GENDER) + (-.499*RACE) / 1 + 2.72 -.257 + (.405*GENDER) + (-.499*RACE) 

The Nagelkerke R² value, the preferred pseudo R² and goodness-of-fit value used in a 

similar manner as the adjusted R² value in linear regression (Field, 2013), also showed that 2.9% 

of the variance in student retention can be explained by a student-athlete’s gender and race.  

Research Question Six 

What combination of race, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background 

can be used to predict degree completion among Alabama rural community college baseball and 

softball athletes?  Through preliminary analyses of Wald statistics and corresponding 

significance values (p < .05), it was determined that gender (p = .000) and socioeconomic status 

(p = .007) contributed significantly to predicting the probability of degree completion, while race 

(p = .383) and educational background (p = .998) were not significant predictors. Therefore, the 

odds prediction equation is shown as ODDS = ea + b
1

(x
1

) + b
2

(x
2

), where e is the residual value, a is 

the constant, b1 and b2 represent the regression coefficient for this study’s significant predictor 

variables, and X1 and X2 represent the value of the independent variables that significantly 

predict the probability of degree completion. As such, the odds prediction equation that best fits 

the data is reported as ODDS (DEGREE) = 2.72 -1.057 + (.788*GENDER) + (-.682*SES).  
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To determine the probability of an event occurring, the equation is shown as                      

Probability = ODDS / 1+ ODDS (Ho, 2014). Therefore, the probability prediction equation that 

best fits the data is reported as P (DEGREE) = 2.72 -1.057 + (.788*GENDER) + (-.682*SES) / 1 + 2.72 -1.057 + 

(.788*GENDER) + (-.682*SES). 

From this equation, it can be determined that a student-athlete’s gender contributes the 

most to her/his likelihood of degree completion, followed by socioeconomic status. Furthermore, 

gender was positively related to degree completion, while SES was negatively related to degree 

completion. These findings suggest that female student-athletes from the highest SES category 

are the most likely to complete their degrees, while male student-athletes from the lower SES 

category are not as likely to complete their degrees. Table 32 presents and summarizes these 

findings.  

Table 32 

Predicted Probabilities of Degree Completion Using Final Logistic Regression Equation 

 

GENDER                     SES Probability of DEGREE 

 

Female 

 

Female 

 

Male 

 

Male 

High 

 

Low 

 

High 

 

Low 

43.3% 

 

27.8% 

 

25.7% 

 

14.9% 
 

Note. P (DEGREE) = 2.72 -1.057 + (.788*GENDER) + (-.682*SES) / 1 + 2.72 -1.057 + (.788*GENDER) + (-.682*SES) 

 

The Nagelkerke R² value, the preferred pseudo R² and goodness-of-fit value used in a 

similar manner as the adjusted R² value in linear regression (Field, 2013), also showed that 6.7% 

of the variance in degree completion can be explained by a student-athlete’s gender and 

socioeconomic status.  
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This section offered a summary of findings from descriptive and inferential statistical 

methods conducted to answer the six research questions within this current study. Several of the 

findings were interesting to note, and as a result, many practical conclusions may be drawn. 

Accordingly, several conclusions are articulated in the forthcoming section.   

Conclusions 

 Based on the data analyses and findings, several conclusions were reached, all of which 

are articulated and explained below. Each of these conclusions also serve as the foundation for 

the forthcoming recommendations for policy, practice, and future research.  

Conclusion One 

The first conclusion is that baseball and softball teams are not representative of student 

bodies. Speaking to the student-athletes within the sample, males outnumbered females, whereas 

the enrollment trends for the three site institutions–and national averages–lean more towards 

females (NCES, 2013; 2015a; 2015b; 2015c). Furthermore, the percentage of White students on 

these athletic teams were higher than the percentage of White students enrolled at institutions A, 

B, and C, albeit by not much (NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 2015c). Regarding socioeconomic status, 

over 60% of students enrolled at the three site institutions were ranked in a lower SES category, 

while just 33% of the student-athletes within the sample were in the same grouping (NCES, 

2015a; 2015b; 2015c). Finally, the percentage of student-athletes who had received their GED 

was less than that of the national enrollment patterns (NCES, 2013). In sum, student-athletes 

representing Alabama rural community college baseball and softball players are not 

representative of the average college-going student at these same two-year schools.  
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Conclusion Two  

The second conclusion is that gender is the most significant predictor of student success 

outcomes, followed by socioeconomic status, then race and finally, educational background. 

Research questions four, five, and six sought to determine which demographic characteristics 

(e.g., gender, race, socioeconomic status, educational background) were significant predictors of 

student success outcomes, as defined in chapter three of this study, and regression models were 

utilized in order to identify those significant predictor variables. Within all three regression 

models, GENDER was noted as a significant predictor. This significance may be attributed to–

from this researcher’s own experience–a realization that many males compete at the community 

college level as a means to take the next step athletically, whether it be transferring to a four-year 

school or being drafted to play baseball professionally. Females, on the other hand, may be much 

more inclined to compete in women’s softball for pure enjoyment, with no eye towards a 

professional athletic career. As a result, females may be often more focused on academics, while 

males may be more committed to excelling athletically. Moreover, SES was noted as a 

significant predictor in two of the three regression analyses, with RACE and 

EDBACKGROUND noted as a significant predictor in one analysis respectively. Specific to 

EDBACKGROUND, although it was only a significant predictor variable in one of the three 

regression analyses–despite marked differences between the two values within this dichotomous 

independent variable–a lack of significance in the other two regression analyses could be related 

to the wide disparity in frequency distribution between the two values (n1=520; n2=13), as 

regression analyses are not fond of such drastic differences (King and Zeng, 2001). 
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Conclusion Three 

 The third conclusion is that low variances may be attributed to few independent variables. 

Nine and a half percent of the variance in the final linear regression equation can be explained by 

its respective significant predictors, while those same percentages for the final logistic regression 

equations were 2.9% and 6.7% respectively. These percentages are rather low, especially when 

compared to 30% variances identified by Horton (2009b). Yet this research only analyzed four 

independent variables, while Horton included 24 independent variables in his study, which may 

explain the wide percentage gap. Recommendations below call for future research to add 

independent variables to the current data in an effort to increase these variance percentages.  

Conclusion Four 

The fourth conclusion is that student success outcomes yield mixed results. Although the 

overall retention rate for the sample was lower than averages among the three site institutions, 

the degree completion rate was higher than institutional averages. Average student-wide GPAs 

were not available for this study, and thus, no empirical conclusions can be drawn from that 

particular student success variable. Of the significant predictor variables, GENDER is positively 

related to all three student success outcomes, while EDBACKGROUND is positively related to 

CCGPA only. RACE and SES are negatively related to certain outcomes. In other words, as the 

value for gender increases (i.e., moves from male to female), cumulative community college 

grade point averages increase, as does the likelihood of student retention and degree completion. 

Along the same lines, as the value of educational background increases (i.e., moves from GED 

recipient to HS diploma), the value of cumulative community college grade point average also 

increases. On the other hand, as the value of socioeconomic status increases (i.e., moves from 

high SES to low SES), community college grade point average decreases, as does the likelihood 
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of degree completion. Finally, as the value of race increases (i.e., moves from White to non-

White), the likelihood of retention decreases. 

Conclusion Five 

 The fifth conclusion is that, aligned with this study’s theoretical frameworks, entry 

characteristics were useful predictors of student success outcomes. Themes from this study’s 

theoretical frameworks suggest that a student’s demographic, pre-college, and entry 

characteristics directly or indirectly affect her/his student success outcomes. Specifically, Astin 

(1991) suggests that students come to college with a set of qualities and characteristics that make 

them unique. When combined with an individual’s participation in activities, these entry 

characteristics may affect the qualities, abilities, behavior, and knowledge that institutions desire 

students to possess upon leaving their campuses. Moreover, Comeaux and Harrison (2011) 

suggest that student-athletes arrive on campus with a set of pre-college characteristics that make 

them unique, all of which may influence the academic success of a particular student-athlete. 

Finally, Horton (2009b) hypothesized that student-athletes arrive to college with a set of social 

background and pre-college characteristics that affect one’s student success outcomes.  

Results from this study would appear to confirm the theoretical underpinnings gleaned 

from Astin (1991), Comeaux and Harrison (2011), and Horton (2009b) as it relates to entry 

characteristics and subsequent effects on student success outcomes. As previously mentioned, 

student-athletes competing in softball (e.g. female student-athletes), White student-athletes, 

student-athletes from higher SES backgrounds, and student-athletes with high school diplomas 

all appear to achieve a higher rate of student success than their counterparts. Although some of 

these differences may not be significant, it is nevertheless something for athletic administrators 

and support staff to consider, as this conclusion is supported by a vast amount of research 
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pertaining to student success and student-athletes (Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et al., 2012; Simons et 

al., 1999; Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; Eitzen, 1988; The Institute for Diversity and Ethics in 

Sport, 2011; Harrison, 2000; Parsons, 2013; Comeaux, 2011; Aries et al., 2004; Sellers, 1992; 

Mendoza et al., 2012; Quinn & Haberman, 1986; Mageehon, 2013; Adams; 2011; Grise & Klein; 

1986). Of note, since this research focused on student success outcomes among student-athletes, 

and as a result did not have a comparison group of non-participants in athletics, the 

environmental element of this study’s theoretical frameworks–in particular the work of Astin 

(1991)–is more difficult to support. 

This section offered a summary of conclusions, as drawn from the results and findings 

from this current study. These conclusions have prompted several useful recommendations– 

which are articulated in the next two sections–for policymakers, practitioners, and future 

researchers seeking to utilize the results from and build upon the present study. 

Recommendations for Policy and Practice 

 The following recommendations for policy and practice are offered below, all based upon 

the findings and conclusions of the current study.  

Recommendation One 

The first recommendation is to encourage more diversity on athletic teams. Although this 

study was intentionally limited to three rural institutions within the state of Alabama, trends can 

be identified through the results and findings of the research that are a bit unsettling. In 

particular, female student-athletes, student-athletes from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, and 

non-White student-athletes are all underrepresented with regards to the broader student 

enrollment patterns at these institutions. More specifically, regarding the population of student-

athletes within this study, the percentage of males (58.2%) was higher than the percentage of 
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females (41.8%), whereas 58.5% of the overall student enrollment for the three site institutions 

were females (NCES, 2013; 2015a; 2015b; 2015c). Furthermore, the percentage of White 

students (82.4%) on these athletic teams was higher than the percentage of White students 

(68.3%) enrolled at each of the three institutions (NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 2015c). Regarding 

socioeconomic status, over 60% of students enrolled at the three site institutions were ranked in 

the lower SES category, while just 33% of the student-athletes within the sample were in the 

same SES grouping (NCES, 2015a; 2015b; 2015c).  

It is the recommendation of this researcher, then, that the Alabama Community College 

Conference promote a spirit of diversity among the coaches, athletic administrators, and two-

year institutional leaders that will challenge each athletic department to shape their athletic teams 

in a fashion that is akin to their student bodies. In addition, the ACCC should encourage softball 

coaches to award more scholarships to females. The NJCAA (2014) allows coaches from both 

baseball and softball teams to award up to 24 athletic scholarships to their respective student-

athletes on an annual basis, thereby ensuring opportunities for equal access between the two 

sports and genders. However, male student-athletes overwhelmingly outnumbered female 

student-athletes in this study, which suggests that, although equal opportunities are theoretically 

available for females, a barrier exists preventing female student-athletes from taking advantage 

of those opportunities.   

Recommendation Two 

The second recommendation is to encourage an academic support staff for community 

college athletic departments. According to Storch and Ohlson (2009), to ensure a successful 

student-athlete experience, community college administrators must provide effective and 

supportive student services to their athletic teams. Based upon the literature reviewed for this 
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study, student services programs ought to include life-skills development opportunities, as well 

as intensive academic advising and counseling experiences, to help students adjust to academic 

and athletic demands placed upon them in college (Broughton & Neyer, 2001). Peer tutoring has 

also been found to be a valuable student service that substantially contributes to the academic 

well-being of the student-athlete (Beakman, 2012). Finally, mentoring and career development 

activities should be offered to student-athletes to help accomplish the athletic department’s goal 

of promoting student-athletes’ success beyond college (Keim & Strickland, 2004; Carodine et 

al., 2001). Indeed, Ting (2009) determined that helping promote the student-athlete’s self-

confidence, articulating long-term goals, participating in community service activities, and 

having the ability to tie classroom knowledge to practical applications all contributed to higher 

rates of academic success. 

While research is replete with evidence of the benefits of such specialized services for 

student-athletes, none of the three institutions participating in the study have academic support 

staff dedicated to their athletic programs. Even with this lack of academic support personnel, 

student-athletes at all three institutions are earning degrees at higher rates than the average 

student; on the other hand, the retention rate for student-athletes are not as high as those for the 

broader student body. This researcher cannot help but ponder how much these rates could be 

enhanced by dedicated academic support personnel who could focus their attention on 

implementation of key support services that are articulated in the recommendation below.  

Recommendation Three 

The third recommendation is to target strategies to help student-athletes who continue to 

produce lower student success outcomes. The literature is replete with data that suggests that 

male student-athletes, student-athletes from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, non-White 
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student-athletes, and those attending college with GEDs experience lower rates of student 

success than student-athletes in opposite categories (Horton; 2009b; Schulz, 2007; Reynolds et 

al., 2012; Simons et al., 1999; Dilley-Knoles et al., 2013; Eitzen, 1988; The Institute for 

Diversity and Ethics in Sport, 2011; Harrison, 2000; Parsons, 2013; Comeaux, 2011; Aries et al., 

2004; Sellers, 1992; Mendoza et al., 2012; Quinn & Haberman, 1986; Mageehon, 2013; Adams; 

2011; Grise & Klein; 1986). As previously mentioned, the literature is also full of 

recommendations for ways to enhance student success outcomes among student-athletes, to 

include peer tutoring, mentoring, career development activities, life-skills development 

exercises, and intensive academic advising and counseling sessions to help student-athletes 

navigate the difficulties of balancing academic and athletic expectations (Broughton & Neyer, 

2001; Beakman, 2012; Banbel & Chen, 2014; Keim & Strickland, 2004; Carodine et al., 2001). 

As Ting (2009) suggests, helping promote student-athletes’ self-confidence and encouraging 

them to connect classroom knowledge to practical applications results in higher rates of 

academic success.  

Therefore, building on the previous recommendation for specific academic support staff 

for athletic departments, this researcher recommends that each institution review the support 

services that are currently offered to their student-athletes, particularly those who fall into the 

categories that are not earning loftier rates of student success. Moreover, this researcher 

recommends that athletic administrators and coaches mandate study hall sessions, biweekly 

progress reports, monthly meetings with academic advisors, and once-a-semester life-skills 

workshops (i.e., budgeting, soft-skill development) that will further reinforce that the                   

student-athlete is at college to earn an education first, then participate in intercollegiate athletics. 

As several researchers have alluded to in the existing literature, athletic cultures must be changed 
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to begin reinforcing positive classroom behavior instead of just athletic prowess (Hill et al., 

2001; Horton, 2009c; Carodine et al., 2001; Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001).  

Recommendation Four 

The fourth recommendation is to implement an Academic Progress Rate system, similar 

to the one created by the National Collegiate Athletic Association. Instituted to improve the 

eligibility of individual student-athletes, the measurement of and compliance with the NCAA’s 

Academic Progress Rate (APR) standards have led to great strides in improving the student 

success of intercollegiate athletes (NCAA, 2014a). Undoubtedly, with the threat of post-season 

bans hanging over the head of many athletic coaches, institutions are doing whatever they can to 

ensure compliance with these APR standards (Norlander, 2015). Within the two-year sector, and 

more specifically the NJCAA, no such system exists. As a result, there is nothing in place to 

motivate coaches to encourage student success, with the exception of individual eligibility 

concerns. Implementing a similar APR system in the NJCAA would penalize teams and coaches 

(not just individual student-athletes) for not meeting certain standards, thereby hopefully 

motivating coaches to ensure all student-athletes were taking care of their academic 

responsibilities. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The following recommendations for future research are offered below, all founded upon 

the challenges faced during the present study, as well as assumptions of this study being 

replicated in the future.  

Recommendation One 

The first recommendation is to conduct qualitative research related to this data. In 

particular, qualitative research should seek to identify causes of low student success outcomes 
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among segments of student-athlete population, as well as explore the lack of significant 

differences, based upon socioeconomic status, and in retention from first to second year of 

enrollment. Decades of research within the intercollegiate athletic sector continue to identify 

certain subpopulations (i.e., males; non-White; low socioeconomic status) of student-athletes 

who earn lower grade point averages, are retained at lower rates, and are receiving fewer degrees 

than those student-athletes in opposing categories. However, only a few studies have sought to 

determine the reasons behind these lower performance outcomes, and what research has been 

conducted has been focused on student success among African-American student-athletes 

enrolled at four-year institutions (Reynolds et al., 2012; Harper, 2009; Stone et al., 2012). 

Additionally, with regards to retention, prior research identifies significant mean differences 

based upon socioeconomic status, yet this present study did not identify significant mean 

differences between these two variables.  

Accordingly, it is the recommendation of this researcher that additional qualitative 

research is conducted to determine why student-athletes from specific demographic backgrounds 

encounter more difficulties in achieving as their counterparts. Quantitative methods, as have 

been conducted in this study, are beneficial in enumerating differences among a sample, but in 

order for themes to emerge in the research and meaning to be attached to numerical data, 

qualitative data is needed (Creswell, 2009). Accomplishing this recommendation may give 

institutions a better idea of how to overcome potential obstacles these segments of the student-

athlete population are encountering, which should help with the implementation of specific, 

targeted strategies to enhance rates of student success among male student-athletes, non-White                      

student-athletes, and those student-athletes from lower socioeconomic backgrounds.  
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Recommendation Two 

The second recommendation is to expand research to all sports and institutions within the 

Alabama Community College Conference and beyond. This current research has been purposely 

limited to baseball and softball student-athletes participating within three rural community 

colleges within the state of Alabama. Results from this study will be shared with the Alabama 

Community College Conference Commissioner to assist in his quest to determine rates of student 

success among community college student-athletes from around the state. Yet, to paint a more 

accurate picture of rates of student success among all Alabama community college student-

athletes, and more particularly, which demographic factors may be useful in predicting these 

student-athletes’ cumulative community college grade point averages, as well as retention and 

degree completion rates, expanding the research beyond this study’s delimitations is 

recommended.  

Moreover, existing research on student success among community college                     

student-athletes has been limited to the states of Alabama, Florida, Maryland, and Oklahoma 

(Horton, 2009b; Schulz, 2007; Mendoza et al., 2012), which may not reflect national trends 

among the student-athlete population competing at the two-year institutional level. As a result, 

this researcher recommends the National Junior College Athletic Association invest in 

nationwide research that seeks to determine rates of student success at all 400-plus member 

institutions that compete within the NJCAA’s 24 regions. Enacting this recommendation would 

take complete support from the ACCC and NJCAA, but this researcher is confident that the data 

would prove to be a useful tool for governing bodies as they seek a greater understanding of how 

intercollegiate athletics and student success are related.  
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Recommendation Three 

The third recommendation is to identify an outstanding community college that 

consistently excels in academics and athletics and conduct a case study to further explore their 

successes. Each year, the National Junior College Athletic Association selects teams for its 

Academic All-American Team roster. For any particular sport, any team earning a collective 3.0 

grade point average is named to the NJCAA Academic All-American Honorable Mention roster, 

while the team earning the highest GPA is named the NJCAA Academic Team of the Year for 

that respective sport (NJCAA, 2017).  

This researcher recommends further research to identify one of these community college 

athletic departments that consistently performs well on and off the field, and conduct a case 

study. According to Creswell (2009), “case studies are a strategy of inquiry in which the 

researcher explores in depth a program, event, activity, process, or one of more individuals” (p. 

13). Accomplishing this recommendation may solicit a set of best practices that could be 

conveyed to athletic departments at other community colleges that strive for athletic and 

academic excellence.  

Recommendation Four 

The fourth recommendation is to introduce additional independent variables for the 

current data. As previously noted, the percentage of the variance in final regression equations is 

low, specifically when compared to Horton’s (2009b) similar research methodologies. Although 

other explanations may exist, this researcher believes this low percentage could be attributed to 

only four independent variables being analyzed in the current study, while Horton’s research–

which yielded upwards of 30% variance values–analyzed 24 independent variables.  
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Some possible independent variables that could be introduced to the current research 

include institutional characteristics (e.g., size, location), standardized admission test scores, and 

college preparedness (e.g., number and type of remedial courses in which student-athletes 

enroll), all of which ought to be accessible from offices of institutional research and national 

institutional data centers. This researcher surmises that, with the addition of more independent 

variables to the study, a model that explained more variance in the dependent variables of 

interest could be developed.  

Recommendation Five 

The fifth recommendation is to explore differences in student success outcomes among 

participating site institutions. As previously noted, this researcher chose to aggregate the data 

from all three site institutions into one compiled group for this study. However, this research 

design prevents practitioners and athletic administrators from determining how well each 

institution’s athletic department and their respective student-athletes are performing. As such, 

this researcher recommends further research to explore whether significant differences exist 

regarding student success outcomes at participating institutions.  

The purpose of this study was to determine rates of student success among                      

student-athletes, with particular interest given to demographic variables and student success 

outcomes. By giving athletic personnel insight into which student-athletes are performing well–

or alternatively, not so well–any academic assistance currently provided at these institutions 

could be more tailored to a specific segment of the student-athlete population. To be sure, results 

from this proposed recommendation could be used to identify an outstanding community college 

to be utilized in a case study, as recommended above, or simply for athletic administrators at 

participating institutions to use in identifying targeted areas for improvement. 
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Recommendation Six 

The sixth recommendation is to enhance the regression models that were established from 

the linear and logistic regression analyses conducted in this research. This present study utilized 

the hierarchical entry method of independent variables into preliminary regression modeling, 

discarding non-significant predictors for the purpose of the final linear and logistic regression 

equations. As a result, some independent variables (e.g., RACE, SES, EDBACKGROUND) 

were not utilized in all final regression equations. Therefore, this researcher is recommending 

that future research attempt to include these excluded variables by isolating polarizing effects on 

the final prediction equations.  

One way this could be achieved is to structure preliminary modeling in a manner that 

enters each variable into the regression equation in different orders. Or, future researchers could 

consider forced entry methods, whereby all independent variables are entered into the model at 

the same time. “Some researchers believe that this method is the only appropriate method for 

theory testing…because stepwise techniques are influenced by random variation in the data and 

so seldom give replicable results if the model is retested” (Field, 2013, p. 322). Finally, the Firth 

method is useful when using logistic regression methods to analyze rare events, as is the case 

with so few GED recipients within the EDBACKGROUND variable (King & Zeng, 2001). 

Either way, parsimony and simplicity in final equations is desirable when utilizing regression 

methods, so this researcher recommends further examination to see whether alternative best-fit, 

final regression equations could be realized. 

Recommendation Seven 

The seventh recommendation is to compare student success outcomes of student-athletes 

with non-participants in athletics. For the current study, the sample was intentionally limited to 
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student-athletes participating at rural Alabama community colleges. Although the data enabled 

this researcher to draw conclusions regarding which entry characteristics were useful in 

predicting student success outcomes among student-athletes, it was more difficult to draw 

conclusions pertaining to the effect of the student-athlete’s environment on student success 

outcomes.  

As such, future research should be expanded to compare student success outcomes of 

student-athletes with non-participants in athletics. By grouping these two samples together–

controlling for comparable entry characteristics of each subset–stronger conclusions may be 

drawn pertaining to the effect of one’s environment on student success outcomes. As previously 

noted, some campus leaders are making decisions regarding the continuation of athletic 

programs based upon assumptions that intercollegiate athletics and student success are not 

positively related (Carpenter, 2011; Eubanks & DeWalt, 2011). Accomplishing this 

recommendation could give athletic administrators compelling empirical evidence that may 

prove those assumptions wrong, thus strengthening the arguments to keep athletic departments 

on the campuses of member institutions within the Alabama Community College Conference.    

Concluding Remarks 

The intercollegiate athletic landscape has certainly evolved since its humble beginnings 

at Yale University in the mid-1800s (Yale University, 2014). Originally introduced as a means of 

connecting all students with the campus culture, the modern college sporting environment has 

evolved into a lucrative financial windfall for many institutions, which has caused athletic 

administrators to encourage student-athletes to emphasize athletic performance over academic 

pursuits (Thelin, 2011). In response to an increased emphasis on athletic promotion by their 

athletic superiors, certain student-athletes are starting to take notice as they, too, are putting more 
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emphasis and attention on performance within the athletic realm rather than the classroom 

(Pascarella et al., 1995). Findings in the present study confirm these prior assertions, as 

participation in intercollegiate athletics at the community college level yields positive student 

success outcomes for portions of the student-athlete population. To be sure, positive results from 

this study may be a useful resource for athletic administrators to utilize as a means of convincing 

key decision makers not to discontinue athletic programs in the midst of budget shortfalls. Yet to 

ensure all student-athletes–regardless of gender, race, socioeconomic status, or educational 

background–excel in the classroom, it is time for institutional and athletic leaders to insert the 

“student” portion of “student-athlete” back into the cultures of their athletic departments.  
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