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ABSTRACT 

Development and implementation of promise scholarship programs has risen over the last 15 

years, yet research into their effects on the higher education landscape has been relatively scarce. 

While researchers have mostly examined how these programs impact students and communities, 

they have neglected to study how promise programs impact institutions of higher education. In 

this dissertation I examine how participation in a regional promise scholarship has resulted in 

small, private institutions being left with few choices, and as a result of participation, have to 

negotiate critical financial and campus environment issues. Drawing on interviews with both 

faculty and staff as well as analysis of an original survey, my findings show that administrators 

report unsustainable tuition discount rates, faculty and staff are more likely to stigmatize promise 

scholarship students, institutional diversity plans are lacking due to a shortage of resources, and 

that the presence of the promise scholarship has affected the way in which faculty and staff 

interact and perceive one another, resulting in a form of tokenism among the workforce. My 

findings demonstrate a pressing need to better understand how promise scholarships are affecting 

small private colleges and universities beyond the balance sheet. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

On November 10, 2005, Dr. Janice Brown, the superintendent of the Kalamazoo Public 

School system announced the creation of the Kalamazoo Promise, a promise scholarship 

program that guarantees free tuition and fees at Michigan’s public colleges, universities and 

community colleges for every student who graduates from the Kalamazoo Public School District. 

At the time, the rollout of the Kalamazoo Promise program was staggering. Starting in 2006, 

every Kalamazoo public school district student who had been enrolled in and lived in the district 

since kindergarten would qualify for 100% coverage. Students who lived in the district, but had 

and been enrolled for shorter periods of time, were subject to a sliding scale and partial 

scholarship amounts. The Kalamazoo Promise was created in partnership with a group of 

anonymous donors who sought to revitalize the city of Kalamazoo and the surrounding region 

start of the program, the Kalamazoo Public School District has experienced positive results.  

There has been a 25% increase in district enrollment (2005-2013), an increase in credits 

attempted, and a decrease in suspensions (Miller-Adams 2015). 

In 1987 the Say Yes to Education program was created when its founder, George Weiss, 

promised one hundred twelve economically disadvantaged sixth-graders from Philadelphia that if 

they could complete their high school education, he would fund their college education. From 

1987 to 2008 Say Yes to Education continued to branch out and work with small cohorts of 

students (100-300) from low-income, traditionally underrepresented populations. Say Yes to 

Education created student scholarships in Philadelphia, Cambridge, Hartford, and New York 

City, and in 2008, the first Say Yes to Education city-wide chapter was piloted in Syracuse, NY, 

followed by the City of Buffalo (2012), and Guilford County (Greensboro-High Point, 2015), 

through a substantial investment in public education (www.kalamazoopromise.com/). Since the 
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workforce (www.sayyestoeducation.org/about/story). Say Yes to Education has also experienced 

North Carolina (2015). Much like the Kalamazoo Promise, Say Yes to Education has the goal of 

strengthening each chapter's local economy by investing in the education of the local future 

positive outcomes as a result of their work. Say Yes to Education Buffalo reports that there has 

been an eight point increase in college matriculation and a fifteen point increase in high school 

graduation since 2012. As of 2016, Say Yes to Education Syracuse and Say Yes to Education 

Buffalo had raised over $58 million dollars to fund high school graduates to attend college. 

In 2006 the Denver Scholarship Foundation was founded in order to provide scholarship 

aid to students from the Denver Public Schools that typically face multiple barriers in completing 

a post-secondary degree. Initially the program was piloted at three Denver high schools, with the 

program expanding to include the whole Denver Public School district in 2009. From 2007-2012 

college enrollment has increased 30% and college retention has reached 79% for low-income 

minority students (Miller-Adams 2015). The Denver Scholarship fund has awarded over thirty 

three million in scholarships to more than 5,600 students since its creation in 2006. 

The scholarships detailed above represent examples of what are referred to as “promise 

scholarships”. While traditional scholarship programs have been solely dependent on merit or 

need, promise scholarships typically center on a recipient living in geographic area in order to be 

eligible for scholarship funding. Students must usually reside in a specific school district or 

attend a school located in the school district to be eligible. On the heels of Kalamazoo 

announcing the creation of the Kalamazoo Promise, more than 35 promise scholarship programs 

have been created between 2006 and 2014.  

Since their inception in 2005, promise scholarships have altered the landscape of higher 

education in the US. Researchers have examined how these programs impact students and 
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communities, but have neglected to study how promise programs impact institutions of higher 

education. This dissertation seeks to fill that gap. 

Characteristics of Promise Scholarships 

Promise scholarship programs such as the ones described earlier not only have the goal of 

providing scholarship money to individuals students to cover tuition, fees, and sometimes 

additional college costs like housing, but also aim to support families as well as the community 

at large. The first commonly shared goal of promise scholarship programs is that they aim to 

increase access to a college education by removing financial barriers that first generation, under 

represented students typically face when deciding if they can attend college or not. These types 

of students disproportionally encounter issues related to the increased costs of higher education 

with family income being among the greatest deciding factors in whether a student will complete 

high school and attend college (Soria, Weiner, & Lu 2014). For many students the issue of 

finances can be a nearly exclusive inhibitor from being able to attend postsecondary education. 

According to the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002, around “33% of young adults from 

families earning less than $35,000 per year attended a two year college and 18% attended a four 

year public college, while 20% of young adults from families earning more than $100,000 

attended a two year college and 45% attended a four year public college” (Miller 2010:6). 

While many students do not enroll in college because they cannot initially pay for school 

there are also those that may be able to pay, but to do so means having to use a variety of sources 

such as scholarship aid, loans, and employment. In terms of covering the costs of attending 

college, McCormick, Moore, and Kuh (2010) find that first-generation students are more likely 

to work longer hours and to work off campus more frequently than other students. Working long 

hours leads to the increased likelihood that the student cannot allocate the required time and 
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effort towards their academic coursework that is needed to be successful. Additional 

employment responsibilities also hinder a student’s ability to take part in in a number of 

activities related to positive learning outcomes (e.g., service learning, out-of-class work with 

faculty members). 

The second common goal promise scholarships typically have is that providing financial 

assistance for college attendance will help to change the culture and attitude towards college 

within the K-12 school district. Without the worry of paying for college, students, parents, 

families, and school personnel can now concentrate on providing services and programs to 

students with the anticipation that attending college is now a realistic goal. Without the promised 

availability of scholarship money, many low-income, first-generation students’ low-income 

students many students have to take out loans to bridge the gap between costs and grant aid. This 

can be problematic since first-generation students approach the decision of whether to attend 

college or not being poorly informed about overall economic benefit of a college degree. This 

lack of knowledge about the benefits of higher education may lead to lower observed enrollment 

rates for students from low-income, first generation students when compared to high-income, 

non-first generation families (in particular, Blacks and Hispanics than whites) (Perna 2005). 

Research shows that parental expectations have a great deal of impact on a students’ academic 

achievement, and when parents’ and students’ expectations for educational attainment are 

similar, students have higher levels of academic achievement (Bergerson 2009). 

Parents who have low levels of educational attainment often lack the information and 

insight necessary to accurately understand the value of postsecondary education and how it leads 

to the attainment of occupational goals, and in turn, the result of increasing social mobility. 

Parental engagement in their children’s education also influences college success. Children of 
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parents who use specific support strategies have higher academic achievement than children of 

parents who engage in general support strategies that reflect less active supports.  Support 

strategies such as having detailed conversations about education are seen to have a positive effect 

while generally asking about their children’s day without asking probing questions or signing 

homework without discussing its components are shown to have a negative effect. The level of 

parental involvement also plays an important role in the educational outcomes. The more active 

the parent involvement, the greater the achievement. For example, parents who receive phone 

calls, read and sign written communications having to do with their child’s education, and those 

that attend parent teacher conferences, have children that show greater achievement than those 

students who have parents that exhibit no parent involvement (Gutman & McLoyd 2000). 

Research also shows that positive peer influence can result in an increase in positive 

outcomes such as academic performance (Laitsch 2016). This is especially the case with low-

achieving students concerning individual and long-term behavior. Sokatch (2006) examined how 

the peers of poor urban minority students influence college aspirations and how that influence 

differs from a sample of all high school graduates representing all backgrounds. High school 

graduates are significantly more likely to attend college if their peers support them and have 

similar plans to attend institutions for higher education, particularly for Black and Hispanic 

students of low socio-economic status (SES). 

The third goal most typically found in promise scholarship programs is that they aim to 

transform the local economy. Since promise scholarships are typically geographically based, 

leaders from the local public school district, parents, teachers, and staff along with local 

government form a coalition with and a diverse group of area corporate, non-profit, and 
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philanthropic organizations to organize people, time, money, and resources. With these goals in 

mind, Miller-Adams (2015) defines promise scholarships as: 

Promise programs seek to transform their communities by making a long-term 

investment in education through place-based scholarships. They all seek to expand access 

to and ensure success in higher education, deepen the college going culture in both the 

K–12 system and community as a whole, and support local economic development. 

Say Yes to Education, the Kalamazoo Promise, and the Denver Scholarship Foundation 

as well as other promise scholarships all market their work as being effective on a number of 

fronts. Research has shown that promise scholarships have many positive benefits for students. 

Promise scholarships are, however, a relatively new occurrence and thus, the research is limited 

in its scope. Research on promise scholarships tends to focus on two main outcomes, educational 

outcomes for students or area economic development outcomes. 

In terms of educational outcomes, promise scholarships have been shown to have a 

positive effect on standardized tests (Bartik, Eberts, & Huang 2010) and the number of earned 

credits (Barik & Lachowska 2013). Andrews, DesJardins, & Ranchhod’s (2010) have also found 

increased score-sending to baccalaureate-granting colleges in Michigan, especially the 

University of Michigan and Michigan State University, and that these effects were concentrated 

among test-takers from lower-income families. Bartik, Hershbein, and Lachowska (2015) find 

that the Kalamazoo Promise has significantly increased college enrollment, college credits 

attempted, and credential attainment. Promise scholarships have also been shown to have an 

effect on enrollment at higher education institutions with mixed results. For example, in the city 

of Pittsburgh where the Pittsburgh Promise has operated since 2006, the scholarship program 

was shown to have no effect on enrollment at the higher education level (Gonzalez et al. 2011). 

Additionally Gonzalez et al., (2014) find that there was no difference in college enrollment 

between students who met 3 out of 5 Promise eligibility requirements and those who did not. 
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When studying the Kalamazoo Promise program, Bartik, Hershbein, and Lachowska (2015) find 

that the Kalamazoo Promise program led to a 7 to 8 percentage point increase in college 

enrollment. 

The second most studied outcome affected by promise programs is economic 

development. Research to date has focused on district enrollment, housing prices, and to a lesser 

extent, perception of the school district where the promise program is located. Bartik, Eberts, & 

Huang (2010) and Hershbein (2013) find that the Kalamazoo Promise had a significant effect on 

district enrollment. They find that the declining enrollment in the Kalamazoo Public School 

District has reversed course following the introduction of the Kalamazoo Promise. Since its 

inception enrollment is up and the gains made were concentrated in grades eligible to receive the 

scholarship, i.e., greatest in the younger grades. This is presented as evidence that the scholarship 

has driven the enrollment change since younger students are eligible for a greater percentage of 

the scholarship (Bartik, Eberts & Huang 2010). Legower and Walsh (2014) analyzed twenty 

promise scholarship programs of various delivery methods (universal programs, merit programs) 

and found that universal programs had the largest gains in enrollment followed by merit-based 

programs that had flexible agreements with colleges and universities. 

In terms of housing prices, LeGower and Walsh (2014) find that promise programs have 

a positive effect on housing prices with housing prices experiencing a 6% to 12% increase, on 

average within three years of the promise announcement. While district enrollment increases 

suggest that promise scholarships have an effect on family decisions about school choice, 

increases in property values in the more expensive neighborhoods with higher-performing 

schools show mixed results. The wealthier a family is, the more valuable the promise scholarship 

becomes since children from wealthier families are less likely to receive need-based financial 
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aid. 

The creation and implementation of promise scholarships also comes at a time when two 

other important factors continue to affect the landscape of higher education. Changes in the 

diversity of the college going population as well as the cost of education have undergone 

considerable changes, especially in the past 10-15 years, and both are projected to continue to 

change well into the future. From 1997-2017, the cost of attending college has risen 

considerably. Published tuition and fees at community colleges have risen 56%, while rates at 

public 4-year colleges and private 4-year colleges have risen 115% and 71% respectively. The 

increased cost is coupled with the fact that government appropriations for higher education have 

been on the decline recently. For example, state appropriations to public colleges have declined 

over the past 15 years (Baum & Ma 2014). In 2013-14 public colleges and universities received 

an average of $7,161 per FTE student in state funding. This figure is 23% less than they received 

in 2007-08. Total state appropriations have also shown a decline of 16%, ($90.5 billion in 2013 

dollars) in 2007-08 to $76.2 billion in 2013-14. 

While costs continue to rise, there has also been an even more drastic shift in the 

diversity of average incoming first year college student. Between 1976 and 2005 there has been a 

noticeable decline among white men in first professional enrollments. For example, in 1976 

white men comprised 45% of enrollments compared to 25% of enrollments in 2005 (Clauss‐

Ehlers & Parham 2014). This shift in the diversity of college going students not only affects the 

higher education landscape from a sheer numbers perspective (increased numbers of first 

generation, minority students), but also from the perspective that first generation, minority 

students have very different needs than their peers. Over half of all students who enter higher 

education will fail to complete a bachelor’s degree within six years, marking a need now more 
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than ever for an adaptable educational landscape (Museus & Quaye 2009). While approximately 

33% of White students who being their college career at a four-year college will fail to earn a 

bachelor's degree within six years, that same figure is over 50% for African American and 

Latina/o students (Museus & Quaye 2009). 

Low-income, first-generation students encounter a number of challenges when it comes 

to being successful in college. These students tend to disproportionately come from ethnic and 

racial minority backgrounds, are less prepared academically than their peers, are less likely to 

receive financial support from parents, and are more likely to have multiple obligations outside 

college, like family and work. These factors hinder their ability to fully participate in college and 

the college experience (Engle & Tinto 2008). 

With diversity and college costs rising, it would certainly seem that promise scholarships 

would be well situated to aid first generation, minority students as they apply for college, pay for 

college, and hopefully succeed and graduate from college. However, due to the way some 

promise scholarships are structured and implemented, not all colleges experience the benefits of 

the promise scholarship in equal ways. Since some promise scholarships steer college going 

students towards public universities due to their eligibility requirements, some private colleges 

may find themselves in the precarious position of having to decide whether or not they grant 

scholarship funding to students who now have a “free” option. While this decision can affect the 

bottom line of a college in a seismic way, an institution must also be prepared to manage the 

unintended, often unforeseeable effects of this decision. Changes in the diversity of an 

institutions student body can affect the in class learning environment, the racial and diversity 

climate on campus, and even impact how employees perceive, communicate and interact with 

each other on a daily basis. 
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Organization of the Dissertation 

In Chapter Two, I review data and literature on regional population trends, the increased 

diversity of college going students, and the current revenue model for small, private colleges. I 

analyze how the convergence of these factors is changing how small, private colleges operates 

today and will need to change to better serve this changing demographic into the future. I also 

review the environment where this dissertation takes place and the details of which the regional 

promise scholarship partners with local colleges and universities. 

In Chapter Three, I focus on how three private college’s balance the effects of taking part 

in a local promise scholarship program called ACHIEVE. By interviewing high ranking 

members of each institution’s administration, I am able to understand how participating in the 

local promise scholarship affects each respective institution on a variety of fronts. First, how 

each institution decides what approach to take with regard to participating in the ACHIEVE 

scholarship program as well as what the consequences are from their level of participation. My 

analyses show that the level of dependency an institution has with the school district associated 

with the promise scholarship is the primary consideration.  For example, the more dependent an 

institution’s admissions funnel is on a promise scholarship eligible student, the more likely the 

institution is to supply scholarship funding, therefore, greatly increasing the institutional discount 

(negatively impacting an institution). I also find that full participation, i.e., scholarships that are 

fully funded by an institution with an unlimited number of recipients, can also lead unforeseen 

consequences. Specifically, issues surrounding the effects of the change in diversity on campus 

as well as the stigmatizing of both the student and the promise scholarship program as a whole. 

While Chapter Three relies on interviews with administrative employees from three 

private institutions, Chapter Four focuses on how the scholarship affects faculty, both inside and 
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outside the classroom. Through survey analysis and faculty interviews, faculty state that while 

they value and believe that diversity enriches the college learning environment, at the same time, 

they believe that this perspective is not shared by their institution at the institutional 

policy/practice level. Faculty also suggest that the effect that the local promise scholarship has 

had on diversity at their institution has not been as beneficial as it could be, and at times, has 

actually been detrimental. Faculty state that the benefits of having a diverse student body and 

learning environment have not taken root due to the fact that there is a lack of understanding 

about the program itself as well as a lack of training for faculty on diversity issues in addition to 

the lack of institutional commitment in the form of an institutional diversity plan. Results and 

analysis also show that the changes in the student body diversity has had a direct effect on how 

colleagues view each other, and manifests itself in the form in tokenism. 

In Chapter Five, I situate my analyses broadly within literature on promise scholarships, 

showing how this research makes contributions to research on diversity and its effects on private 

colleges and universities. 
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CHAPTER TWO: 

HOW POPULATION CHANGE, DIVERSITY, AND EVOLVING BUSINESS MODELS 

INTERSECT WITH PROMISE SCHOLRSHIPS 

Starting with the Kalamazoo Promise in 2005, promise scholarships have been on the rise 

in local communities across the United States. Promise scholarships such as the Kalamazoo 

Promise are “place based,” which typically means that there is a requirement to live in a specific 

city or town, attend and graduate from a specific school district or a combination of the two. 

Initially in the case of the Kalamazoo Promise, students were required to have been continuously 

enrolled in KPS since at least ninth grade, they were to have resided in the Kalamazoo Public 

School District and were to have graduated from Kalamazoo Public School District. In turn, the 

Kalamazoo Promise would award a private scholarship that would cover a student’s tuition and 

fees at any public institution in the state of Michigan dependent on being admitted to the 

Employment Research, there are currently 19 public and 42 private promise scholarships 

This rapid growth in “place based” scholarship funding has just recently begun to be 

examined. Much research to date revolves around how these programs impact students in terms 

of student learning outcomes, and communities in terms of economic impact, but there has been 

a void in examining how promise programs impact institutions of higher education. The primary 

goal of this study is to understand how promise scholarship programs are affecting colleges and 

universities, specifically small, not for profit private institutions. 

The goal of this chapter is to examine the current state of promise scholarships while also 

gaining a better understanding of the key factors affecting small, private colleges and 

institution (https://www.kalamazoopromise.com/). According to the W.E. Upjohn Institute for 

operating in the US today (http://www.upjohn.org/promise/database/). 
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Figure 2.1: US Population Distribution by Region: 1900-2000 

Region 
■ Northeast ■ South ■ West 

Year 

28.10 28.00 27.30 26.20 24.90 24.10 

13.00 15.60 17.10 19.10 21.20 22.50 

1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 

Popu lat ion Gain/ Loss 

Region 

Midwest -11.80 

Northeast -8 70 

South 330 

West 17.10 

universities, particularly those located in the Northeast. The current and projected changes in 

regional population along with changes in diversity, the rising cost of education nationally, and 

the current business model that most small, private colleges with small endowments operate 

under are critical factors that are affecting small, private colleges today. 

Regional Population Shifts 

The first important factor affecting colleges and universities, in particular, small private 

colleges and universities, is the population and demographic change that is taking place on a 

national scale. Figure 2.1 below shows the population change by region from 1900-2010 (U.S. 

Census Bureau 19).   

source: (https://www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/censr-4.pdf) 
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As figure 2.1 shows, in 1900, 62% of the U.S. population lived in either the Northeast or 

the Midwest but by the year 2000, a shift had taken place, resulting in the majority (58%) of the 

population residing in either the South or West. In particular, the population of the West grew 

faster than the population in each of the other three regions of the country in every decade of the 

20th century. More recently, the US Census estimates indicate that the Southern region of the US 

(16 states and the District of Columbia) has experienced a 16% increase from 2014 to 2015, 

which equates to about 1.4 million people. The Western region of the US (13 states), has seen 

population gains of just around 866,000 people and over the next 30 years is projected to grow 

nearly twice the national average.  In contrast, the Northeast and Midwestern regions showed a 

combined growth of just over 258,000 people over the same time frame and over the next 30 

years are projected to grow at one-half the U.S. average. 

(https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2015/cb15-215.html). In terms of the fastest 

growing cities in the US, The first eight states listed are found in the Western region. 

The Higher Education Landscape, by Region and Type 

The regional population shifts described above are all set against the backdrop of the 

existing locations of the nation’s colleges and universities. Figure 2.2 below details three key 

data points: the percent of all colleges and universities located in US as of 2016 by state (map), 

the percent of all colleges and universities by region, and the percent of private, not for profit 

colleges and universities by region. Data in the table below the map, detailing the percentage of 

all colleges and universities by region shows that the Northeast and Midwest regions together 

account for 43% of the colleges and universities in the US. The number rises to 54% however 

when looking at the last table presented that details percent of private, not for profit colleges and 

universities by region. While Northeast Region and the Midwest Region account for less than 
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Figure 2.2 - Density of Colleges and Universities (Al l & Pr ivate not for Profit) 
Region ■ South ■ West ■ Midwest ■ Northeast 

South 

34.8% 

South 

27.9% 

o/o of All Col leges and Universities by State 

o/o of Colleges and Universities by Region - All Colleges and Universities 

West 

20.3"" 

Midwest 

23.5% 

Northeast 

19.3% 

o/o of Colleges and Universities by Region - Private Not for Profit 

West 

16.0% 

Midwest 

26.0% 

Northeast 

27.5% 

Table 2.1 : Percent of Colleges and Unive rs it ies by Region and Type 

Control South West Midwest 

Public 29.6% 26.1% 27.3% 

Private nonprofit 21.2% 20.8% 29.2% 

Private for-profit 49.2% 53.1% 43.5% 

Grand Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

■ NA 

NA 
2.1% 

NA 

2.7% 

Northeast 

24.8% 

37.6% 

37.6% 

100.0% 

half of all existing colleges and universities, they account for well over half of all private, not for 

profit colleges and universities. 

source: (https://collegescorecard.ed.gov/data/) 

In terms of type of institution within regions, Table 2.1 details the makeup of each region 

in terms of Institution type (public, private for profit, private not for profit). Here we see that 

private, not for profit colleges and universities make up the largest percentage of institutions in 

source: (https://collegescorecard.ed.gov/data/) 
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Figure 2.3: Percent of College Enrollment per State: Private, Not for Profit Colleges 
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the Northeast Region (37.6%) and Midwest Region (29.2%) compared to the West Region (20.8) 

and the South Region (21.2%). 

While previous tables and figures show that private, not for profit institutions outnumber 

their public peers in terms of quantity, Figure 2.3 details the percentage of students enrolled in 

private colleges and universities by state. Overall, private, not for profit colleges enroll 3.4 

million full-time equivalent students, or 30% of all U.S. students attending four-year institutions. 

By looking at the map one can also see that the heaviest density of students enrolled at private 

colleges and universities can be found in the Northeast and the Midwest (darker areas). 

source: (https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=55 
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K-12 Enrollment and College Entering Enrollment Trends by Region 

When the population shifts detailed earlier begin to materialize, this causes there to be 

fewer high school graduates, which essentially equates to fewer potential customers and lower 

enrollments. Since the proportion of private not for profit colleges is highest in the areas of the 

US where there are fewer college-going students, private not for profit colleges are more 

exposed to having difficulty meeting enrollment targets and in turn meeting budgetary goals. 

Table 2.2 details the rise in public school enrollment (K-12) in the West and South 

regions of the US and the fall in the Midwest and Northeast regions. While the Northeast is only 

predicted to lose 2% between 2011-2023, the Midwest is projected to lose 6%. The South 

(+8.4%) and the West regions (+10.2%) mirror the regional population shifts discussed earlier. 

Table 2.2: Percent Change in Enrollment in Public and Secondary Schools by Region 

Region Percent Change 2006-2011 Percent Change 2011-2023 

Northeast -3.7% -2.0% 

Midwest -2.3% -6.0% 

South +3.6% +8.4% 

West +0.8% +10.2% 

source: (https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015073.pdf) 

Fewer students enrolled in the K-12 system results in fewer students graduating high 

school which leads to fewer potential incoming college students. Table 2.3 below shows the 

percentage change in high school graduates from 2009-10 to the 2023-24 projection. As one can 

see, much like the enrollment changes at the K-12 level, there will be fewer high school 

graduates coming out of the Northeast (-10.0%) and Midwest (-7.2%) while more coming from 

the South (+9.7%) and West (+5.1%) regions. 
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Table 2.3: Percent Change in Public High School Graduates by Region 

Region Percent Change 2009-10 to 2023-24 

Northeast -10.0% 

Midwest -7.2% 

South 9.7% 

West 5.1% 

source: (https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015073.pdf) 

Changes in Diversity 

While regional population shifts have been evolving across the US there has also been an 

increase in the US population’s diversity.  Over the past fifty years there has been a great shift as 

the US population has become more racially and ethnically diverse than in the past and is 

projected to be even more diverse in the upcoming 20-30 years. Shifts in diversity can be directly 

attributed to an increase in immigration. Almost 59 million immigrants have arrived in the U.S. 

in the past 50 years, with a majority of this increase due to arrivals from Latin America and Asia. 

In 1965, only 5% of the US population was foreign born, while today that number has risen to 

14%. Future population projections attribute much of the growth to new Asian and Hispanic 

immigration (Pew Research Center 2015). 

While the diversity of its populace continues to grow, so too does the diversity of the 

entering college cohort. According to the National Center for Education Statistics, white high 

school graduates accounted for 70.4% of all high school graduates in 1998-1999. That number is 

projected to have shrunk to 49.4% by the year 2023-24. During that time period Hispanic high 

school graduates are expected to rise from 10.9% to 28.5% while Asian high school graduates 

are expected to rise from 4.6% to 5.6%. 
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When looking at Fall enrollment for degree-granting postsecondary institutions, trends 

here mirror patterns found in the numbers of high school graduates. According to Table 2.4, 

White enrollment at degree-granting postsecondary institutions will fall 16% by 2023, while 

Blacks and Hispanics are projected to make the biggest gains at 5.1% and 8.7% respectively. 

Table 2.4: Percent Change in Fall Enrollment in Degree-Granting Postsecondary 

Institutions by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Percentage Distribution Change 1998-2023 

White -16.0% 

Black +5.1% 

Hispanic +8.7% 

Asian/Pacific Islander -.3% 

American Indian/Alaska Native -.2% 

Bi-Racial +2.5% 

source: (https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015073.pdf) 

The shifts in diversity of high school graduates and entering fall cohorts has a direct 

correlation with the rise in first-generation college students. For the purposes of this research, 

first-generation students are defined as students whose parents have not attended college and/or 

have not earned a college degree. According a study performed by the U.S. Department of 

Education (NELS: 88), first-generation college students are much more likely (56%) than their 

peers (23%) to attend a 2-year college rather than a 4-year college, and just under half (47%) 

enroll in college directly after college compared to 85% of their peers (Chen 2005). 

First-generation college students bring with them a myriad of challenges that institutions 

of higher education must be prepared to support and treat.  An estimated 50% of the college 

population is comprised of people whose parents never attended college according to a 2010 

study by the Department of Education. The National Center for Education Statistics indicates 

that 34% of all entering freshmen are first-generation college students 

(https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015167.pdf). 
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First generation students face numerous challenges when it comes to both access and 

success in the postsecondary education environment. Only 11% of students who start their 

postsecondary career at community colleges are able to matriculate through and graduate with 

bachelor’s degrees. Research shows that 89% of low-income first-generation students drop out 

of college within six years without having earned a college degree. In particular, over 25% drop 

out after their first year (Fitzgerald and Delaney 2002). 

The Financial Problem - Not for Profit Private Colleges and Universities 

In order to understand why population loss is such a viable and immediate threat to 

public and private colleges and universities, but particularly a threat to small private institutions, 

one must first understand the sources of revenue and how that has changed over the years. 

Private college and university budgets traditionally depend on three main sources of revenue 

(tuition, donations/charitable giving, and endowment income), while public institutions use these 

three plus state appropriations (Ehrenberg 2006; Weisbrod & Asch 2010).  For small private 

colleges with little to no endowment and small levels of charitable giving, tuition revenue 

becomes an uneven slice of an institution’s revenue pie. 

Table 2.5 details the revenue categories for the three small private institutions involved in 

this research study. 

Table 2.5: Private, not for profit colleges and universities revenue sources – 2015/16 

All Not for Profit, 

Revenue Source Mountain View Valley Central Coastal Private 

Government Grants/Contracts 2% 2% 5% 13% 

Investment 0% 2% 0% 11% 

Tuition and Fees 94% 81% 90% 35% 

Other 4% 15% 6% 41% 

Source: https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/use-the-data 
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First, while private colleges and universities are typically less dependent on state 

appropriations than their public peers, since the late 1970s state funding to higher education has 

declined whether public or private. Over the past ten years, state appropriations to higher 

education have fallen 8.2%. In the table above you can see that the three institutions in this study 

have a very small dependency on government grants and appropriations (2-5%). 

Second, while some private Ivy League institutions can draw as much as up to 40% of 

their operating revenue from endowment revenue, endowment revenue makes up a very small 

percentage of the operating revenue at most small private colleges (Bianco & Rupani, 2007; 

Blumenstyk, 2009; Ehrenberg, 2006).  Only 3% to 4% of American colleges and universities 

have endowments in excess of $500 million while 85% of two- and four-year schools reporting 

data have endowments of $100 million or less (Weisbrod & Asch, 2010). 

The third and most important revenue stream for not for profit colleges, especially those 

that are small in size with small endowments, is tuition and fees revenue. According to the table 

above, in 2015-16 tuition and fees accounted for 35% of all revenue for private, not for profit 

colleges and universities compared to 24% in 1999-2000. Tuition and fees are an even more 

important revenue stream for the three colleges included in this research study. According to 

IPEDS, Mountain View College depends on 94% of its revenue from tuition and fees, with 

Coastal College and Valley Central College having 90% and 81% respectively. This results in all 

three institutions being ultra-sensitive to any market changes that may affect meeting enrollment 

goals each year. 

Small, private colleges and universities located in the Northeast are faced with a number 

of difficult conditions. On one hand, populations are shifting away from the Northeast which is 

resulting in a loss of potential students. This population shift is coupled with the fact that the 
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Northeast region has a large percentage of small private colleges, resulting in a high level of 

competition for fewer students. While there are fewer students available to potentially recruit and 

enroll, the type of student is also changing. Entering college cohorts are becoming more diverse 

than ever, with first-generation students making up a larger percentage of the college going 

population every year. This change is resulting in students needing more supports from their 

respective institutions to matriculate and succeed than ever before. 

The next section details various environmental aspects of where and how the ACHIEVE 

Promise Scholarship operates. First, I describe the city of Lake City as well as the Lake City 

School District on a number of demographic factors such as race, size, and poverty rates. 

Second, I detail how the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship operates differently for private colleges 

and universities compared to their public peers. Last, I describe the local marketplace in terms of 

the three site locations used in this dissertation along with their peers. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Lake City Characteristics and Demographics 

Lake City is a city located in the Northeast with a population between 250,000-275,000. 

According to 2016 US Census Bureau data, Lake City’s population is 47% White, 37% 

Black/African American, and 16% other. 11% identify as Hispanic or Latino. In 2015 Lake City 

was found to have one of the highest poverty rates out of the nation's 599 largest cities, with the 

typical Lake City household earning $32,509 a year. With just over 30% of its population below 

the poverty line, it ranked within the top 25 nationally. In particular, 44% of people under the age 

of 18 were below the poverty line. In comparison, the median annual household income across 

the state in which Lake City is located is $60,850, and about 15.4% of state residents live in 

poverty. Lake City’s 7.1% unemployment rate is the highest of any city in the state and well 
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above the 5.3% statewide rate (http://247wallst.com/special-report/2017/06/16/50-worst-cities-

to-live-in/). 

Lake City School District Characteristics and Demographics 

The Lake City Central School district is an urban school system that serves 30,000+ 

students. As of 2016-17, 48% of students are Black/African American, 20% are White, 19% are 

Hispanic, 9% are Asian, 3% are multi-racial, and 1% are Native American. 89% of students 

qualify for free or reduced lunch. In terms of instructional staff, 86% are White, 9% are 

Black/African American, 4% are Hispanic, and 1% are other. Graduation rates in the district 

were 47% the year before the ACHIEVE scholarship program was implemented and increased to 

53% in 2013, the first year graduates were eligible for the program. The district had a 64% 

graduation rate in 2016. 

Table 2.6: Lake City School Student Demographics 

Demographic Characteristics. Student 

Total Headcount 33,834 

% Black/African American 48% 

% Hispanic 19% 

% White 20% 

% Other 13% 

% Economically Disadvantaged 82% 

Source: https://data.nysed.gov/enrollment.php?year=2016&instid=800000052968 

The ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship 

Understanding the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship in terms of how the money is 

awarded for public institutions is relatively straightforward. Lake City school district graduates 

who are accepted to colleges and universities in the state public system can receive tuition 

scholarships. The amount of these scholarships is determined by how long the student has been 

continuously enrolled at a Lake City public or charter school and the tuition balance that remains 
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after state, federal and institutional aid are subtracted. Family income is not a factor in 

determining the amount of ACHIEVE scholarships. Students are required to apply for both 

federal and state aid, and after both of those funding sources are secured, promise scholarships 

fund the remaining balance, typically referred to as the “last dollar in.” When private institutions 

become a promise scholarship partner, many assume that the promise scholarship is operating 

much like it does with public institutions, but this is not the case. When a private institution 

agrees to be an ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship partner, they are, in essence, agreeing to provide 

scholarship funding to pay the balance of a student’s account. The ACHIEVE scholarship 

program is set up in this way in order to maximize scholarship opportunities for students since 

the cost of attending a private institution is often much higher than the cost of attendance at 

public universities. For instance, the average annual in-state four year, not for profit private 

college tuition in the state where Lake City is located was $25,596 for the 2016-2017 academic 

year while the average annual in-state four year, public college tuition was $6,570 

(https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/). 

In these scenarios, private institutions are taking the place of the promise scholarship and 

act as the “last dollar in.” Table 2.7, below, is a fictitious example of the situation private 

institutions are faced with in relation to how promise scholarships fund education costs at public 

institutions compared to private institutions. In this scenario, private institutions are faced with 

the decision of whether to cover the balance owed by the student in place of the promise 

scholarship program or allow the student to find a way on his or her own to cover the balance. 
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Table 2.7: ACHIEVE Scholarship funding, Private versus Public. 

Jane Doe, Prospective Student 

COST Public Institution Private Institution 

Tuition $7,000 $25,000 

AID 

Federal grant $4,000 $4,000 

State grant $1,000 $1,000 

Institutional gift 

(e.g., gift aid awarded by the institution - grants/scholarships) $0 $12,000 

Preliminary balance owed by student $2,000 $8,000 

Promise scholarship contribution $2,000 $0 

Balance owed by student, paid by institution $0 $8,000 

Levels of Participation 

There are three distinct categories of participation and engagement that a private 

institution can choose to take part in with a promise scholarship. First, a private institution can 

choose to fully participate in the promise scholarship program. Full participation here is defined 

as the private institution funding the promise scholarship with dollars from the institutional 

scholarship fund, acting as if they were, in effect, the promise scholarship program itself. In the 

previous scenario, the private institution would be offering $12,000 in institutional gift aid 

(standard) while also having to cover the $8,000 balance for a total of $20,000 in institutional 

scholarship money. 

The second category of participation is to cap or limit the amount of scholarship dollars 

dedicated to the promise scholarship program. An institution can agree to fund a certain number 

of scholarships, and when that level is reached, the institution stops awarding promise 

scholarship money. In the above scenario, a private institution could choose to fund the balance 

as one of a number of allotted scholarships they have budgeted for toward the promise 
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scholarship. If the institution has already reached their pre-determined cap, the student would be 

responsible for paying the $8,000 balance. 

The third category of participation is for a private institution to decline to take part in the 

promise scholarship program. The student in the previous scenario would have no opportunity to 

access promise scholarship money and therefore would be responsible for paying the $8,000 

balance. All three categories are accompanied with varying pros and cons that must be taken into 

account when a private institution decides on their level of commitment. While full participation 

may aid in achieving enrollment goals (student headcount) the institution must then account for 

lost revenue dollars in the form of increased institutional scholarships (i.e., loss of “new” 

external dollars). Partial participation allows institutions to have cost certainty with regard to 

their scholarship budget, but doing so may run contrary to the mission of the institution or may 

cause students to choose free public options which results in the loss of any new external dollars 

(federal and state grant aid). Not participating allows for a narrative to be developed that the 

institution is not a committed member of the community and is not a dedicated partner, therefore 

hurting the institution’s image and brand in the business and philanthropic community. 

When taken all together, small private colleges that are highly dependent on revenue 

from tuition and fees are put in a very difficult financial position. For instance, Mountain View 

College derives 94% of its revenue from tuition and fees while 1/4 to 1/3 of its entering class is 

eligible for the ACHIEVE scholarship. This means that the largest revenue producing cohort at 

the college can potentially attend a public college or university for free, thus, resulting in a major 

loss of tuition and fee revenue. Institutions like Mountain View College often times use 

institutional scholarships to fully fund ACHIEVE eligible students, since they do not want to 

potentially turn away outside scholarship and grant aid that incoming students oftentimes bring 

26 



 
 

 

  

  

 

 

   

   

    

   

 

   

   

 

 

 

 

    

     

     

     

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

     

     

in with them. In an effort to make up for this loss of revenue, institutions will attempt to make up 

the loss of revenue in quantity. This approach comes with consequences however. Chapter Two 

and Chapter Three outline unforeseen and unplanned for consequences of these decisions that 

have far reaching and important consequences outside the margins of an institutions finances. 

Local Lake City Higher Education Market 

Data collected in this dissertation focus on three institutions that are comparable in size 

and type (small and private). All three are located in or in close proximity to Lake City. In terms 

of other local competition, per IPEDS, there are an additional five other private institutions, two 

community colleges and two public colleges all located within a 25 mile drive of Lake City. 

Table 2.8 below details the local marketplace for colleges and institutions that are served by the 

ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship. As one can see, there is a large amount of competition for 

students in a small area, coupled with the fact that the state in which Lake City is located is 

among those that have lost population and high school graduates (6.0% loss) and are projected to 

lose into the distant future. 

Table 2.8: Higher Education Marketplace where ACHIEVE Scholarship Operates 

Institution Cost of Attendance Distance Enrollment 

Mountain View College (included in dissertation) $25,000-$30,000 4.6 miles 2,000-3,000 

Valley Central College (included in dissertation) $20,000-$25,000 6.8 miles <1,000 

Coastal College (included in dissertation) $25,000-$30,000 7.2 miles 2,000-3,000 

Private Institution #1 $25,000-$30,000 1.0 miles 2,000-3,000 

Private Institution #2 $35,000-$40,000 2.6 miles 3,000-4,000 

Private Institution #3 <$20,000 4.0 miles 1,000-2,000 

Private Institution #4 $20,000-$25,000 10.8 miles <1,000 

Private Institution #5 $30,000-$35,000 19.1 miles 4,000-5,000 

Community College #1 $5,000-$10,000 .5 miles 10,000-15,000 

Community College #2 <$5,000 18.3 miles 4,000-5,000 

Public Institution #1 $5,000-$10,000 2.4 miles 5,000-10,000 

Public Institution #2 $5,000-$10,000 9.4 miles 30,000+ 

Source: https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/use-the-data 

27 



 
 

 

 

  

Given the population shifts and changing student demographics of incoming college 

students, small, private colleges and universities are working harder than ever to meet their 

enrollment goals, and in turn, balance their budgets. The next chapter of this dissertation 

analyzes the impact of the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship from the perspective of 

administrators at three small, private colleges. 

28 



 
 

 

 

  

    

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

  

  

  

CHAPTER THREE: 

HOW PRIVATE COLLEGES COMPETE WITH FREE PUBLIC EDUCATION 

The cost of attending college is more expensive than ever and areas with high poverty 

levels show decreasing high school and college graduation rates over the last 30 years. Among 

the most significant factors in whether a student will complete high school and attend college is 

an individual’s family income (Levine and Levine 2012). As a way to increase college 

enrollment rates as well as college completion rates, promise scholarships have arisen in many 

areas of the country. Promise scholarships are a relatively new initiative to help address not only 

financial issues but also personnel and support issues, community outreach issues, and many 

more in an effort to increase postsecondary attendance and graduation. As noted by scholars, 

“there is widespread recognition that programs to expand educational opportunities also need to 

address other capital deficits of disadvantaged families, including the information gap about the 

college application process and the social and cultural supports necessary to increase educational 

ambitions and persistence” (Pharris-Ciurej, Herting, & Hirschman 2012:922). Beginning with 

Kalamazoo, Michigan, many promise scholarships have been initiated in cities such as Syracuse, 

Philadelphia, Buffalo, and Cincinnati, among others as a way to reinvigorate the economy and 

aid underrepresented/underserved populations. 

Benefits of promise scholarships for students are well documented in terms of increased 

college enrollment rates, increased college graduation rates, decreased levels of debt, among 

other benefits (Bartik & Lachowska 2015; Jones, Miron, & Young 2012). One important aspect 

of promise scholarships is that the scholarship typically can be used exclusively at public 

institutions in the state in which the school district/scholarship fund is located. For instance, the 

Kalamazoo Promise provides scholarship money that allows students to attend state institutions 
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in Michigan for free. Therefore, state colleges do not lose potential revenue by having to 

contribute additional scholarship dollars toward the scholarship efforts. In fact, they benefit from 

the promise scholarship because students can use the scholarship money to attend their 

institution, free of charge, at least in terms of tuition costs. Private institutions do not have access 

to this scholarship money and, therefore, are at a great disadvantage when it comes to attracting 

new students to their institutions. 

In this chapter I explore how private colleges balance the effects of taking part in a local 

promise scholarship program, ACHIEVE, and how participating in this collective effort affects 

each respective institution. Specifically, I ask: How do private institutions decide what approach 

to take with regard to participating in the ACHIEVE scholarship program? What factors do they 

consider? What are the consequences from their level of participation? 

In the next section, I review literature on promise scholarships and the impact they have on 

both students as well as institutions, public and private. After describing my data and methods, I 

present my findings. My analyses show that institutions take one of three approaches to the 

scholarship program: full participation (scholarships that are fully funded by an institution, with 

an unlimited number of recipients), partial participation (scholarships that are fully funded by an 

institution but the number of recipients are limited or capped), or no participation at all. These 

decisions are made while considering factors such as budget impact, the potential changes in 

diversity in and out of the classroom, and the outward facing public relations strategy. 

Private colleges manage their relationship with the promise scholarship at varying levels and 

to varying effects. Institutions that focus on using the scholarship as a “student identifier” run the 

risk of stigmatizing both the student and the promise scholarship program as a whole. Qualitative 

analysis of interview data also show that the institutions that have been traditionally dependent 
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on large numbers of students who qualify for the promise scholarship, view participation in the 

promise scholarship program as a necessary evil. In other words, they cannot take part in the 

scholarship program since, in essence, they cannot compete with the free option that is provided 

to students through the scholarship. Another finding suggests while the promise scholarship has 

increased access to a college education at these private institutions, diversity challenges at them 

remain. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Value of a College Degree 

An individual’s education is widely accepted as the surest path for advancement in 

American society today, regardless of an individual’s family background. A college degree, in 

particular, is seen as the great equalizer in reducing inequality and helping to minimize the gaps 

between the rich and the poor (McMurrer & Sawhill, 1998; Sawhill & Morton 2007). 

Completion of a college education is among the most important determinants of labor market 

success, and students often aim to attain high levels of education in pursuit of social mobility. 

Economically speaking, college graduates possess a number of different advantages when 

compared to their peers who have attained only a high school degree. Recent data show that 

college graduates are more likely to be employed, with only two-thirds of high school-only 

graduates ages 25 through 64 being employed in 2015, down sharply from 73% in 2007. For 

college graduates in the same age group, employment remained relatively flat, falling from 84% 

to 83% (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2017). College graduates have a large advantage in terms of 

earnings when compared to high school-only graduates. The Economic Policy Institute finds that 

in 2013, for example, Americans with four year college degrees made 98% more per hour than 

individuals without a college degree. This gap has widened considerably from the 1980s when 
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college graduates made 64% more than their non-college degree peers. In terms of weekly 

income, high school graduates without college degrees earned an average of $714 per week in 

2017 whereas individuals with bachelor’s degrees earned nearly double at $1,278 per week 

(Bureau of Labor Statistics 2017). Individuals with college degrees also have advantages in term 

of retirement savings. College graduates are more likely than high school-only graduates to 

contribute to a 401(k)-style retirement plan. College graduates contributed 26% more even when 

controlling for income and access to such plans (Kim, Tamborini, & Sakamoto 2015). Education, 

specifically a college education, has also been shown to lead to added psychosocial benefits to a 

student’s development (Pascarella & Terenzini 2005). College students receive the greatest 

benefit with regard to the psychosocial student development benefits during their first year of 

enrollment (Pascarella & Terenzini 2005). 

Continued Access & Success Disparities 

While the benefits of a college education are well documented, research shows that there 

is inequity in terms of access and completion rates, even among students with similar test scores 

and class ranks from identical schools. Substantial disparities exist among students from 

historically disadvantaged groups that include students of color and students from lower 

socioeconomic backgrounds (Hurtado, Inkelas, Briggs, & Rhee 1997; Kimura-Walsh, 

Yamamura, Griffin, & Allen 2008; Lee, Almonte, & Youn 2012; O’Connor, Hammack, & Scott 

2010; Hossler, Schmit, & Vesper 1999; Levine & Nidiffer 1996; Walpole 2007.) College 

students who are low-income, first-generation, or from underrepresented racial or ethnic 

backgrounds receive lower grades, take longer to graduate, and drop out at higher rates than their 

high-income, continuing-generation, and White and Asian peers (Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, 

& Terenzini, 2004; Sirin, 2005). These students face an additional set of challenges on their path 
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to academic success: they tend to enter college with fewer of the academic skills and financial 

resources that allow them to succeed (Pascarella et al., 2004; Warburton, Bugarin, & Nuñez, 

2001; Walpole, 2003). They are also more likely to confront prejudice or negative stereotypes 

(Croizet & Claire 1998; Steele & Aronson 1995). These obstacles may contribute to 

underperformance of students from disadvantaged backgrounds (Stephens, Markus, & Fryberg, 

2012; Steele & Carr, 2010). 

Findings show that students from high-SES families are more likely than those from low-

SES families to attend and graduate from 4-year colleges (Haveman & Smeeding, 2006). In 

terms of success, research consistently shows that an individual’s socioeconomic status is the 

most significant factor in shaping a student’s educational path (Hossler et al., 1999; McMurrer & 

Sawhill, 1998; Terenzini, Cabrera, & Bernal, 2001), even when controlling for race, gender, 

academic preparation, and high school characteristics (Terenzini et al., 2001). 

Students from low socio-economic status families attend and complete college at much 

lower rates than their peers who come from high socio-economic status families. Students from 

high socio-economic families attend college at a rate of 30% higher than their lower socio-

economic status peers (Walpole, 2007), and are more likely to attend more selective colleges and 

universities than their low socio-economic status peers (Hossler et al., 1999). Additionally, 

because students from families of low socio-economic status are less likely than those from 

families of high socio-economic status to attend and complete postsecondary school, parents’ 

economic positions simply pass to their children. Walpole (2007) reports that low socio-

economic status students possess different cultural capital, experiences, and exposures than mid-

or high- socio-economic status students, and that attending college does not necessarily indicate 

that a student has risen economically or socially to a level similar to that of his or her peers. 
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Consequently, although many low socio-economic status students are upwardly mobile 

compared to their parents, students from higher socio-economic status backgrounds continue to 

have advantages. 

Cost of a College Education 

When students are able to gain admission to a college or university, financial hardship 

and the ever rising cost of higher education remain major obstacles for many students that come 

from low-income families (Deming & Dynarski, 2010; Hossler et al., 1999; McMurrer & 

Sawhill, 1998; Terenzini, et al., 2001). According to the College Board, between the years of 

1997-2017, community college published tuition and fees have risen 56%, public 4-year colleges 

have risen 115%, and private 4-year colleges have risen 71%. While the published tuition and 

fees have gone up, the cost of attending college has been increasing at an even higher rate (net 

price), resulting in students paying more to attend college. For example, in 2017-18, the 

estimated average net cost of attendance (tuition and fees) paid by full-time in-state students at 

public four-year institutions was $4,140 which is $1,070 (in 2017 dollars) higher than the net 

cost of attendance a decade earlier. On average, the $1,570 (in 2017 dollars) increase in grant aid 

and federal tax credits and deductions covered 80% of the $1,960 increase in published tuition 

and fees between 2007-08 and 2012-13 but the $50 increase in aid between 2012-13 and 2017-18 

covered only 7% of the $730 price increase. 

Rise of Promise Scholarships – Public and Private 

In order to combat the high costs of attending a college, a number of policies and 

programs designed to increase educational access and completion have been implemented at both 

the national and state levels. The proportion of federal grant aid from 1996-2016 has risen from 

29% to only 32% while the proportion of state grant aid has declined from 12% to 8%. To fill the 
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gap, students typically turn to loans.  Recently, student loans have been on the rise accounting 

for $46.5 million dollars in aid in 1996 compared to $106.5 million dollars in 2016. 

At the state level, beginning in the early 1990s, 17 states introduced promise scholarship-

type programs. These broad-based merit aid programs were launched with hopes of increasing 

college access and degree completion. Awards ranged from $1,000 to full-tuition and were 

funded through lottery revenues. Most statewide programs are merit-based and very few, such as 

Indiana, Oklahoma, and Washington, target low-income families. Most state promise programs 

have established academic requirements (i.e., minimum grade point averages) while some also 

include requirements such as attendance (days absent) or community service. In 2017 New York 

signed into law the Excelsior Scholarship program, aimed at students whose families make 

$125,000 per year or less which qualifies a student to attend college tuition-free at all CUNY and 

SUNY two- and four-year colleges in New York. The program does have New York state 

residency requirements, attendance only at a SUNY or CUNY two- or four-year degree program, 

a minimum of 30 credits per calendar year, and plans to live and work in New York following 

graduation for the length of time they participate in the scholarship program 

(https://www.ny.gov/programs/tuition-free-degree-program-excelsior-scholarship). 

Another form of scholarship aid, community based, local promise scholarships came into 

prominence in the late 2000s, with the introduction of the Kalamazoo Promise Scholarship 

Program (KPSP). Some economists believe that any region is only as strong as its urban core and 

with that thought in mind the KPSP was designed to be the first phase of the city's economic 

development plan, providing financial assistance to Kalamazoo residents who attend and 

graduate from a Kalamazoo public high school (Miller-Adams, 2009). An Upjohn Institute 

survey of the websites of 25 promise programs shows that nearly 75% (18) were constructed 

35 

https://www.ny.gov/programs/tuition-free-degree-program-excelsior-scholarship


 
 

 

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

  

   

 

 

 

  

 

  

      

  

  

 

with community-level goals of promoting economic development, regional vitality, and/or the 

creation of an educated workforce (Miller-Adams 2011). The long-term goals of such 

scholarships typically revolve around attracting and building an educated workforce. With this in 

mind, the shorter term goals necessitate increased focus and attention on education, at both the 

K-12 and college levels.  Eliminating financial barriers and developing and promoting a culture 

that supports and promotes college attendance is seen as a vital cog in the revitalization process. 

Program designs varied in response to and recognition of funding availability, which funding for 

such programs often comes from private donations and endowments, mostly from within the 

local community. In almost all community-based promise scholarship programs the primary 

eligibility criterion was place-based. 

While the goals and outcomes of local promise scholarships are well intended, there have 

been virtually no studies done to assess how the scholarship affects the higher education 

landscape in which they operate. By offering free scholarship aid to students to attend public 

colleges and universities and not private colleges and universities, the presence and availability 

of the scholarship is bound to affect how public and private institutions operate and adjust. Since 

enrollments can be affected by the availability of free scholarship dollars, institutions must be 

prepared to adjust to financial ramifications (for publics, a potential increase in revenue, for 

privates, a potential decrease in revenue). They must also be able to adjust other non-financial 

impacts such as capacity issues, changes to the class room environment and campus 

environment, and changes to faculty/staff – student engagement. 

While financial issues/ramifications are somewhat predictable in some form, others are 

not. While students gain the added benefit of receiving scholarship aid under the guise of a 

promise scholarship, doing so may allow for groups to label recipients with a stigma, often 
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unbeknownst to the recipient. Goffman (1959, 1963) focuses on forms of identity and behavior 

and the pressures on individuals to conform to these societal conventions. In Stigma, Goffman 

focuses on people who are marginalized or stigmatized in some way.  This leads to 

stigmatization, which according to Goffman (1963) establishes a negative connotation, allowing 

the individual to be viewed as different from everyone else in a lesser manner. By taking part in 

a promise scholarship program students are potentially (and unknowingly) allowing themselves 

to be stigmatized. 

While the Pell grant program and other federal and state scholarships are funded and 

awarded by the government without attention and fanfare, promise scholarships have the 

potential to gain attention, since success and continued funding is only possible with positive 

press and attention. How colleges and universities manage the public relations aspect and 

assessment of the program can affect how well the program is accepted on a college campus, and 

therefore how its participants are viewed and treated. 

DATA AND METHODS 

How do small private colleges decide whether to participate in a promise scholarship 

program? Since the focus of this chapter examines both the decision making in terms of 

participation as well as consequences of how the promise scholarship affects private institutions, 

I chose to focus on three private institutions located in Lake City, a Northeastern, urban/suburban 

setting where a promise scholarship exists. Two private colleges, Mountain View College and 

Valley Central College are located within an urban area (city population above 250,000+) while 

the third, Coastal College is located in a first ring suburb of Lake City (2 miles from urban 

boundary). 
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I interviewed 9 respondents from across the three schools; 3 were from Mountain View 

College, 3 were from Valley Central College, and 3 were from Coastal College. Since taking part 

in a promise scholarship program can affect an institution in a variety of areas at an institution, 

multiple representatives from each school were interviewed with no individual department being 

represented more than once. For example, there would be no value added to interview two 

employees from the Business/Finance division since their perspective toward the promise 

scholarship program and the issues they deal with would most likely be very similar. I also 

sought respondents who are or were involved in the decision-making and implementation of the 

promise scholarship program from the beginning. 

Identifying individuals as well as having them agree to take part in the research study was 

not initially easy. While private institutions are typically cordial with each other in public, in the 

end, they are competitors in business. Therefore, sharing insights and information on a major 

strategic initiative that has wide reaching consequences is viewed as sensitive. Additionally, if 

the interviewee’s opinion is contrary to the public stance of his or her institution’s position, it 

could be viewed as sensitive information (Jerolmack & Murphy 2017). 

Nine people were interviewed for this analysis which can tend to make it confusing as to 

what person/position is linked to what institution. In an attempt to limit this confusion, I have 

given all interviewees names that start with the same letter that their institution begins with. For 

example, Mountain View College has interviewees named Mike, Michelle, and Mary, Valley 

Central has employees named Victor, Veronica, and Valerie, and Coastal College has employees 

named Carrie, Chris, and Cameron. I also list the abbreviation for the institution and the division 

where the interviewee is located at their institution each time the interviewee is referred to. 
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I made a decision to use pseudonyms for all organizations, places, and individual 

participants. This was done despite the fact that there is a belief that not using masking allows for 

data to be replicated, generalized to other settings, and allow for data triangulation (Jerolmack 

and Murphy 2017). Subjects were told that confidentiality could not be guaranteed given the size 

of some institutions, and the availability of search engines and access to data that may allow a 

person to “figure out” which institution is which since there are only so many institutions that 

match the presented criteria (Shlovski & Vertesi 2013, Reich 2015). When one “masks” or 

withholds identities or characteristics of key players it can inadvertently not allow for others in 

the field to replicate or substantiate the findings that are presented. In this research masking has 

been done only to conceal the names of the individual and their institutions. In terms of the 

institutions, their size, setting/location, academic standing, and students socioeconomic status 

have all been reported accurately. In terms of the individuals being interviewed, only their names 

have been masked. Their positions, duties, responsibilities, and the area in which they work and 

their level within the organization are all reported with no masking. Characteristics of the 

institutions and individuals can be reviewed in Table 3.3. 

In order to properly identify individuals who met the criteria for this study, I used 

snowball sampling, a subcategory of purposive sampling, to identify potential participants who 

met the selection criteria for inclusion in the study (Trochim 2006). A sampling procedure may 

be defined as snowball sampling when informants are accessed by the research through contact 

information that is provided by other informants (Noy 2008). I interviewed three administrators 

at each of the three institutions for a total of nine interviews. Each interviewee was a member of 

upper administration at their institution and was involved with the decision making process 

and/or programming about ACHIEVE recipients from the beginning. 
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At two institutions, I was able to identify one individual who agreed to take part. After 

securing participation from the first interviewee, I was able to ask them to help identify 

additional individuals who met the selection criteria for inclusion in the study. It was required 

that all interviewees be employed at his/her institution before the ACHIEVE promise scholarship 

was implemented and all interviewees must have been involved in the decision making process 

on whether their institution participated with the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship. This 

eliminated faculty members and most staff since the decision to participate in the promise 

scholarship at all three institutions were made at the cabinet level (staff only). All interviews 

took place at a day, time, and place of the interviewee’s choosing. Interviewees were told that if 

they wanted to add anything that we had missed or did not cover in the interview after the fact 

that they could email the interviewer at their discretion. None of the interviewees took advantage 

of this offer. Interviews were loosely scripted, allowing me to move back and forth throughout 

the script, depending on the interviewee’s answers and the direction that the conversation was 

moving. All interviews took place at a site of the interviewees choosing (all chose their place of 

employment) and lasted 1-2 hours. 

The first set of questions centered on the interviewee’s employment status and history at 

the institution. Interviewees were asked how long they had been employed at their current 

institution, in what capacity, what position, and what their duties and responsibilities have been 

throughout their tenure. Next, I asked them to describe their relationship to the ACHIEVE 

scholarship program and their institution’s relationship to the program from their perspective. 

The interviewees were then asked to describe why their institution participates at the current 

level and what went into making those decisions. The last set of questions centered on the topic 

of impact. I asked interviewees to describe how ACHIEVE had impacted their institution 
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academically, financially, in terms of diversity, as well as faculty/staff student engagement. The 

last question posed to interviewees asked about how ACHIEVE was perceived by their 

institution. Table 3.3 below describes the sites and characteristics of the interviewees. 

Interviewees from Mountain View College all have been employed at the school for more 

than 10 years each. Mike and Michelle are both members of the President’s cabinet while Mary 

has been involved with ACHIEVE students since the program’s inception at Mountain View 

College. Both Mike and Mary regularly interact with employees from the ACHIEVE program 

and have worked on various other area committee work with ACHIEVE outside of Mountain 

View College. Interviewees from Valley Central have all been employed at the school for more 

than 5 years with each having been employed at the school since its partnership with ACHIEVE 

began. Victor and Veronica regularly interact with employees from the ACHIEVE program and 

have worked on various other area committee work with ACHIEVE outside of Valley Central 

College as well as grant partnerships. Interviewees from Coastal College have had much less 

interaction with ACHIEVE program, due to the nature of the relationship between Coast College 

and the ACHIEVE program. Carrie, Chris and Cameron have all been employed at Coastal 

College for over 5 years and each has been involved in committee work that has been linked to 

the ACHIEVE program. Cameron has had the most interaction among the three, working on 

standing committees with the ACHIEVE program for the past three years. 

Table 3.3 below presents data on all three schools and the interviewees. All three schools 

are private/not for profit and have what could be considered a small student population (less than 

3,000 students). In terms of the type of student each enrolls, Mountain View College and Valley 

Central College admit a high percentage of Pell students and both have no cap in terms of 

enrolling and funding ACHIEVE students. Coastal College, on the other hand, admits a smaller 
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percentage of Pell grant recipients and limits its ACHIEVE enrollments to less than 10 total at 

the college at any one time. 

Table 3.3: Site and Interviewee Description 

Descriptor 
“Mountain View College” “Valley Central College” “Coastal College” 

Location Urban Urban Suburban 

Cost $25,000-$30,000 $20,000-$25,000 $25,000-$30,000 

Student Population 2,000-3,000 <1,000 2,000-3,000 

Baccalaureate/Associate's 
Master's Colleges & Master's Colleges & 

Colleges: 
Carnegie Classification Universities: Universities: 

Mixed 
Larger Programs Larger Programs 

Baccalaureate/Associate's 

% Freshmen receiving 
60%-70% 70%-80% 40%-50% 

Pell 

6-year Graduation Rate 40%-50% 30%-40% 50%-60% 

Promise Freshmen: 
139 52 11 

2014 

Promise Freshmen: 
106 49 12 

2015 

Promise Freshmen: 
85 36 11 

2016 

Interview: #1 
Cabinet Level, Planning and 

Budgeting – “Mike” 
Cabinet Level, Admissions 

– “Victor” 
Cabinet Level, 

Admissions – “Carrie” 

Interview: #2 
Cabinet Level, Academic 

Affairs – “Michelle” 
Cabinet Level, Academic 

Affairs “Valerie” 
Cabinet Level, Student 

Affairs – “Chris” 
Director Level, Student 

Director Level, Academic Director Level, Academic 
Interview: #3 Affairs/Academic 

Affairs – “Mary” Affairs – “Veronica” 
Affairs – “Cameron” 

Coding of data follows the four-step constant comparative method as described by Boeije 

(2002). First, each interview was coded to understand how it contributed to my understanding of 

the research questions stated earlier. After I coded each interview, I wrote an extended memo 

that focused on how the data that were recorded and coded could contribute to my understanding 

of the research questions. Next I compared and contrasted data collected from each interviewee 

with the school in which they identify (Mountain View College, Valley Central College, and 
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Coastal College) as well as within the functional area (Finance, Admissions, Academic Affairs, 

Student Affairs) in order to identify developing themes or inconsistencies that may be occurring. 

Third, I compare data collected from within a school with data collected from the other schools; 

Mountain View College vs Valley Central College, Mountain View College vs Coastal College, 

and Valley Central College vs Coastal College. These contrasting perspectives allowed me see 

how each school differed in its approach and engagement with the ACHIEVE Promise 

Scholarship along with the effects it has had on various other aspects of each institution. Finally, 

I compare data collected from all of the participants to look for common themes as well as 

common variations and differences across all institutions. 

To ensure validity – to measure what I think I am measuring (citation) -- I review results 

with interviewees to make sure that I have understood and interpreted them correctly in terms of 

what they stated and shared. After the data were recorded and transcribed, I use open coding for 

instances of noted stigmatization, budget impact, the changes in diversity in and out of the 

classroom, and public relations strategy. 

PROMISE SCHOLARSHIPS AS CHOICES OR MANDATES IN LAKE CITY 

Public colleges and universities that take part in the ACHIEVE scholarship program have a 

much easier decision to make than do their private counterparts. From a public institution 

perspective, the ACHIEVE scholarship program equates to additional/free scholarship aid for 

students attending their institution. There is additional reporting that comes along with accepting 

these scholarship funds, but it pales in comparison to the budgetary benefits that a public 

university receives out of the partnership. For a private institution, however, the decision to 

participate is much more complicated. Private institutions manage their relationship with the 

ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship at varying levels and to varying effects. One important aspect 

43 



 
 

  

   

  

  

 

  

   

 

  

   

 

  

 

   

 

  

  

 

 

   

   

  

 

 

 

 

for private institutions to consider is whether their particular institution is dependent on students 

from the Lake City school district (i.e., have large percentages of their first year cohort) each fall. 

Mountain View College and Valley Central College employees note that their institutions 

have traditionally been highly dependent on admitting and enrolling students from the Lake City 

school district in order to make their enrollment target each fall. Both have had Lake City school 

district students comprise between 25%-35% of their incoming class. When it comes to 

participating in the ACHIEVE scholarship program their administrators do not see much of a 

choice, they must participate fully (or at least in high numbers) or risk losing out on enrolling a 

high numbers of students. Mike (MVC-planning and budgeting), who is involved in budgeting 

and planning at Mountain View College notes that the word “choice” is misleading, stating that: 

We don’t really have a choice in the matter. Let’s say we used to bring in 100 Lake City 
students. We would give them traditional scholarship aid and then we would make 

money off whatever means they used to pay off their balance owed, Pell grants, state 

grants, loans, etc. But now we have these same 100 students saying, well why would I 

come to your institution if my balance owed is paid for by ACHIEVE at the local state 

or community college option? They look at you like you are crazy. Now, the only way 

as an institution we can make up the lost revenue, that is, if we fund these students, is to 

bring in more of them. So now we have to bring in 200 Lake City students because we 

are only making revenue off of their Pell and state grant money, because we are paying 

their balance with institutional scholarship, paying ourselves. But, part of the trick is, 

there aren’t another 100 students out there to make up that gap. It’s not a faucet we can 

just turn on and off. So we sign on and suffer. If we don’t fund these students, we lose 

big money. If we fund them, we lose money, but just not as big. It is like choosing to 

hemorrhage money slowly or quickly. Either way you’re losing money. So there is no 
real “choice.” ACHIEVE may say, well you have choices, but as an institution we sure 
do feel like we are between a rock and a hard place. 

Michelle (MVC-academics) concurs even while taking into consideration that there are 

benefits outside of the financial considerations. According to Michelle, a partnership with 

ACHIEVE can lead to increased grant funding opportunities with local and national foundations, 

increased positive exposure with potential donors. The problem though is that these 

opportunities, even if they prove fruitful, are never enough to make up for the loss of real tuition 
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dollars. Michelle says, “ACHIEVE does as much as they can in terms of helping to make up for 

this budget problem we have, but in the end it feels insurmountable.” If an institution decides 

that they will not take part at all, they will lose the positive external exposure of what Mary 

(MVC-academics) describes as “being a good partner in the community. ACHIEVE is known as 

a high tide lifting up all boats and every organization wants to be picked up with it, and almost 

just as important, you don’t want to be seen as someone who is not on board.” 

At Valley Central College, interviewees see things in a similar light, however, they have had 

more room to absorb the budget impact. At Mountain View College, the institutional discount 

rate has risen from 42% before the ACHIEVE scholarship to around 65% while Valley Central 

College has seen their discount rate rise from 11% to about 35% over the same time period. So 

while this rise in discount rate hurts the Valley Central bottom line, it is not crippling at the 

moment like the way it is at Mountain View College. Victor (VCC-enrollment management) sees 

the scholarship as an opportunity to increase the size of their incoming class, but concedes that 

they currently need to fund Lake City high school graduates students while also having the 

discussion of whether they cap the number receiving scholarship aid in the future. At Mountain 

View College, Mike says the discount rate “is always on our mind. As a small private institution 

we are so dependent on tuition revenue that we look at it daily. At this point we have been able 

to add numbers to make up for the loss in revenue per student, but that will end one day. When 

that happens the discussions will get very difficult. It’s easy to say you will cap, but if you start 

losing students your discount rate takes a back seat. They are intertwined.” Both Victor and Mike 

agree in terms of how the ACHIEVE Promise partnership has led to increased foundation and 

government grant funding as well as positive exposure from the outside at their respective 

institutions. But much like Michelle, Mike sees how these revenue streams are “not just free 
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money, and they come with additional strings. You have to hire employees, take on payroll, 

provide oversight and have additional reporting.” At Valley Central College, these opportunities 

have come about more recently than at Mountain View College. At Mountain View College, 

these worries are already a reality, as Mike explains: 

We get on the ACHIEVE partnership and we receive funding from local institutions 

[foundations] and are successful on some good federal grants. But now, we have to hire. 

We have to find space for the new hires. We have to show outcomes. We have to report. 

It’s not money we can just slip into our scholarship budget. And our biggest problem is 

that it is temporary. There will be a day when the grant and the funding that came with 

it ends and that creates an even bigger problem than you had before because now you 

have the added cost of the staff you hired. So you can either let everyone go, and 

retention and student success takes a dive, or you can somehow try and find a way to 

keep everyone even though you can’t afford it. And grant funding and foundations can 

be sporadic, so planning is tough too. 

These sentiments are echoed as a foreseeable problem at Valley Central College. While the 

funding helps the budget now, according to Victor, “we know that we have to have a plan in 

place to cover whatever we are doing when the funding goes away.”  Veronica (VCC-academics) 

sees this potential problem first hand when she is hiring for positions in academic support 

programming. According to Veronica, there is not much of a choice with, “resources being 

scarce, and us being in a tough market, lots of schools, less and less students, you jump at a short 

term solution even if it creates a long term problem, and plus in the end, you are trying to help 

students so you do whatever it takes to get that accomplished.” 

On the other end of the spectrum is Coastal College. Coastal College has not traditionally 

been dependent on the Lake City school district for students to make its fall enrollment target so 

they have been able to cap the number of ACHIEVE Promise Scholarships they fund with any 

given incoming class, and therefore, limit their exposure in terms of awarding institutional 

scholarship money that they may not have to award. As Carrie (CC-enrollment management) 

states, “we like to dip our toe in the water. No need from a budgetary sense to jump in the water, 
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all in, so let’s take the temperature and adjust if we have to.” By taking this position, Coastal 

College limits the amount of financial aid it gives because it is only funding a handful of 

scholarships in any given year (no more than 10 total across the college) and therefore limits its 

financial exposure to the scholarship program while at the same time allowing for it to claim the 

benefits of being a ACHIEVE partner. As Cameron (CC-student affairs) explains about Coastal 

College’s relationship with ACHIEVE: 

I still go to all of the meetings, I make sure we take part in the college fairs and that kind 

of stuff. I make sure we are involved because the partnership is important to us here at 

Coastal College. True, we don’t take and give scholarships to many students but we 
want to be out there and be a good community partner. We are just in a position where 

we don’t need Lake City students. We draw from outside of our region just fine. Now if 

that changes, our position will change, but tuition dollars are scarce in this market and 

we can’t give any away. So if you are a student and you see that we are a partner and 

Valley Central and Mountain View College are partners too we all get lumped in 

together as “partners” but the others are way more heavily invested than we are. And we 
don’t want to NOT take part because than we look as if we aren’t on board with 

ACHIEVE. 

All of those interviewed here agree that the mission of ACHIEVE matches up well 

with the mission of their respective institutions. But everyone also concedes that alignment 

can only take you so far in the relationship. Chris (CC-student affairs) agrees that Coastal 

College fully supports the efforts being made at the other institutions and by the ACHIEVE 

scholarship program but in the end, his institution has a bottom line it has to answer to. As 

he explains, 

I look at it like this. Let’s say I own a house. And my church that I go to is down the 
street and I hear that the church needs a new roof. But my house needs a new roof and 

siding and I am on a limited income. As much as I want to help my church out, I can’t. I 
have to look out for my house, my family, and the future of my family. That’s how it is 

with ACHIEVE. I wish my institution could go all in, but if we go all in and then the 

institution bleeds money, our students suffer. God forbid we close. Then everyone loses. 

So it just isn’t that simple a choice. 
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When this story is relayed to Mike from Mountain View, he agrees, but counters, “that 

other school is spot on. Our problem is that we don’t own a house, we own a business that 

depends on the church and its parishioners. If we don’t help to make sure that the church stays 

open, we won’t have anyone buying from our business. We are dependent on them so in the end, 

we have no choice.” These findings demonstrate that while the ACHIEVE Scholarship program 

can often be seen as having overwhelming benefits for students and the region as a whole, it does 

come with unintended consequences that may in fact hurt the very institutions who have been 

serving this student population all along. 

ACHIEVE AND DIVERSITY ON CAMPUS 

While the ACHIEVE scholarship program certainly affects a school’s bottom line and 

can dominate any conversation related to it, the scholarship can also bring about changes in other 

areas at a college or university. The ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship states that it looks to 

“convene the Lake City school district, parents, teachers, administrators, state, city and county 

governments, higher education, community based organizations, businesses and foundations to 

increase high school and postsecondary completion rates” (citation). By providing scholarship 

money to students who graduate high school who may not have been able to afford college, 

ACHIEVE has increased access to a college education, which in turn has changed the 

demographics at Mountain View College and Valley Central College. This change in 

demographics has caused diversity challenges at both institutions. 

For example, at Mountain View College, interviewees note that the demographic of the 

student body has changed drastically in their mind. Mike notes that in 2005, the entering first 

year cohort at Mountain View College was 4% non-white, but by 2016, that number had risen to 

47% non-white. While Mike concedes that the non-white population was on the rise after the 
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2005 cohort was admitted, the population took a drastic upswing when ACHIEVE was 

implemented. According to him, “we were going up, but at like 3-4 percentage points per year. 

ACHIEVE comes in and we started to make 8-9 percentage point jumps. In addition, there has 

been a change in students’ financial need and academic readiness. Mike notes that “we are taking 

a lot more students from the Lake City School district and let’s be honest, they aren’t all 

prepared to be a college student. They don’t have the family support or financial education to 

know how to manage their academics and pay for their school.” Mountain View College has in 

turn seen the percentage of first year students receiving Pell grants rise from 35% in 2005 to 71% 

in 2016. This equates to a much more disadvantaged population in terms of financial resources, 

and many students oftentimes do not realize that ACHIEVE will cover tuition and fees but not 

other costs such as books or campus housing. This in turn affects the learning environment on 

campus. 

Michelle and Mary note that there has been a drastic uptick in terms of students not 

having books for their classes. For some, according to Mary, the students “either don’t know 

they have to purchase them, they think they can get by without them, or they literally have no 

money to buy them.” Mary recalls the story of a student who sat and copied 300 pages of a 

biology textbook that was part of the library collection. For the student it was easier and cheaper 

to get the material this way, “otherwise, the student would have been lost.” She concedes, 

however, that most students do not have the motivation or drive to take such laborious steps as 

this student. 

These conditions make it difficult for classroom discussions to have the intended effect of 

engagement and rigor since some students are behind from the start. Mike recalls a conversation 

he had with a faculty member who taught a first year 101 seminar. 
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The professor says that it was the fifth week of class and they asked the students to get 

into groups to review the reading that the instructor had assigned for the week. All the 

professor got back was blank stares. He said, who read this week. 2 out of about 20 

hands go up. At first the instructor was mad, thought they were lazy. Then he asked, 

how many people bought the books. Only five hands were up. So, like, two thirds of the 

class didn’t have the books, and this is the fifth week. The professor was gonna ask if 

they couldn’t afford them but held back because he didn’t want to embarrass them but 
students came right out and said it’s because books are $150 and they didn’t have the 

money to buy them. How does he teach that course at that point? He ended up having to 

change everything because his basic assumptions, students would be prepared, were 

way off. 

When Michelle and Mary are showed this quote in their interview, both nod after the first 

sentence is read. Both are administrators within the academic division of the College and both 

report having heard this type of story many times. Mary stresses that colleges and universities are 

built in a formal, traditional manner, and “these types of students are just not a good fit to start 

college right from jump with the way we are set up.”  Mountain View College also notes that 

free tuition has led to a number of students enrolling at their institutions that have no real 

motivation or desire to be in college. Mike refers to these types of students as “test drivers.” 

These are students that are challenging because, 

We are seeing more and more of this. Kid doesn’t have anything to do, graduates from 

high school, nothing going on. Well might as well go to college, it’s free. They have no 

skin in the game, nothing to lose. This way, they can still see friends and have a social 

life without even going to class. It’s like they are test driving a car. Just pick up the keys 

and take it for a ride. Have it back in an hour and you’re free and clear. But these types 

of students are tough on us for a number of reasons. We waste resources on them. They 

hurt our image and success metrics. They hurt our default rate if they take loans out. 

They are a nuisance and distraction to other students. The list goes on and on. 

The topic of “test-drivers” also often times leads to the topic of diversity in the classroom 

according to Mike. Mike sees and hears faculty members refer to the increase in “these” types of 

students and behaviors with the arrival of ACHIEVE. According to Mary, the racial makeup of 

the college, from a faculty and staff side has not but needs to change to reflect the change in the 
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student demographic. The change in the type of student doesn’t just revolve around race and 

ethnicity as Mike is quick to add: 

You will have administration saying, well we have always had Lake City students, 

maybe not quite as many but we have had them. But here is the trick, we may have had 

them, but prior to the ACHIEVE program, we got students who were well qualified 

academically and that had some resources, not all, but most. But now with ACHIEVE, 

those students are now going to better public schools in the area because they are, and 

other better privates now we have to dip deeper into the pool which takes our top 

students away since we are at the bottom which means we have to dig deeper into the 

pool. This equates to more students who are from lower socioeconomic levels and 

students who are first generation. And these students tend to be minority students. So 

yes, we have always taken Lake City students, but the type of Lake City student is very, 

very different. And the admin was never really up front about these changes, either they 

didn’t know, or they didn’t communicate it out. This causes push back in the faculty and 

staff ranks as a result. 

While Mountain View College has seen their non-white population rise from 4% to 47%, the 

percentage of full-time, White instructional staff has steadily remained around 89%. This also 

creates a major disconnect. While Mike notes that a “good professor is a good professor, no 

matter what race, gender, or sexuality” they are, he says that it would be helpful to have 

“teachers and staff that students can relate to and that look like them.” 

This issue is also a topic that comes up in conversations at Valley Central College, and to 

a lesser extent, Coastal College. At Valley Central College, in 2015, the percentage of non-white 

first-year students was 51%, while the percentage of full-time, White instructional staff was 

93%. These issues are also accentuated when the academic support staff is heavily White. 

Veronica describes an atmosphere where her staff are well trained and they do a good job 

assisting students, but when diversity and race is brought up in conversations, it can be difficult 

for a worker to understand the issues that students are going through. Veronica recalls a situation 

where a student felt like their race and ethnicity was an issue in the classroom, explaining, 

A student comes into the support center and is talking about their experiences they are 

having in a class with a white professor. The student is African American. She is telling 
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our staff member who is also white, that the professor says certain things that make her 

feel different than her white classmates and that she doesn’t know how to address it with 

the faculty member because the faculty member is totally, well, like, ignorant to this 

fact, ya know? So she asks our staff member, and our staff member is stumped. Now 

mind you, this staff member is one of our best employees, but when it comes to race, 

afterwards, she said, ‘man, I just don’t know how to answer students when they talk 

about race because I don’t know what it’s like to be in their shoes. And these 
demographic changes have come so quick, we haven’t had time to train people up. 

Michelle from Mountain View agrees with this notion, saying that faculty and some 

staff will come to her and ask if there is diversity training being offered because the 

professors “certainly want to help. I mean, there are some that don’t, but that’s a small 

percentage.” She notes that it is a helpless feeling, wanting to help a student, but not being 

able to, and on top of that, race is a very sensitive subject. Employees want to help their 

students but they feel limited because they feel they will say the wrong thing and then the 

situation could get worse for the student. Mary likens this to “walking through a mine field, 

one wrong step and boom. And these students are typically the ones that need our services 

the most.” 

At Coastal College the issue of diversity is present, but not as central as it is at 

Mountain View and Valley Central Colleges in these discussions. At Coastal College 28% 

of first-year students were non-white, compared to just 8% of full-time instructional staff in 

2015. Both Carrie and Chris note that while there are diversity issues on their campus, they 

do not feel that it is out of line when compared to other colleges or universities. Coastal 

College has been able to reach their enrollment targets in recent years without having to shift 

their levels of white vs. non-white students. Their very limited participation in the 

ACHIEVE scholarship program has allowed them to have more control of their admissions 

funnel and, in Chris’ mind, “prepare and plan for any changes we see coming down the 

pipeline.” According to Carrie, Coastal College is always looking to achieve a high level of 
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diversity in the college, but in order to maintain admissions standard, meet enrollment 

targets, and meet budgetary goals, their strategy has not changed in recent years. This has 

allowed their faculty and staff, while mostly all white, to gain a good understanding of 

teaching at a college where diversity levels have been steady for multiple years. Carrie also 

notes that the type of student, in terms of academics, family background, and socio-

economic status is different than Mountain View College and Valley Central College. Carrie 

“feels for the people over at those two places, because it is tough to recruit those students, 

retain those students, and teach them up where they need to be. It can feel like you’re putting 

your finger in a busting damn.” 

While a change in diversity on a college or university campus is viewed as a good thing, 

when a college or university is not properly prepared for changes in the makeup of the 

student population, it can cause problems and issues in and out of the classroom. At 

Mountain View College in particular, interviewees cite the change in diversity due to the 

ACHIEVE scholarship program and their lack of training to understand and teach the “new 

type” of student. This is a challenge that colleges may not foresee at first but they have had 

to quickly adapt to be able to properly serve their current student body. 

THE STIGMATIZATION OF THE ACHIEVE SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 

While the benefits that a scholarship bring to a region or state are undeniable, there are 

issues that may arise from high levels of participation in the program. Some can be foreseen, 

such as the demographic changes in the student body and budgetary impact, but some may be 

more difficult to plan for and therefore to address. One such consequence is the issue of 

stigmatization. When institutions that take part in the scholarship program publicize it, and focus 

on using the scholarship as a “student identifier,” they run the risk of stigmatizing both the 
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student and the promise scholarship program as a whole. This can best be seen when comparing 

the approach taken by Mountain View College and Valley Central College. Both institutions take 

part in the ACHIEVE scholarship program with no caps on scholarship funding and both enroll 

similar types of students (Pell recipients, low academics, first generation). However, according to 

the three staff members interviewed at Mountain View College, the ACHIEVE scholarship 

program came to be linked with a stigma attached to it while at Valley Central College where the 

program has been more discreetly operated, there has yet to become negatively associated to its 

scholarship recipients. To be clear, both schools are now known as “ACHIEVE schools”, which 

to those interviewed, comes with a stigma attached to it, often by students. The stigma presented 

here relates to the stigma that faculty, staff, and students apply to students who receive the 

scholarship at their institution. To highlight these differences, I start with Mountain View 

College and how the institution implemented, operated, and publicized the ACHIEVE 

scholarship program. 

According to the three respondents at Mountain View College, the ACHIEVE 

scholarship program was initiated without much explanation as to how it was operated, how it 

was funded, or how it would affect the college. Mike remembers attending a meeting, hearing 

about the program, and hearing that “the program is aligned with our mission, and ACHIEVE is 

funding scholarship programs all over the place.” According to Mike, the thought was that the 

ACHIEVE scholarship program would be a boon to the college, which in recent years had had 

financial difficulties making enrollment targets and raising money. Mike remembers Mountain 

View’s President at a ACHIEVE press release: 

There is our President and he/she is all on board. He/she is calling us the flagship 

private institution for ACHIEVE, and we are the ultimate partners, made for each other, 

blah blah blah. We are thinking great, bring them on. If this helps financially we are all 

for it, I mean, shit, we haven’t gotten raises in years and recently we actually had salary 
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taken back so if this helps, let’s roll. I mean the first we are hearing about it was on TV. 

That may not be news at a big place but at a small place like ours we like to stay 

informed. 

The problem, however, was that according to those interviewed, the program and its 

costs to the college were never fully explained to faculty and staff. When details came to 

light, it caused backlash among college employees. Many pointed to the program as the 

reason for the financial difficulties the College was going through in recent years. Mary 

points to a meeting where this topic was talked about at great length with 15-20 employees 

and that they “thought the ACHIEVE scholarship program was giving us all this scholarship 

money and then, boom, no, it’s actually worse! We are funding these students out of our 

pocket! Right when that hit, I thought, uh oh, people will get resentful and that’s just what 

happened.” 

According to all three, Mountain View College then made the ACHIEVE scholarship 

program a topic that was discussed in most meetings, even when it was not listed on an 

agenda, it somehow came up. Issues such as the budget, the climate of diversity, and the 

learning environment all had to be viewed through the lenses of the ACHIEVE scholarship. 

According to Mary, this put an unwanted and unneeded focus on the students the academic 

support center was looking to serve, explaining, 

Look, students don’t want to come to our [support] center because they don’t want 

people to look at them like they are dumb. Now, they are being given an additional 

label, as an ACHIEVE student. And the label became synonymous with being a 

minority which is poor and shouldn’t be in college. Now mind you, we have all types of 

kids in the ACHIEVE scholarship program. But that’s not how it was labeled and when 

you call so much attention to it at every turn, there is no getting away from it. It is the 

elephant in the room that all people point to for their woes in life. And while the admin 

thinks they are spotlighting something good, faculty and staff aren’t seeing that way. It 

creates backlash. 
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An important point to note is that the stigma was not just being applied to ACHIEVE 

students by faculty and staff. The label of being an ACHIEVE student was also present in 

how non-ACHIEVE students viewed the program and the recipients. Mike notes a meeting 

with faculty and staff members where they stated that the non-ACHIEVE students were now 

“taking to Twitter and Facebook letting people know that ACHIEVE students were free 

loaders and shouldn’t even be in school.” Students were now beginning to grow resentful 

that other students were getting free tuition dollars for no other reason other than they grew 

up in Lake City. According to Mary, this was a topic that came up with students she met 

with, saying, 

They would sit and say, “why does so and so get a free scholarship when they shouldn’t 

even be in college, can’t do the work, and barely show up. I bust my ass every day, take 
care of family, but because I grew up 2 miles from them (just outside of Lake City) I get 

nothing? I need the money just as much as them. It’s ridiculous. I don’t even want to 

work with them in my classes.” 

Another important issue that arose was the incorrect labeling of students who were not 

receiving ACHIEVE support, causing an inaccurate stigma or false positive to be applied to 

unsuspecting students. Michelle recalls sitting with faculty at a meeting and the faculty 

members discussing students they believed to be ACHIEVE students, but whom in fact, 

were not. Faculty and staff were incorrectly stereotyping ACHIEVE students as being non-

white, so the assumption was that if the student was non-white, they were an ACHIEVE 

student. Mike views the program as the ultimate double-edged sword: 

On one hand, you have this great program giving away money for students to go to 

college. Except, for a private institution it isn’t free, it hurts their bottom line, maybe not 

the student, but the institution where they are going to school. And the part of that that 

stinks is that it’s free for publics but costs privates, yet we are the ones who work better 

with these needier types of students. Higher retention, better outcomes, better job 

placement, better grad rates. So you [ACHIEVE] are funding the colleges and 

institutions, the publics, who do worse with them. Then, they come here, and we make a 

big deal about the program, but we don’t explain it and it creates a backlash. But we 
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continue to discuss it in EVERY meeting. And eventually faculty and staff resent the 

program and the people in it, or in the very least, they are cynical. And since ACHIEVE 

isn’t something we publicly label students as, some students get thrown into the group 

because of stereotypes. It’s a shame, it’s got good intentions and has made a difference 

but it could be so much better. 

While Mountain View College was quick to highlight the ACHIEVE scholarship 

program and its students consistently, Valley Central College quickly decided to go in 

another direction in terms of strategy. Early on at Valley Central an admissions employee 

who was in charge of recruiting the ACHIEVE scholarship students had quickly formed a 

bond with the students, even going so far as scheduling regular meeting and workshops for 

them after they had enrolled. When this came to the attention of the campus community, 

according to Valerie (VCC-academics), it caused a backlash from students, faculty, and 

staff. While the push back was not severe, college administrators were quick to disband the 

group, noting the potential it had to be divisive. The admissions counselor who was in 

charge of recruiting ACHIEVE students was subsequently reassigned to the student affairs 

division where she could more readily help all students, including those receiving the 

ACHIEVE scholarship. According to all three Valley Central employees interviewed, the 

ACHIEVE scholarship is rarely talked about outside of budget meetings. According to 

Valerie, this is purposeful: 

What’s the point, ya know? These are students, academically that are just like the rest of 

the other students. They happen to get scholarship funding. If we call attention to them 

who does that benefit? Not them. They just want to go to class and get through them. 

We don’t talk about them in terms of retention rates or grad rates because we don’t “do” 
anything special for that group, because, again, just because you got a Lake City 

scholarship, it doesn’t mean they are all any “one thing”. They aren’t all poor. They 
aren’t all minority. They aren’t all behind in being ready for academics here. We want 

them to feel accepted. They are probably the first to go to college. We want everyone to 

fit in. Blank slate. Mature as a person. Starting even with everyone allows them to do 

that. 
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Veronica agrees with this point of view and even joking recalls the time where she 

wanted to gain access to the list of ACHIEVE students because she had an idea for a project 

but was told that the list would not be produced. The thought behind this response was 

“because they didn’t want this to become standard. Once you let one person have it, 

everyone wants it at a small school.” 

While Coastal College does not have more than ten students enrolled that receive the 

ACHIEVE scholarship, Cameron is quick to note that there are still problems of labeling and 

stereotyping. According to him, 

When students of color run into problems in or out of the classroom, our student 

support/opportunity office [academically and economically disadvantaged. 

Disadvantaged students are individuals from low-income families] phone will start 

ringing. You can always tell from afar because of the look on the face of who answers 

the phone. They give a weird look and say, “what made you think he was one of ours?” 
then the caller gets uncomfortable and comes up with an excuse to end the phone call. 

Goes to show you the stereotyping exists everywhere. 

Cameron notes that while this happens time to time, it is not a regular occurrence since 

there are not a large number of students enrolled in this program and his institution has 

higher admissions standards than at Mountain View College or Valley Central College. 

According to Carrie, the racial and socio-economic makeup of the first year cohort is not 

diverse enough for there to be a conversation pushed on campus. Carrie notes that while 

diversity is up slightly in recent years according to her data, Coastal College is “still a pretty 

white school. From the faculty to administration, to the students, to the cafeteria workers. 

We just aren’t where I would like to be in terms of diversity. But, we have a funnel to work 

and a number to hit, so in the end, diversity takes a back seat.” 

The comparison of how Mountain View College and Valley Central College manage 

their participation in the ACHIEVE scholarship program shows how the program can have 
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different effects on faculty, staff, and students. The program, with all of its benefits, can 

have negative unintended consequences when an institution does not actively manage how 

the program is implemented and perceived. On the flip side, if managed correctly and 

actively, the program can begin to fulfill its main purpose, funding students’ educational 

costs in terms of tuition and fees. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Based on the analysis in this chapter I find the ACHIEVE scholarship program 

impacts private institutions on a much more serious level when compared to their public 

peers. In addition, many impacts were not easily identifiable and were therefore harder to 

predict and prepare for than the financial ramifications of the program. 

Interviewees from all three institutions note that since students graduating from the 

Lake City School District can only receive a full ACHIEVE scholarship to attend a public 

post-secondary institution, private institutions are placed at a large disadvantage and run a 

high risk of losing students if they do not match scholarship funding. Administrators from 

two of the institutions interviewed, Mountain View College and Valley Central College, 

note that their institutions rely heavily on Lake City graduates which results in enrollment 

and budgetary needs dictating that they participate in ACHIEVE funding at very high levels. 

The third institution, Coastal College, does not rely heavily on Lake City graduates and 

therefore has not been affected by the scholarship. Private institutions are faced with 

difficult financial decisions when deciding on what level of engagement they will agree to 

with the ACHIEVE scholarship. However, that is only one of multiple considerations that 

must be paid attention to when assessing the effects of the ACHIEVE scholarship. 
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The administrators I interviewed state that while they now fully understand how the 

scholarship has affected the finances at their respective institutions, they have now had to 

quickly pivot and address the so called “side effects” of the scholarship. Administrators at 

Mountain View College and Valley Central College state that the ACHIEVE scholarship has 

led to major changes in faculty-student interaction, diversity, learning environment, among 

other issues. 

After establishing their relationship with the ACHIEVE scholarship, Mountain View 

College and Valley Central College have taken very different paths in how they manage the 

scholarship and more specifically, how they communicate to students and employees about 

the ACHIEVE program. This has affected how successful the program has been to date at 

their respective institutions. Mountain View College participates at a very high level with 

the ACHIEVE program and while this participation and the benefits that came with it may 

have been communicated effectively to external audiences (i.e., local media, philanthropic 

community, local foundations) communication to internal audiences (i.e., faculty, staff, and 

students) have been scarce and incomplete. According to those interviewed, faculty and staff 

have had very little information on how the scholarship has affected the institution 

financially and the College has been slow to identify the additional effects that the 

scholarship has had on their campus both inside and outside the classroom and even slower 

in working to remedy them. As a result, the upper administration has moved in a manner to 

counteract this lack of communication by essentially putting a microscope to the program 

and its participants, believing that a concentrated focus on the program and its participants 

will help the program run more efficiently and have better outcomes for students. Taking 

this plan of action would also allow for faculty and staff to feel more closely involved to 
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both the process and the outcomes. This action has backfired, however, leaving faculty and 

staff to believe the effort is too artificial for employees while also allowing for the 

stigmatization of the program and its participants to develop. The program, which once was 

viewed to have financial hardship for the institution but benefits for participants is now 

viewed for also having a negative effect on its participants by allowing fellow faculty, staff, 

and students to negatively stereotype participants. 

At Valley Central College, a different approach was taken. The financial effects, 

while negative, have not been as severe as at Mountain View College due to the pre-existing 

differences in tuition discount rate. Counter to Mountain View College, Valley Central 

College went a different route in how it chose to manage and communicate to faculty, staff, 

and students in regard to the ACHIEVE scholarship which has had a very different (and 

positive) effect on how it is seen and supported. Interviewees from Valley Central College 

note that with the exception of budget meetings, the scholarship is rarely referred to and 

discussed as a focal point, and this is done in a very purposeful way. Since participation in 

the scholarship program is essentially based mostly on a student’s geography (graduating 

from Lake City) and not on their race, gender, religion, academic status, among others, it 

was agreed upon that students who participated in the program would be treated as any 

others would and no special attention would be given. This is highlighted by the 

administration’s proactive approach toward the admissions employee who sought to serve 

and communicate with ACHIEVE students as if they were a specific group or organization. 

Valley Central was aware that if ACHIEVE students were treated as a “special” group that 

other students, faculty, and staff could grow resentful toward the added benefit they were 

receiving. Valley Central interviewees also note that the scholarship program is not assessed 
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or analyzed in any special administrative way as to not call unneeded/unwarranted attention 

at the college. This approach has allowed for the program and its participants to operate 

unrestricted and has not allowed the opportunity for individuals to attach negative 

connotations. 

The third institution, Coastal College, has chosen not to fund any more than ten 

ACHIEVE students at a time, and therefore has not had issues stemming from participating 

in the ACHIEVE program, but stigmatization does not appear to be something that is 

exclusive to the ACHIEVE program. Rather, faculty, staff, and students have stigmatized 

students of color and assumed they are part of the programming offered and supported by 

the student support/opportunity office on campus that serves under represented students. 

These results show that the stigmatization of programming and its participants can take 

various forms and, depending on certain campus characteristics, can be more or less severe 

than others. 

I continue to extend these findings in the next chapter. In Chapter Four, I focus on 

Mountain View College, who participates fully with the ACHIEVE scholarship, and 

examine not only how full-time faculty at a small private college that participates fully in the 

ACHIEVE scholarship program (no cap, unlimited funding) view the ACHIEVE scholarship 

program in general, but also how it affects the overall health of, and issues of diversity in the 

institution. I also examine how well prepared faculty feel in terms of serving and teaching an 

ever evolving, more diverse student body, and their overall views and opinions of the 

scholarship. 

The foregoing suggests, from a sociological perspective that while the ACHIEVE 

Scholarship has been successful in opening up access for populations that have not 
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traditionally had access to higher education, there are still many barriers present that limit 

their ability to be successful. While Mountain View College and Valley Central College 

have enrolled large numbers of ACHIEVE students, both due to their mission as well as 

their budgetary needs, there is much work to be done on eliminating barriers for students on 

the ground. Administrators at all three institutions, especially Mountain View College, state 

that if left unmonitored, the ACHIEVE program and its students may fall prey to facets that 

limit their ability to be successful. When left with little information and little dialogue, 

faculty and staff apply incorrect, historical narratives that revolve around race and class. 

When stigmas are developed and left unchallenged, the ACHIEVE program, along with the 

students it serves and others that are assumed that it serves, are further marginalized. Efforts 

must be put forth to counter this narrative if the program and the students it serves are to 

ever realize the full benefits of the scholarship program.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: 

FULL TIME FACULTY MEMBERS AND THE (UN)INTENDED CONSEQUENCES OF 

PROMISE SCHOLARSHIPS 

Promise scholarship programs typically target areas and schools districts where the 

student population are low-income, first-generation, or from underrepresented racial or ethnic 

backgrounds. These students typically receive lower grades, take longer to graduate, and drop 

out at higher rates than their high-income, continuing-generation, and White and Asian peers 

(Pascarella, et al., 2004; Sirin, 2005). These students also face an additional set of challenges on 

their path to academic success: They tend to enter college with fewer of the academic skills and 

financial resources that allow them to succeed (Pascarella et al., 2004; Warburton, Bugarin, & 

Nuñez, 2001; Walpole, 2003). They are also more likely to confront prejudice or negative 

stereotypes (Croizet & Claire 1998; Steele & Aronson 1995). These obstacles may contribute to 

underperformance of students from disadvantaged backgrounds (Stephens et al., 2012; Steele & 

Carr 2010). While these concerns are well documented, if an institution has not prepared and 

trained its faculty and staff or developed and implemented a diversity plan, employees may find 

themselves struggling to serve their students in a manner that allows them to succeed. 

A private institution’s decision to take part in a promise scholarship program can have 

repercussions that fall far beyond the balance sheet. Looking beyond financial indicators such as 

profit and loss, it can be difficult for private institutions who participate fully in promise 

scholarships to foresee issues and concerns that may result from taking part in the program. 

Some problems may be less foreseeable than others. Recruiting and enrolling more students from 

traditionally underserved populations is a data point that can be tracked in terms of enrollment 

planning, but it is oftentimes not easy to train and educate faculty in the short term to this change 

in student demographic. Since the ACHIEVE scholarship is designed to provide resources and 
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open up access to traditionally underserved populations, it is incumbent on an institution to make 

sure that they are adequately equipped to serve these types of students so that they may be 

successful. Time and resources often work against small private institutions, since they are 

usually scarce on both. 

As discussed earlier, the decision to take part in a promise scholarship program typically 

rests with senior levels of leadership (e.g., President and his or her cabinet). Institutional buy-in 

from employees at all levels, however, is crucial in regard to making a promise scholarship 

program successful. Increases in college attendance, the number of students retained, the number 

of students who matriculate to graduation, and the number of students lifted out of poverty are all 

possible results of promise scholarship program, but achieving these outcomes may be even 

more difficult if the scholarship program is viewed in a negative light by faculty and staff, 

keeping them from doing the extra work needed to make the program successful. As issues and 

consequences are identified from front line faculty and staff, they must be addressed by senior 

leadership. Failure to create a buy-in and fully assess and address issues of the promise 

scholarship program can lead to a range of negative consequences, including financial problems 

(salary freezes, job cuts, budget cuts), academic problems (increased workload, diversity 

training, new student learning models untrained for), and campus/student engagement issues 

(stigmatization of students, race/diversity issues) all of which can increase the struggle to gain 

and maintain buy-in from employees.  

Over the past 10 years, Mountain View College has experienced a large shift in the 

diversity of its student body. In 2005, the percentage of first time, full-time freshmen who 

indicated a non-white race/ethnicity on their admissions application was 4%, while in 2015 that 

figure had risen to 42%. In stark contrast to this is the racial demographic of the Mountain View 
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College faculty and staff. The racial demographic of faculty and staff has shifted slightly in the 

other direction, going from a low percentage diversity to an even lower percentage of diversity. 

According to data submitted to the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (a system of 

interrelated surveys conducted annually by the National Center for Education Statistics) in 2005, 

12% of full-time faculty and staff indicated a non-white race/ethnicity, while in 2015 that 

number had dropped to just 8% (see graph below). 

Figure 4.1: Change Over Time, Student and Faculty Racial Composition (2005-2015) 

In this chapter I explore how faculty at a small private college that participates fully in 

the ACHIEVE scholarship program (no cap, unlimited funding) view the scholarship program as 

it relates to the overall health of the institution, its effects on diversity both in and outside the 

classroom, how well prepared faculty feel about serving and teaching a more diverse student 

body, and their overall views and opinions of the scholarship. While some faculty members may 

not have direct experience with students that are covered under the ACHIEVE scholarship, or 
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know specifically which actual students are covered by the program, their views and opinions of 

the program can have a direct impact on the overall implementation and atmosphere concerning 

the program. 

Research question 1 - How do full-time faculty view the ACHIEVE scholarship 

program as it relates to the overall health of the institution, the effect it has on diversity, 

how well prepared they feel about serving and teaching a more diverse student body, and 

their overall views and opinions of the scholarship in general. 

Research question 2 - Do any demographic variables (years teaching, level taught, 

tenure status, gender, race, level of degree, age) significantly affect how full-time faculty 

view the ACHIEVE scholarship program as it relates to the overall health of the 

institution, the effect it has on diversity both in and outside the classroom, how well 

prepared they feel about serving and teaching a more diverse student body, and their 

overall views and opinions of the scholarship in general. 

In the next section, I review literature on promise scholarship recipients (first generation, 

low socio-economic status, under represented populations), the topic of diversity, as well as 

tokenism (a result of increased diversity on campus). After describing my data and methods, I 

present my findings. My analysis shows that while faculty at Mountain View College value and 

believe that diversity enriches the learning environment they do not feel that Mountain View 

College supports it as strongly in its actions. Furthermore, faculty indicate that while diversity in 

general can be beneficial, the effect that ACHIEVE has had on diversity at Mountain View 

College has not been as beneficial as it could be, and in some ways, has been detrimental. This 

seems to be borne from a lack of understanding about the program itself, a lack of training for 

faculty on diversity issues, as well as a lack of institutional commitment in the form of an 
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institutional diversity plan. My analysis also shows that the changes in the racial makeup of the 

student body has had a direct effect on how colleagues view each other which takes form in 

tokenism. Additionally, regression analysis reveals very little difference between different 

faculty types. This further reinforces the finding that the overall commitment to the potential 

benefits of the ACHIEVE program are present, yet the results and belief in the way the program 

is being administered are still lacking. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Despite the fact that there has been a recent push by both public (government, both 

federal and state) and private entities (foundations, promise scholarships, etc.) to increase access 

to college for students coming from traditionally disadvantaged groups, these groups still 

continue to struggle when it comes to successfully completing a college degree. In particular, 

students of color and students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds graduate college at lower 

rates when compared to their peers (Strayhorn & Johnson, 2014; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Sirin, 

2005). While there have been well documented factors that have been shown to affect whether a 

student successfully attains a college degree, such as academic preparedness, financial-ability to 

pay, personal circumstances, etc., another key factor that can affect how successful a student is in 

college centers around the topic of diversity. 

Diversity is a broad topic that can have many meanings and take many forms. For the 

purposes of how it is viewed in higher education, diversity can be defined as knowing how to 

relate to those qualities and conditions that are different from our own and outside the groups to 

which an individual belongs yet are present in other individuals and groups. These qualities and 

conditions include race, ethnicity, age, class, gender, physical abilities/qualities, sexual 

orientation, as well as religious status, gender expression, educational background, geographical 
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location, and income (AAC&U, 2005). 

Gurin’s (1999) conceptual model of campus diversity identifies three dimensions of 

campus diversity. The first, structural, serves as a requirement in the model and describes racial 

and ethnic composition of students on a college campus in numeric/proportion terms. Structural 

diversity created opportunities for students to interact with each other in informal situations and 

was shown to affect important educational outcomes such as student learning and democracy 

outcomes for all students (Gurin et al., 2002). 

The second dimension, curricular/co-curricular diversity, speaks to the diverse peers 

interacting with one another inside the classroom and outside the classroom in structured 

activities revolved around the topic of diversity. These were shown to positively affect student 

learning outcomes and skills that involved navigating challenging and uncomfortable situations 

(Gurin 1999). Currently most college and university diversity plans attempt to integrate diversity 

course requirements into their curriculum and course offerings (Chang, 2002c). In terms of 

outside the classroom activities, institutions typically house diversity plans and activities under 

student affairs divisions and aim to increase positive effects on learning and democracy, civic 

engagement, critical thinking skills, attitudes toward campus diversity, and leadership skills 

(Denson, 2009). 

The third dimension Gurin (1999) identifies is interactional diversity. Here, findings 

show that students benefit from interacting and socializing with students unlike themselves and 

encounter opportunities for increase racial understanding and cultural awareness (Antonio, 

2001). Informal interactions were found to have positive effects on intellectual, social, and civic 

development as well (Chang et al., 2004). 

There has been a large push, from both internal and external forces, to increase the efforts 
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to ethnically and racially diversify faculty and staff levels. To justify this push many cite the 

benefits that come with successfully implementing a diversity plan in terms of faculty and staff 

diversity. When diversity increases within the ranks of faculty and staff it allows for the student 

body to view them as role models. The more diverse the workforce, the more potential benefits 

(Jackson & Joshi 2004). As faculty and staff begin to share experiences with students, there is 

the potential to find common ground on important racial issues as well as to develop important 

skills for employment after graduation such as leadership skills (Taylor & Holloway 2007). 

Over the past several decades, higher education has developed a variety of diversity initiatives 

that have been marketed to appeal to potential students, enroll them and in turn support them as 

they matriculate through to graduation. 

Since the benefits of a diversity plan are well documented, colleges and universities 

devote high amounts of resources, in the form of both financial and human capital, with the goal 

of developing and implementing an institutional diversity plan. Colleges and universities appear 

to do an adequate job when it comes to the certain aspects of developing a campus wide diversity 

plan. Tasks such as scheduling, developing programs and course content, along with other 

institutional tasks, are aspects that, for the most part, are taken care of (Anderson 2007).    

Diversity plans tend to fall short in the areas of planning and execution. Since the task of 

developing a diversity plan can often times be borne out of necessity, it can be difficult to 

implement a plan since it can be seen as something that has to be completed rather than being 

something that should be completed (Anderson 2007). To help provide clarity and direction to 

diversity planning the Association of American Colleges and Universities recommended that 

diversity plans include four primary elements: 
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 It is important that faculty and staff recognize and value the benefits that different racial 

and ethnic groups bring to their respective institutions. 

 Institutions must focus on the importance of having a friendly community that works to 

be inclusive of all of its diverse stakeholders and promotes growth of student learning. 

 Institutions must also establish an environment that looks to promote students’ academic 

success. In order to develop “buy-in” all stakeholders of the institution must be on board 

with the diversity plan. 

 A students’ best academic interest must always be at the center of all planning. Offering 

the best curricula and ensuring that there is an environment conducive to learning. 

For diversity plans to be effective they must not only be properly planned but also be 

properly executed. Successful plans must be assessed, managed and supported before, during, 

and after implementation (Brown 2004, Hall 2000). 

At the same time that institutions are rushing to develop and implement diversity plans, 

many institutions still present their campus environment as one that that prides itself on being 

“colorblind”. Acknowledging the importance of diversity presents a challenge to colleges and 

universities that have long presented themselves as being fair, impartial and unbiased (Patterson, 

Gordon & Groves, 2008; Watson, et al. 2002) and Mountain View College is no different. The 

College cites the goal of “contributing to a healthy, diverse democracy” in its mission statement. 

The change in student demographic taking place coupled with the unchanged demographic of 

faculty at Mountain View College provide for a challenging environment if not properly planned 

and assessed. 

When an institution has a poorly planned diversity plan or no diversity plan at all, 

unintended/unexpected consequences may occur. As figure 4.1 shows (shown in Introduction), 
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the change in the racial composition of the student body at Mountain View College along with 

the unchanged racial composition of faculty illustrates two diverging lines. While the interaction 

between these two groups, students and faculty, may be a more obvious point of analysis, how 

this difference and change over time in racial composition affects engagement within the two 

groups is much more subtle, yet potentially just as important way. In other words, how faculty 

treat and view one another can be affected by changes in the racial composition of the student 

body. 

Kanter’s (1977) theory of tokenism and its underlying concepts of visibility, stereotypes, 

and polarization have long been used as a framework in which to understand the experiences of 

numerical minorities in skewed groups. This research has typically centered on gender and racial 

minorities and how they experience interactions with colleagues and supervisors and 

organizational processes in the workforce. Kanter identifies four employee group types which, 

due to their proportional representation, experience their workplaces in very different ways. In 

terms of tokenism, the focus centers on the skewed group. Kanter theorizes that the minority 

population becomes more highly visible, the majority population develops preconceived beliefs 

about the minority population, and similarities between the minority and majority population is 

minimized, and therefore, the differences become exaggerated (Yoder & Sinnett 1985). 

Research on tokenism has traditionally focused on how fellow co-workers interact with 

each other in the workplace, and specifically when it comes to race in higher education, the 

majority of current research focuses on African American teacher's experiences as a token group. 

These experiences tend to focus strictly on the relationships between minority and majority 

members within a labor group (between faculty members, between faculty and staff, etc.) and not 

as the diversity of secondary population changes, here the student population. For the purposes 
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of this research there is a needed focus on the concept of enhanced visibility. 

Enhanced visibility takes place when tokens are viewed as more unique or different than 

the dominant members of the group, thus making the tokens more visible. Visibility occurs when 

both the token members and the dominant group recognize the visible differences of the tokens. 

Tokens acknowledge the pressure to perform well because the actions of one token member are 

viewed as the actions of all token members (Shelley, Morabito, & Tobin-Gurley 2011; Stroshine 

& Brandl 2011; Yoder, Adams, Grove, & Priest, 1985). Here, Kanter finds that tokens’ 

placements within the organization were well known throughout the division and oftentimes, 

were the subject of gossip due to their status. 

DATA AND METHODS 

How do faculty view the ACHIEVE scholarship program?  In particular, how do they 

view the program as it relates to the overall health of the institution, its effects on the diversity 

both in and outside the classroom, as well as how well prepared they feel in terms of serving and 

teaching a more diverse student body? To answer these questions, I narrow my focus to 

Mountain View College, a small, private institution located in a Northeastern urban area with a 

student population between 2,000-3,000 students. Mountain View College fully participates with 

the ACHIEVE scholarship (unlimited number of recipients) and is the largest private institution 

in terms of ACHIEVE enrollees in Lake City. 
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Table 4.1. Site Description Mountain View College 

Location Urban 

Cost $25,000-$30,000 

Student Population 2,000-3,000 

Carnegie Classification Master's Colleges & Universities: Larger Programs 

% Freshmen receiving Pell 60%-70% 

6-year Graduation Rate 40%-50% 

Promise Freshmen: 2014 139 

Promise Freshmen: 2015 106 

Promise Freshmen: 2016 85 

Promise Freshmen: 2017 94 

In order to measure the philosophy and perceptions of the ACHIEVE Promise 

Scholarship, I developed and electronically administered a survey to all full-time faculty 

members actively teaching during the Fall 2017 semester. In order to gain more depth and insight 

I also interviewed five faculty members who were actively teaching during the Fall 2017 

semester. 

Survey Instrument 

The survey was focused on 13 questions related to a full-time faculty member’s personal 

philosophy and beliefs regarding the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship and also included 

demographic questions. The surveys were anonymous and did not require responses to any 

question. The overall response rate for the survey was 52%, with responses from 41 faculty 

members. 

I began the survey by asking for demographic and background information on each 

faculty member. Demographic questions were asked at the beginning to have at least some 

understanding of those who are not completing the survey (dropout rate after demographic 

questions was 0%) as well as to engage respondents and sustain participation because the 

questions are quick and easy. I asked questions about gender, race, age, and education, as well 
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as tenure status, level of classes taught, years teaching, and years at Mountain View. Below, I 

describe each of these variables, along with my rationale for including each. 

Gender: This is the gender that faculty member identified as at the time the survey was 

administered. This is a nominal variable with Man (“1”), Woman (“2”), or Other (“3”), as the 

possible options. 

Race/ethnicity: This is the race/ethnicity that faculty member identified as at the time the survey 

was administered. This is a nominal variable with Black or African American (“1”), White or 

European American (“2”), Asian or Asian American (“3”), Hispanic or Hispanic American or 

Latino (“4”), American Indian or Alaskan Native (“5”), Other (“6”), or Multi-Racial (“7”) as 

possible choices. Results show that respondents only fell into two categories, White and Black or 

African American. This allowed me to treat the variable as dichotomous, without the need to 

create dummy variables. 

Age: This is the age in years that the faculty member was at the time the survey was 

administered. This is an continuous variable and was coded as it was entered. 

Faculty status: This is the tenure status of the faculty member at the time the survey was 

administered. I included this question because individuals with tenure have a certain level of job 

security versus those that do not have tenure, which may affect their views or willingness to 

express their views of ACHIEVE. This is a nominal variable with tenured (“1”), tenure track 

(“2”), and non-tenure track (“3”) as possible choices. Dummy variables were created, with 

Tenured faculty acting as the reference group. 

Level of classes taught: This is level of classes currently being taught (undergraduate, graduate) 

by the faculty member at Mountain View College. The level of classes taught is important since 
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the promise scholarship has a direct effect on the undergraduate classroom experience and not 

the graduate classroom experience. However, as discussed, the scholarship program does have 

far reaching ramifications in other aspects of daily institutional business that is relevant to all 

(budget, campus life, etc.). This is nominal variable with undergraduate (“1”), graduate (“2”), 

and both (“3”) as possible choices. 

Years of experience teaching: This is the years of teaching experience that the faculty member 

has overall in their teaching career at the time the survey was administered. This is a nominal 

variable with 0 years (“1”), 1 year (“2”), 2-5 years (“3”), and 6+ years (“4”), as possible choices. 

Years of experience teaching at Mountain View College: This is the years of teaching 

experience that the faculty member has at Mountain View College at the time the survey was 

administered.  Years teaching at Mountain View College is included in the survey in order to 

investigate whether there is an effect in terms of one’s environment before the ACHIEVE 

partnership existed and after ACHIEVE partnership was formed. A faculty member who is new 

to teaching at the institution or to teaching in general may not have a previous point of 

comparison in terms of how the scholarship program has or is changing the institution. However, 

a faculty member who has been employed at the institution long enough to know how things 

were before the scholarship program was around may be able to provide a considerably different 

view point, “i.e., this is how things were and this is how they have changed or not changed” 

versus someone new who will only know “how things are.” This is a nominal variable with 0 

years (“1”), 1 year (“2”), 2-5 years (“3”), and 6+ years (“4”), as possible choices. 

Highest degree earned: This is the highest degree the faculty member had attained at the time 

the survey was administered. This is a nominal variable with Community College or Associate’s 

degree (“1”), Bachelor’s degree (“2”), Master’s degree (“3”), PhD or other professional degree 
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(“4”), and Other (“5”) as possible choices. 

The second section of the survey asks individual faculty members to state their level of 

agreement with a number of statements that revolve around topics affected by the ACHIEVE 

promise scholarship. I asked faculty their perceptions of how Mountain View College 

approaches the topic of diversity (hiring, promoting diversity, how it effects the classroom), the 

role the institution plays in the community (institutional responsibility to address local issues, 

duty to admit unlimited amount of scholarship students), the overall effect of the ACHIEVE 

scholarship program on the institution (financial health, overall effect) as well as the overall 

understanding of the program (when it was implemented, currently). 

Each of these questions asked faculty to mark their level of agreement using Likert scales 

(e.g., strongly agree (“5”), agree (“4”), neither agree nor disagree (“3”), disagree (“2”), strongly 

disagree (“1”)). I also included “do not know as a possible response since not all faculty 

members may have the knowledge or exposure to the ACHIEVE scholarship program and 

therefore cannot confidently and accurately respond to the statements listed. 

Table 4.2 shows basic demographic information about the sample. The table shows that 

61% of the sample is female, 83% of the sample is White, and the age of the average participant 

is 52 years old. In terms of tenure status, 49% of the sample has attained tenure at Mountain 

View College while 12% are on a tenure track line and 39% are on a non-tenure track line. In 

terms of general teaching experience 90% of respondents have 6+ years of teaching experience 

while the remaining 10% have been teaching between 2-5 years. Teaching experience at 

Mountain View College specifically is a bit more varied with 71% of respondents reporting they 

have 6+ years of teaching experience, 27% teaching 2-5 years, and 2% reporting having taught 1 

year at the College. In terms of educational background, 66% have attained a PhD or other 
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professional degree and 32% have attained a Master’s level degree. 92% of respondents have 

taught exclusively or partially at the undergraduate level with only 7% teaching exclusively at 

the graduate level. 

Table 4.2: Mountain View Faculty Demographic 

Characteristics 

Number of respondents 41 

Mean Age (years) 52 

Mean Age Range (years) 33-69 

Gender N % 

Men 16 39% 

Women 25 61% 

Other 0 0% 

Race/Ethnicity 

Black or African American 6 15% 

White or European American 34 83% 

Other 1 2% 

Highest earned degree 

Masters 13 32% 

PhD or other professional degree 27 66% 

Other (all but dissertation) 1 2% 

Faculty Status 

Tenured 20 49% 

Tenure-Track 5 12% 

Non-Tenure Track 16 39% 

Years teaching in Higher Ed 

0 years 0 0% 

1 year 0 0% 

2-5 years 4 10% 

6+ years 37 90% 

Years teaching at Mountain View College 

0 years 0 0% 

1 year 1 2% 

2-5 years 11 27% 

6+ years 29 71% 
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Interviews 

To gain insight into how faculty members view the Mountain View College ACHIEVE 

Promise Scholarship relationship and how it has affected the college in various ways, I also 

conducted interviews with five faculty members who served in a leadership capacity at the 

College (official committee). The interviews took place in the winter of 2017-2018 similar to the 

Chapter Two interviews that took place with administrators.  All interviews took place at a day, 

time, and place of the interviewee’s choosing. Interviewees were told that if they wanted to add 

anything that we had missed or did not cover in the interview after the fact that they could email 

the interviewer at their discretion. None of the interviewees took advantage of this offer. 

Interviews were loosely scripted, allowing me to move back and forth throughout the script, 

depending on the interviewee’s answers and the direction that the conversation was moving. All 

interviews took place at a site of the interviewe’s choosing (three chose Mountain View College, 

one chose a coffee shop, and one chose a diner) and lasted 1-2 hours. 

The first set of questions asked centered on the interviewee’s employment status and 

history at the institution. Interviewees were asked how long they had been employed at Mountain 

View College in general and to describe their teaching duties since being hired at Mountain 

View. Next, I asked them to describe their understanding of the ACHIEVE scholarship program 

and their institution’s relationship to the program from their perspective as faculty members. 

Interviewees were then asked to describe why their institution participates at the current level 

and what role the faculty had in deciding this level of participation. The last set of questions 

centered on how the ACHIEVE scholarship has impacted the campus environment, both in and 

out of the classroom. I asked interviewees to describe how ACHIEVE had impacted their 

institution academically, financially, in terms of diversity, as well as faculty-student engagement. 
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The last question posed to interviewees asked about how ACHIEVE was perceived by members 

of their institution. Table 4.3 below describes the characteristics of the interviewees. 

Table 4.3: Interviewee Description 

“Name” Years at Mountain View Level of Classes Taught Tenure 

“Paula” 6+ Undergraduate & Graduate Y 

“Allison” 6+ Undergraduate Y 

“Savannah” 6+ Undergraduate & Graduate N 

“Melanie” 6+ Undergraduate Y 

“Carlton” 6+ Undergraduate N 

THE ACHIEVE SCHOLARSHIP – YES IN THEORY, NO IN PRACTICE 

The focus of this chapter is to explore how full-time faculty at a small private college that 

participates fully in ACHIEVE view the scholarship program as it relates to the overall health of 

the institution, its effects on diversity both in and outside the classroom, how well prepared 

faculty feel about serving and teaching a more diverse student body, and their overall views and 

opinions of the scholarship. I conduct several statistical analyses in order to get multiple views as 

well as a deeper understanding of the data. Descriptive statistics provide both the demographic 

makeup (section I) of the faculty members who responded to the survey as well as mean for each 

of the responses to the philosophy and belief questions (section II). Additionally, I perform a 

multiple regression analysis to analyze the relationship between the independent variables listed 

in section I and the effect they have on a single dependent variable at one time. This will be done 

separately for each statement listed in section two. Table 4.4 shows each statement and the mean 

response for faculty (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). 
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Table 4.4: Survey Statements and Mean Scores (level of agreement) 

Statement 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

S1 - Mountain View College promotes racial and ethnic diversity in the faculty and 

administration. 

S2 - Mountain View College has effective hiring practices and policies that increase faculty 

diversity. 

S3 - A racially/ethnically diverse student body enhances the educational experience of all 

students. 

S4 - A racially/ethnically diverse faculty and staff enhances the educational experience of all 

students. 

S5 - Mountain View College has a responsibility to work with its surrounding communities to 

address local issues. 

S6 - The increase in diversity in the undergraduate college at Mountain View College has affected 

the learning environment in a positive way. 

S7 - Faculty are prepared to deal with conflict over diversity issues in the classroom. 

S8 - The ACHIEVE Scholarship program has had a positive effect on Mountain View College 

overall. 

S9 - The ACHIEVE Scholarship program has had a positive effect on diversity at Mountain View 

College. 

S10 - Mountain View College has a duty to admit an unlimited number of ACHIEVE Scholarship 

students. 

S11 - The ACHIEVE Scholarship program and how it is funded at Mountain View College was 

well understood by faculty and staff when it was first implemented. 

S12 - The ACHIEVE Scholarship program and how it is funded at Mountain View College is 

currently well understood by faculty and staff. 

S13 - The ACHIEVE Scholarship program has had a negative effect on the economic health at 

Mountain View College 

N Mean 

40 3.3 

40 2.9 

40 4.5 

40 4.4 

40 4.3 

40 3.5 

40 2.3 

40 3.1 

40 4.1 

40 2.2 

40 1.9 

40 2.2 

40 3.1 

In order to understand how ACHIEVE has affected diversity, it is important to establish 

how diversity is valued by faculty as well as how they believe Mountain View College is doing 

in terms of promoting and enhancing diversity. Four statements from section II relate to how they 

value diversity in general and their belief that Mountain View College has a commitment to the 

surrounding community and to admitting and enrolling ACHIEVE students (see Table 4.4). 

Faculty believe that having a diverse student body (S3, x̅ = 4.5) as well as a diverse 

faculty and staff (S4, x̅ = 4.4) enhances the educational experience. Additionally, faculty believe 

81 



 
 

  

 

  

 

    

  

  

  

   

  

      

   

    

 

   

 

 

        

  

that Mountain View College has a responsibility within its community to address local issues 

(S5, x̅ = 4.3). These three statements have the highest means in terms of the whole survey, 

showing high levels of agreement among faculty. However, while faculty believe that Mountain 

View has a responsibility to work with its surrounding communities, they do not feel that it 

should take the form of admitting an unlimited number of ACHIEVE Scholarship students (S10, x̅ 

= 2.2). 

In order for diversity to be valued at an institution it must not only be valued at the micro-

level, i.e., by the faculty, but also must be perceived as being valued on the macro-level, by 

Mountain View College. Three questions from Section II measure the perceived commitment to 

diversity by Mountain View College (see Table 4.4). Faculty are neutral in their opinion 

regarding how well Mountain View College promotes racial and ethnic diversity in the faculty 

and administration (S1, x̅ = 3.3) and whether Mountain View College has effective hiring 

practices and policies that increase faculty diversity (S2, x̅ = 2.9). Additionally, faculty state that 

Mountain View College has done a poor job preparing faculty to deal with conflict over diversity 

issues in the classroom (S7, x̅ = 2.3). 

The remaining two statements regarding diversity measure the effect that faculty believe 

ACHIEVE has had on diversity at Mountain View College and in turn, how that has affected the 

learning environment. Faculty say that the scholarship has had a positive effect on diversity (S9, 

x̅ = 4.1) but are less in agreement when it comes to believing that this increase in diversity has 

affected the learning environment in a positive way (S6, x̅ = 3.5). 

Results on questions relating to diversity show that faculty believe in the value of 

diversity and its effects on the learning environment but believe Mountain View College does 

not have a matching belief as measured by its commitments to diversity as evidenced by its 
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hiring and promotion, as well as by its diversity training offered to faculty. Faculty also believe 

that while the scholarship has increased diversity at the college, this has not necessarily led to a 

positive change in the learning environment. 

The second aspect of the ACHIEVE scholarship is how it is viewed in terms of the 

overall health of the institution and of the scholarship program itself. In order to understand how 

the ACHIEVE program is viewed by faculty it is important to understand how the program was 

initially presented to and understood by faculty as well as how it is currently understood. For 

faculty members to support the ACHIEVE program they should be made aware of how engaging 

in the partnership would affect the institution in terms of learning environment, budgetary 

impact, enrollment levels, etc. Questions on the survey assess faculty member’s prior (S12) as 

well as current understanding (S11) of program itself and how it is funded. Responses to these 

two statements are the two lowest mean scores recorded on the survey. These two statements 

point to faculty having a very low level of understanding in terms of the program itself and how 

it is funded when Mountain View Entered into the partnership with ACHIEVE (S11, x̅ = 1.9) as 

well as how it is currently understood (S12, x̅ = 2.2). This shows that faculty were not aware 

how the program operated and how it would affect the college and still are not aware of how the 

program operates. 

Finally, I also asked faculty members how the ACHIEVE scholarship has affected 

Mountain View College economically (S13, x̅ = 3.1), as well as whether it has had a positive 

effect on the institution overall (S8, x̅ = 3.1). Results show that faculty neither disagree/nor agree 

with either statement. 

It is also important to investigate whether there are any relationships between 

demographic variables (years teaching, level taught, tenure status, gender, race, level of degree) 
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and how full-time faculty view the ACHIEVE scholarship program as it relates to the overall 

health of the institution, the effect it has on diversity both in and outside the classroom how well 

prepared they feel about serving and teaching a more diverse student body, and their overall 

views and opinions of the scholarship in general. Full time faculty members’ views on the 

ACHIEVE scholarship program can be affected by a number of different factors that are unique 

to the instructor. Characteristics such as whether the faculty member has taught at the institution 

long enough to see a demographic change in the student body, whether they teach undergraduate 

classes where ACHIEVE students are enrolled, whether they are tenured, etc., can all affect how 

faculty members rate their level of agreement with the statements provided. 

I performed a series of thirteen ordinal logistic regressions to assess the correlation 

between each statement along with years taught at Mountain View College, gender, race, highest 

degree earned, level of classes taught at Mountain View College, and faculty status. Models were 

examined for multi-collinearity and variables were removed that seemed to be measuring the 

same thing (years teaching vs years teaching at Mountain View College). 

Tables 4.5 - 4.9 present the results of the ordinal logistic regressions for each of the 

thirteen statements. The presentation of regression models will follow the same presentation and 

organization of how the descriptive results were presented earlier on in this chapter. Table 4.5 

shows the results of the ordinal logistic regressions assessing the relationship between the 

independent variables and the four statements from the survey that relate to how faculty value 

diversity in general and their belief that Mountain View College have a commitment to the 

surrounding community and to admitting and enrolling ACHIEVE students. 
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Table 4.5: Ordinal Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) - How faculty value diversity & institutional role 

regarding diversity 
Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: 

A racially/ethnically A racially/ethnically Mountain View College Mountain View 

Independent 
diverse student body 

enhances the 

diverse faculty and 

staff 

has a responsibility to 

work with its 

College has a duty to 

admit and enroll an 
Variable 

educational enhances the surrounding unlimited 

experience of all educational experience communities to address number of ACHIEVE 

students. of all students. local issues. students. 

1-5 Years 0.15 -0.45 1.02 0.00 

Taught at MVC 0.98 0.98 1.06 1.21 

0.12 -0.68 -0.12 -0.38 
Masters Degree 

0.85 0.87 0.85 0.95 

19.34* 1.42 -1.01 -0.98 
Non-White 

0.00 1.39 1.24 1.26 

0.27 -0.44 -0.54 -0.35 
Female 

.787 0.80 0.79 0.87 

1.41 1.50 0.94 0.68 

Taught 1.37 1.37 1.30 1.53 

GR Courses 

1.22 0.72 1.17 2.10* 

Taught 0.77 0.71 0.77 0.83 

UG and GR 

-0.96 0.42 -2.41* -0.66 

Track 0.86 0.87 0.95 0.85 

Non-Tenure 

-1.06 -0.38 -2.44 1.47 
Tenure Track 

1.53 1.53 1.63 1.80 

Model Fit 44.89 47.06 55.64 53.72 

Goodness of Fit 35.80 47.86 124.07* 47.42 

Nagelkerke 0.28 0.18 0.29 0.30 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

In terms of the value of diversity in general and the belief that Mountain View College 

has a commitment to the surrounding community and to admitting and enrolling ACHIEVE 

students, there is no independent variable that consistently shows a significant relationship with 

the statements presented. In Model 1, on average, the odds of agreeing that a racially/ethnically 
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diverse student body enhances the educational experience of all students increase by a factor of 

19.34 for each one unit increase of agreement when comparing non-White faculty members to 

their White peers. Model 2 shows no statistically significant results. In Model 3, on average, the 

odds of agreeing that the college has a responsibility to work with its surrounding communities 

to address local issues decrease by a factor of 2.41 for each one unit increase of agreement when 

comparing non-tenured faculty members to their tenured peers. Last, in Model 4, on average, the 

odds of agreeing that Mountain View College has a duty to admit and enroll an unlimited 

number of ACHIEVE students increase by a factor of 2.10 for each one unit increase of 

agreement when comparing faculty who taught both undergraduate and graduate courses 

compared to faculty members who exclusively taught in the undergraduate curriculum. 

Table 4.6 presents the results of the ordinal logistic regressions assessing the relationship 

between the independent variables and the three statements from the survey that measure the 

perceived commitment to diversity by Mountain View College. 
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Table 4.6: Ordinal Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) – How faculty perceive institutional 

commitment to diversity 
Model 5: Model 6: 

Model 7: 
Mountain View College 

promotes racial and 

Mountain View 

College has effective 
Faculty are prepared to 

deal with conflict over 
ethnic diversity 

in the faculty and 

hiring practices and 

policies that increase 
diversity 

issues in the classroom. 
administration. faculty diversity. 

-0.97 -0.67 -1.51 
1-5 Years Taught at MVC 

0.89 0.90 0.97 

-1.53 -0.87 -1.41 
Masters Degree 

0.81 0.80 0.86 

-1.88 -0.61 -1.04 
Non-White 

1.13 1.11 1.17 

0.65 0.40 -1.24 
Female 

0.71 0.72 0.76 

-0.68 -0.34 3.30* 
GR Courses Taught 

1.15 1.17 1.30 

0.00 0.56 0.91 
UG and GR Taught 

0.64 0.66 0.67 

1.83* 1.70* 0.85 
Non-Tenure Track 

0.81 0.82 0.80 

1.08 -0.15 1.07 
Tenure Track 

1.37 1.43 1.41 

Model Fit 91.28 82.61 77.34 

Goodness of Fit 128.25* 83.40 461.36* 

Nagelkerke 0.25 0.20 0.31 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

In terms of faculty and how they perceive the commitment to diversity by Mountain 

View College, both Model 5 and Model 6 show that non-tenure track faculty, on average, are 

more likely to agree that Mountain View College both promotes racial and ethnic diversity (by a 
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factor of 1.83) in the faculty and administration and has effective hiring practices and 

policies that increase faculty diversity (by a factor of 1.70). Model 7 shows that, on average, the 

odds of agreeing that faculty are prepared to deal with conflict over diversity issues in the 

classroom increase by a factor of 3.30 for each one unit increase of agreement when comparing 

faculty members who teach exclusively in the graduate curriculum to their faculty peers who 

teach exclusively in the undergraduate curriculum. 

Table 4.7presents the results of the ordinal logistic regressions assessing the relationship 

between the independent variables and the two statements from the survey that measure the 

effect that ACHIEVE has had on diversity at Mountain View College. 
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Table 4.7: Ordinal Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) - How faculty perceive ACHIEVE affecting 

diversity and how they believe diversity has affected learning environment 
Model 9: 

Model 8: 

Independent Variable 

The ACHIEVE program 

has had a positive effect on 

diversity 

at Mountain View College. 

The increase in diversity in the 

undergraduate college at 

Mountain View College has affected the 

learning environment in a 

positive way. 

0.32 -0.15 
1-5 Years Taught at MVC 

1.25 0.91 

0.00 -1.30 
Masters Degree 

1.00 0.88 

-2.10 -0.13 
Non-White 

1.50 1.21 

1.30 0.92 
Female 

0.96 0.79 

-0.26 1.67 
GR Courses Taught 

1.63 1.52 

0.65 0.20 
UG and GR Taught 

0.81 0.66 

-1.35 -0.25 
Non-Tenure Track 

1.03 0.80 

-0.42 -1.53 
Tenure Track 

1.70 1.43 

Model Fit 45.50 80.04 

Goodness of Fit 85.80* 85.42 

Nagelkerke 0.16 0.15 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

There are no significant results to report for table 4.7 Table 4.8 presents the results of the 

ordinal logistic regressions assessing the relationship between the independent variables and the 
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two statements from the survey that point to faculty believing that there is a low level of 

understanding in terms of program itself and how it is funded. 

Table 4.8: Ordinal Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) – How well faculty understand ACHIEVE (At 

first & current) 
Model 11: 

Model 10: 

The ACHIEVE program and how it 
The ACHIEVE program and how 

it is funded at Mountain View 
Independent Variable is funded at Mountain View College 

was well understood by faculty and 

staff when it was first implemented. 

College 

is currently well understood by 

faculty and staff. 

-2.32 -1.05 
1-5 Years Taught at MVC 

1.21 1.03 

-2.56* -1.08 
Masters Degree 

1.01 0.88 

-2.35 -0.85 
Non-White 

1.29 1.28 

-0.25 0.09 
Female 

0.79 0.82 

3.12* 20.84* 
GR Courses Taught 

1.61 0.00 

-0.12 0.67 
UG and GR Taught 

0.71 0.71 

0.09 0.53 
Non-Tenure Track 

0.82 0.83 

0.50 0.63 
Tenure Track 

1.58 1.59 

Model Fit 52.61 61.33 

Goodness of Fit 37.03 41.93 

Nagelkerke 0.34 0.24 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Model 10 shows that, on average, the odds of agreeing that faculty understood the 

ACHIEVE program and how it is funded at Mountain View College was well understood by 

faculty and staff when it was first implemented increase by a factor of 3.12 for each one unit 

increase of agreement when comparing faculty members who teach exclusively in the graduate 

curriculum to their faculty peers who teach exclusively in the undergraduate curriculum. Model 

10 also shows that, on average, the odds of agreeing that faculty understood the ACHIEVE 

program and how it is funded at Mountain View College was well understood by faculty and 

staff when it was first implemented decrease by a factor of 2.56 for each one unit increase of 

agreement when comparing faculty members who hold a Master’s degree when compared to 

their faculty peers who hold Doctoral degrees. Model 10 shows that, on average, the odds of 

agreeing that faculty understood the ACHIEVE program and how it is funded at Mountain View 

College was well understood by faculty and staff when it was first implemented increase by a 

factor of 20.84 for each one unit increase of agreement when comparing faculty members who 

teach exclusively in the graduate curriculum to their faculty peers who teach exclusively in the 

undergraduate curriculum.. 

Table 4.9 presents the results of the ordinal logistic regressions assessing the relationship 

between the independent variables and how the ACHIEVE scholarship has affected Mountain 

View College economically as well as its effect on the institution overall: 
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Table 4.9: Ordinal Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios) – Faculty perception of ACHIEVE, 

economic and overall 

Model 12: 
Model 13: 

Independent Variable 

The ACHIEVE program 

has had a positive effect 

on Mountain View 

The ACHIEVE program has had a 

negative effect on the economic health 

College overall. 
at Mountain View College 

-0.54 0.36 
1-5 Years Taught at MVC 

1.07 1.20 

-0.52 0.32 
Masters Degree 

0.92 1.06 

0.02 5.16 
Non-White 

1.23 1.95 

0.24 0.18 
Female 

0.91 0.96 

0.80 -2.65 
GR Courses Taught 

2.11 1.66 

0.03 -1.00 
UG and GR Taught 

0.71 0.88 

-0.35 1.14 
Non-Tenure Track 

0.82 0.93 

-0.83 0.18 
Tenure Track 

1.66 0.96 

Model Fit 71.88 55.80 

Goodness of Fit 78.83 63.09 

Nagelkerke 0.09 0.43 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

There are no significant results to report for table 4.9. 

The main focus of this chapter is to gain insight into how full-time faculty, at a small 

private college that funds unlimited ACHIEVE scholarships, assess the ACHIEVE scholarship 
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program on a number of factors. When analyzing survey results we discover that faculty 

members value diversity and believe that it has a positive effect on a college. They also feel that 

Mountain View College has a responsibility to its surrounding community (Lake City) yet at the 

same time say are ambivalent in how the ACHIEVE scholarship itself is affecting Mountain 

View College positively in the classroom or in terms of finances. The second portion of the 

chapter then looked to discover any differences between faculty groups that may lend insight as 

to why faculty respond to statements the way they do. Results from ordinal regression modeling 

shows very few significant results and the results that are significant are very scattered and 

inconsistent. Overall, this may prove uninteresting initially, but regression modeling results 

support descriptive results from the survey as well as results from Chapter Two. A lack of 

significant differences speak to the fact that overall, faculty are in agreement in how they view 

the ACHIEVE scholarship and its effects on Mountain View College. 

However, when these results are analyzed and put into context along with results from 

Chapter Two, they point to the overall struggle and tension that institutions and individuals 

experience when working under the partnership with the ACHIEVE scholarship. The struggle 

that Mountain View College along with its administrators and faculty have is that while there are 

positive outcomes that come from the partnership with the ACHIEVE scholarship, there are 

often negative outcomes as well and these outcomes are oftentimes competing with each other 

and not mutually exclusive. Overall, the descriptive results show that faculty members believe 

that diversity has positive effects on the learning environment on a college and that there has 

been an increase in diversity due to the ACHIEVE scholarship program. However, faculty 

members say that this increase in diversity has not necessarily led to a positive effect on the 

learning environment at Mountain View College. 
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In the previous chapter Michelle (academics) notes that non-white students will 

frequently access student support services that her office provides, and that faculty and some 

staff approach her and ask if there is diversity training being offered because they feel ill 

equipped to answer questions that are posed to them because race/ethnicity is involved. A lack of 

training being offered may suggest to faculty and staff that the institution as a whole does not 

totally support the issue of diversity in its spirit. This misalignment can best be seen when 

compared to individuals equating access to equality. Giving individuals access to a college 

education is not the same as giving them access and providing them the supports and tools they 

need to succeed. The same could be said for diversity. Merely increasing levels of diversity 

(ratios measuring race, ethnicity, gender, social class) does not necessarily equate to a more 

positive learning environment. An institution must not only increase levels of diversity, but also 

actively develop and promote policies that foster the positive effects of a diverse learning 

environment. 

So, while faculty members believe in the positive effects of diversity in general, and that 

diversity has increased at Mountain View College, they also believe that these effects have not 

been identifiable in the classroom. Additionally, faculty members are less convinced that 

Mountain Valley College fully values or supports the efforts of diversity. This could be due to 

faculty members feeling they have not received adequate diversity training that would be needed 

to properly serve and teach the changing demographic in the student body. When presented with 

the statement, “are you for increasing access and money for underrepresented students?” it would 

be difficult to find someone that would answer “no”, let alone strongly answer “no.” However, 

when that question is asked side by side with the potential issues that come with a program like 

ACHIEVE, the answer is not as clear cut. The ACHIEVE program does not operate and thus 
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cannot be viewed in a vacuum. Faculty members say they strongly support diversity and the 

positive benefits it brings, but they also believe that the ACHIEVE scholarship also has 

ramifications that negatively affect Mountain View College as well (learning environment, 

negative budget impact). So in the end, faculty members who say that they neither agree nor 

disagree with the overall effect of the ACHIEVE scholarship makes sense since when they 

answer these survey questions in the forced-choice Likert scale, they must balance the pros and 

the cons of the ACHIEVE scholarship. 

The results also echo statements given by administration employees in Chapter Two. 

Interviewees said that while the ACHIEVE scholarship aligns with the mission of the college and 

that everyone at the college is in support of it, there must be consideration given to how it will 

affect the bottom line of the administration because while the program has positive effects, it also 

has negative ones as well. In essence, faculty members here are echoing that same sentiment. 

Faculty believe that yes, they value diversity, and yes they feel Mountain View College has a 

responsibility to its surrounding community (Lake City). But there is less agreement in how the 

ACHIEVE scholarship itself is effecting Mountain View College in a positive way, whether in 

the classroom or on the balance sheet. 

LACK OF COMMUNICATION + LACK OF TRAINING = PROBLEMS (TOKENISM 

AND STIGMA) 

In addition to surveying faculty members during the Fall 2017 semester I also 

interviewed five faculty members during the winter break (January/February 2017). In order to 

be considered for interviews faculty members had to have taught at Mountain View College for 

at least five years (so that they had a pre-ACHIEVE sense of the college) in addition to having 

served in a leadership capacity on an institutional committee during the last five years. To 
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review, administrators from Mountain View College interviewed in the previous chapter 

discussed firsthand how the ACHIEVE program has affected Mountain View College from a 

financial perspective and how the partnership with ACHIEVE was implemented, managed, and 

is currently managed and assessed. Interview data collected from administrators also lent 

valuable secondhand insight into how the program has changed the student demographic on 

campus and how that was affecting areas such as classroom learning, topics around diversity, and 

faculty/staff-student interaction. Interviews conducted in this chapter are done in order to glean 

more depth and insight into these second hand issues. Faculty members who held leadership 

positions and have taught at Mountain View College for at least five years have the unique 

perspective of having been involved with institutional decision making as it relates to programs 

and partnerships such as ACHIEVE while also having personal, firsthand knowledge and 

experience of how the increase in ACHIEVE students has affected classroom learning, issues 

around diversity, and faculty/staff-student interaction. 

Lack of Communication 

When faculty members were asked what the most important change that the ACHIEVE 

scholarship had brought about on campus was, each of the five interviewed identified the same 

topic, that the “type” of student had changed, and had changed dramatically. When asked to 

clarify what they meant by “type”, many used different identifiers that were synonymous with a 

student typically served by a promise scholarship. The first common descriptor revolved around 

a student’s academic ability at the time of admission. According to Melanie: 

I want to make sure I get his right. We have always had Lake City students and we have 

always had provisional students [lower academic scores] but the problem is now the 

scores of the lower qualified students are even lower than they have been, and there are 

more of them. So if we had 30 students with very low SAT scores, we now have 60 with 

even lower test scores. No one from admissions lets people in the faculty ranks know 
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about how the funnel looks during the admissions process so each fall it is like 

Christmas morning except, unfortunately, you know, instead of getting a good surprise 

present, we are seeing how tough our new student class is going to be and how behind 

they will be.  

Allison, a faculty member who has previously served as a department chair agrees with 

this assessment, stating that “they don’t tell us what our freshmen class looks like, so each 

Fall it is like a floating target, except you never expect it to be good news”. Paula also sees 

how the freshmen class has changed, but adds to this explanation by referring to the shortage 

of new students in an overly saturated market. Paula states that: 

I don’t think Mountain View was ready for the domino effect that took place in the local 

market place. There are a lot of colleges around here, fighting for a shrinking number of 

students. Our school [Mountain View] has the lowest academic standards, at this point I 

think we are viewed as an open admissions process, even if it isn’t quite true, but that’s 

how low we are. So now when the better schools start hurting for students, they start to 

make concessions.  Not as much as us, because they aren’t hurting like us, but when 

they dip a little deeper in their pool in terms of taking in a lower student, or giving them 

more aid, that hurts us. So School A might take in a student with a1000 SAT score that 

they typically wouldn’t take because they need to make their number. It’s one of their 

lower students but it robs us of one of our higher students. And, you see, we can’t steal a 

student in that way from a school below us because there is no one below us. So we 

have to allow and accept students who either should be at a community college or 

shouldn’t be in school at all. And it seems like we are doing this a lot. I have seen 

students accepted with SAT scores in the 600’s. Try teaching a freshmen class with 600 

SATS and 1200 SATs. Good luck with that. 

According to Carlton, a faculty member involved with teaching first year students, a 

college has to “have a strong, strong support structure. Students need access to tutoring and a 

certain type of teaching style”. Carlton believes that there was a general lack of 

communication between faculty and central administration that caused the disconnect and 

ineffectiveness the college has experienced when serving ACHIEVE students. He believes 

that central administrators did not want to take the heat for “allowing” underprepared 

students to enroll at the college. If administrators had just been up front, faculty could have 

helped to plan ahead of time for the arrival of ACHIEVE students. But according to him “no 
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one on the cabinet level wanted to stand in front of the group of faculty and deliver bad 

news. No one wanted to take the bullets for bringing in students who shouldn’t be in college, 

and that was the nail in the coffin”. 

Savannah puts forth the opinion that a number of personal factors outside of academics 

are affecting new students now more than ever. Savannah recalls the number of times she 

had freshmen students who were pregnant on one hand from all her years before the increase 

in Lake City students but now she can count an equal number of pregnant students for just 

one semester. To these factors, she is sympathetic: 

A student comes in and wants to do well, but there are so many things stacked against 

them. They have family problems. Can’t pay for school. They are homeless. I can’t tell 
you how many students I see where you can tell they aren’t getting food at home. I 

spend a lot of my time catching students up because they have missed class. They had to 

go and accompany their parent to social services because they don’t speak English. 

They are working two jobs to pay the heat and groceries for their family. A fellow 

faculty member told me two stories that stick with me. One, a student had to walk 3 

miles to college because he couldn’t afford a bus pass.  He had 11 brothers and sister 
that he had to look after because his mom was 41 and on disability and his father was 89 

and had three wives. He was on social security. It’s a different culture than anything we 
are used to. I mean what the [expletive]. The second instance was that a student had to 

drop out of school half way into their freshmen semester because there was a gang hit 

out on them from a beef in his neighborhood. A GANG HIT! Can you imagine! How 

does a college professor respond? How do we relate? How in the world can I begin to 

serve this student the right way? 

Allison concurs with this assessment. She states that she feels like she is failing 

students. She is a faculty member with over ten years’ experience teaching at Mountain 

View College and in regard to outside factors affecting student’s college experience and 

performance: 

I am a good teacher. Yet I am at a loss in how to deal with the new students. They don’t 

want to put the work in. They miss class. They fall asleep. It sounds horrible, but I was 

used to students coming in, not having a job on the side, not having to take care of 

family or children, not being stressed as to how they would pay for school etc. I was 

used to the traditional student. The new students we are getting now, from ACHIEVE, 

are totally different. They work the midnight shift. They take care of mom, dad, or a 
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sister or brother. They are used to doing group work instead of individualized learning. 

None of what I had planned would work and I didn’t know about our shift in students 

until a month into school. We weren’t offered training or anything.” 

Melanie sees this lack of planning, coordination, and communication. To her, the 

problems she and others describe can be fixed if everyone is on the same page. She believe 

that better communication can lead to better planning, which would lead to better service to 

students and better outcomes for all of those involved. To her: 

“This is all fixable, that’s the sad thing. We fail these students and we fail each other 

because we let them come here and we don’t have a way to make them successful. We 
could have had more remedial classes, more summer supports. We could have 

communicated to the faculty the change in the student body, we could have trained 

them. We could have made sure that faculty were properly trained and supported to deal 

with things like diversity, et cetera. We could have done a lot. It’s not like these 
problems aren’t treatable.  That’s the sad thing. This isn’t a terminal condition. We do it 
to ourselves.” 

Lack of Training 

The last quoted passage listed in the previous finding leads into the topic of faculty 

training and development. All five faculty members stated that the number one area of 

concern revolved around the new “type” of student being admitted and enrolled. Invariably, 

the second area of concern, without prompting, revolved around the lack of training that was 

made available to faculty members in order to serve and teach this new type of student. 

Paula, who has been involved in strategic planning at the college as well assessment 

believes that the college was not prepared to handle such a radical change on the front line. 

Paula remembers when Lake City students began to arrive in campus in higher numbers but 

faculty had not been part of the planning process in serving these students. Paula recalls that 

“we had administration writing grants, getting them funded by private foundations and the 

feds. But not one faculty voice was involved in the writing or planning of the grant. Then 
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when we get the grant funded, it’s ‘ok guys go do this stuff’. But it didn’t make sense. The 

pedagogy didn’t align with the student type change’. It was all so disjointed”. 

When programming and services began to be implemented, faculty note that there 

was not an assessment plan in place to measure whether the programs or services were being 

effective. This led to confusion and frustration, especially when faculty could see that 

resources in the form of time and money were being squandered. Allison says that this was 

one of the biggest factors in terms of frustration when it comes to the ACHIEVE program, 

its administration and management. She adds that unfortunately it is the ACHIEVE student 

that suffer in the end. Allison states: 

We would get these grants that ACHIEVE helped us get. Big money that could really 

change things. But faculty weren’t involved. It’s almost like we were purposely shut 

out. And there is money being wasted. Money spent on programs that wouldn’t work, 

even a new faculty member with minimal teaching could see it. Money spent on 

classrooms when the ones we had were fine, or good enough at least. But then you see 

the same people going on training and to conferences. We had a member of student 

services who just had to attend a federal grant conference. Of course it was held in 

Florida and Puerto Rico every year. Not bad work if you can get it (sarcastically 

laughing). Meanwhile Mountain View’s finances are in the toilet. We are all taking pay 
cuts. Retirement contributions went away. And the real money we have to dig ourselves 

out of the hole we are in, we are squandering. So all this negative stuff gets attached 

with ACHIEVE. Right or wrong, but it does. And it becomes the elephant in the room. 

Only no one from central admin does anything to stop that narrative. If we could have 

just had some of that money to do things right, train people up correctly we would have 

been better off. 

Carlton agrees with this assessment. According to him “Mountain View had a golden 

opportunity to link ACHIEVE with some kick ass stuff. Stuff people could get behind. But 

they didn’t. We wanted culture and diversity training but we didn’t get it.” Even when 

Mountain View did identify tactics and programming that would be beneficial for 

ACHIEVE students the services often were under staffed or under resourced. In recent years, 

Melanie has spent time assisting and helping to instruct summer programming offered at 
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Mountain View. According to her, consistency was a pervasive problem and this was mainly 

due to staffing issues. Melanie states: 

One year we had a summer program. Students were there for a week. Stayed in the 

dorms. It was all day and all night. It was intense. The next year we have a change at 

the top and it becomes a two week program, students who would be dorming would 

dorm, commuters would commute. The next year, the VP and Assoc VP are gone 

and it’s a four day program. No one dorms. Curriculum changes. The next year it’s a 
month and a half long program, no dorms, well you get the idea. We could never 

have consistency to measure what was and was not working. One year we are strict, 

get them taught up on English and Math. The next, it’s more of a scavenger hunt and 

college knowledge type curriculum, all fluff. I’m not saying this is easy but there are 

proven effective models. But so many people have left the college and so many are 

doing two to three people’s jobs there is no way whatever they choose will be 

effective. 

All faculty members agree that there is still a need for race and diversity training at 

Mountain View College and that if implemented in the right way, it would prove to be very 

effective. Savannah recalls a training she attended with fellow faculty and staff that spoke to 

the racial and ethnic disparities in Lake City and how she couldn’t believe how surprised she 

was when fellow faculty and staff were unaware of the racial inequities and their history in 

the region. In the training there were “faculty and staff that acted like we live in a perfect 

society. Racism doesn’t exist anymore. Inequity just equals lazy”. But when the training 

began to highlight the inequality built into today’s society, and the moderator highlighted 

education and higher education, many were surprised. This epiphany was both encouraging 

and discouraging to her at the same time. Savannah states that she was discouraged since 

“all of this is so obvious to some of us, especially when you’re not in the majority, so it’s 

discouraging to see how some people can be ignorant to the fact, sometimes willingly it 

seems.” However, she sees hope in that “at least they are now aware, and we all see that they 

are aware, so hopefully we will see changes in how we operate, how we treat each other, and 

how we serve our students”. 
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Problems (Tokenism & Stigma) 

Paula was also in attendance at the community diversity training offered to faculty 

and staff. She remembers that while attending the diversity training, a topic was being 

discussed regarding access and inequity to a quality education. Paula noted that whenever a 

faculty or staff member who was white would make a point or argument, especially in 

regard to the topic of ACHIEVE, they would invariably look her way, and in her words, “get 

the Black perspective”. This to her, was not surprising since she is one of only a small 

number of non-white faculty members. What was noteworthy to her was that when the 

discussion turned to the topic of race and how ACHIEVE has affected the student 

demographic, as it relates to students, her white peers again looked to her. According to her: 

I found myself answering questions for other African American faculty and staff 

since the institution’s workforce is heavily white. What surprised me with this was 

that when we would talk about minorities at our college in any capacity, people 

would turn to me, as if I was representing all Blacks in general. It had this way of 

making me feel like there was a spotlight on me and made me very aware of when 

people do it now. People don’t realize they are doing it, and if they do, they feel bad. 

I don’t really remember it being like this before ACHIEVE was on campus and we 
were making such a big deal out of it. 

Savannah remembers being in a small group discussion at the training and having 

three white faculty members and one staff member retell a story where public safety officers 

(Mountain View College Public Safety Officers do not carry firearms) were called to the 

dorms and had to break up an altercation with African American students. 

The white public safety officers then called over the radio asking for “Dave”, and 

FYI, “Dave” is a tall, well-built African American male. When “Dave” asked why 
they needed him to come over to the dorm, the officers replied saying that there were 

ACHIEVE students they needed help with and that he could help since he was an 

African American and intimidating. But notice, how they, um, well they say 

ACHIEVE and need an African American male. Those guards don’t know if the 
students are ACHIEVE or not, but the students get a stigma attached to them whether 

they like it or not and the PS officer gets lumped in and treated as the spokesman for 

dealing with ACHIEVE students. This made me realize that in much more subtle 
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ways, I had done the same thing with non-white faculty members. Whenever people 

would discuss ACHIEVE and the perspectives of ACHIEVE students, eyes in the 

room would invariably look for a non-white face. 

These observations are confirmed by Allison who identifies these conversations as a 

result of a change in student demographics combined with a lack of discourse around 

diversity in general. To her, the institution was undergoing a major change in its student 

body with virtually no discussion of this change out in the open. She believes that “race is 

tough enough to talk about in healthy environment, good academics, good finances, and 

good working environment” but when the environment is strained, “things get tough and no 

one talks about the major, sensitive issues.” 

To Carlton this example sounds familiar. He has been part of planning meetings 

when ACHIEVE students are discussed. When faculty begin to speak negatively about 

ACHIEVE students, he has noticed that some faculty will recoil after making eye contact 

with him. To him “it’s the strangest thing. They look at me like I am their representative or 

guardian, like I represent all of the ACHIEVE students. The weird part is that when they 

want to actually impact diversity on campus, that’s when they don’t look to me.” Carlton 

also believes that his fellow faculty members inadvertently ask him questions about diversity 

when ACHIEVE comes up as if his race makes him an expert on diversity. Carlton’s 

experience, in his mind, has taught him that faculty members who do not feel comfortable 

talking about ACHIEVE, race, or diversity, create a structure that makes them synonymous 

with each other. To him, “just because I am a minority, doesn’t mean I know anything more 

about diversity or the ACHIEVE program than anyone else does. It’s just that I am in the 

minority in the work place that people attach these labels. I am in the minority, it’s tough to 

fight back on that perception.” 
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Paula confirms this statement. Her colleagues and superiors look to her when 

negative aspects of race are involved, but when real change can be made upper 

administration does not look for a diverse set of opinions. Paula states that: 

We recently developed a strategic plan for the college. There are goals and metrics 

regarding having a more diverse workforce, faculty and staff. Yet when discussion 

turns to how to attain this goal, the discussion dies.  Then a couple of months later, a 

plan will get unveiled that was developed by four to five White cabinet members. 

How does that made sense? So I am considered a token when it comes to negative, or 

uncomfortable topics but when we can discuss solutions and moving towards 

something positive I am left out of the conversation? 

All five faculty members interviewed state that they have been in committee 

meetings where the ACHIEVE program has been used to create a stigma in reference to 

various student groups. Some have even fell prey to doing it themselves. Carlton remembers 

a discussion he had with a member from the upper administration where he found himself 

making general claims regarding the program and its effect on the classroom. He remembers 

telling his coworker that “life was so different before ACHIEVE came along. I just sort of 

lumped all the change in faces along with the ACHIEVE program. And listen, no-one makes 

Mountain View take part the way we do. We make that choice, and hell, even if we take part 

why does there have to be a negative connotation to the program. It does good things! It 

gives money to those who can’t afford college! It wasn’t until you actually take time to 

figure out what is going on when you can begin to unravel that there is no cause and effect”.  

As he looks back on the conversation, what strikes him now is that the staff member 

nodded along to the conversation, instead of, from his perspective, taking the time to inform 

him about the partnership and how the scholarship really works. When he thinks back he 

believes “that was just the perfect time for [staff member name] to set me straight. Educate 

me. I could spread the word. But because it was a tough discussion, he didn’t have it. It 
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wasn’t til later on that I got more information from a ACHIEVE meeting down at their 

offices that I started to learn about the program itself”. 

Allison, who has served as a liaison to a large student club/extracurricular activity, 

has found herself having to educate the students she advises about the facts regarding 

ACHIEVE. To her, the students need to be educated just as much as the faculty and staff do. 

She observes that: 

These students fall prey to social media, and that can be BAD. All it takes is one 

student taking a picture of some improper behavior and tagging it with a catchy 

hashtag and it does the damage. There’s no way to argue against it. We had a white 

athlete tag a picture with an African American student sleeping in the cafeteria that 

had the caption ‘this is what happens when Mountain View looks to ACHIEVE 
#ACHIEVEGARBAGE #Thisplaceisajoke 

#ACHIEVERUININGMOUNTAINVIEW’ You bring up the word stigma but that’s 

almost too kind a word. These students are misinformed and that can turn downright 

mean. 

Savannah has recalls an instance when students in her class were asked to form 

groups for class presentations. She noticed that there were 3 groups of majority White 

students and one group made up of all non-White students. When consulting with each 

group about their projects, she overheard one group referring to the group made up of all 

non-White students as the ACHIEVE group. In talking with this group however, Savannah 

learned that in reality, none of the members were recipients of the scholarship. Two students 

graduated from a large urban school district 8 hours away and two were from school districts 

three and five hours away from Mountain View. To her this was a reality check that 

“allowed me to say wow, I didn’t bat an eye when the students referred to them as the 

ACHIEVE group. It really hit me when I learned they weren’t AHIEVE students. It made 

me reflect and ask myself, have I labeled other students in other ways incorrectly?” 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The goal of this chapter is to investigate how full-time faculty view the ACHIEVE 

scholarship program in terms of its effect on Mountain View College, both inside and outside the 

classroom. First, analysis here shows that faculty support what the ACHIEVE program can and 

could do for Mountain View College in terms of diversity. Faculty believe that Mountain View 

College has a responsibility to serve its surrounding community and that students benefit from a 

diverse student body as well as a diverse faculty and staff. The faculty interviewed all state that 

Mountain View College can and should be benefitting from the increased diversity in its student 

body. However, since the partnership with ACHIEVE has been lacking in terms of management, 

assessment, and communication, there have been unforeseen consequences that have arisen that 

the College has been slow to address or not addressed at all. 

Faculty state that because of a lack of communication from the Mountain View College’s 

administration, they feel woefully underprepared in assessing, adjusting, and serving the ever 

evolving student body. Faculty believe that if they were given the proper data ahead of time in 

regard to the student body and their changing needs, they could reorganize teaching pedagogy 

and support services in a way that would benefit the students and the institution overall. Faculty 

also state that the subject of diversity does not live in a vacuum, and simply increasing the 

diversity of your student body does not automatically reap benefits if left alone. 

Faculty also state that because there has been a lack of communication and training 

provided to faculty, problems have arisen that are much more difficult to plan for or treat. 

Faculty members confirm findings from Chapter Three of this dissertation that the lack of 

communication and understanding of the ACHIEVE program has allowed individuals on campus 

to stigmatize the ACHIEVE program and its participants as being one of a lower socio-economic 
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status, under prepared academically, and non-White membership. Faculty argue that even they 

have fell into the trap of incorrectly labeling students as being part of ACHIEVE when in fact 

they do not accurately know that one way or another. 

Faculty also believe that because there has been a lack of discourse and understanding in 

regard to the ACHIEVE program, the racial composition of the student body increased group 

visibility. This in turn, has created an atmosphere that allows non-White faculty and staff to be 

viewed as representatives of all non-White members of the campus community (faculty, staff, 

and students). Faculty members note that because of their increased interactions with non-White 

students, employees from majority and minority groups have been directly affected and has 

altered how they interact with each other. This enhanced visibility has caused non-White faculty 

members to be viewed as tokens. To be specific, non-White faculty members are treated more 

differently than their White co-workers (dominant members of the group), thus making 

themselves more visible. This visibility occurs when both the token members and the dominant 

group recognize the visible differences of the tokens. Tokens acknowledge the pressure to 

perform well because the actions of one token member are viewed as the actions of all token 

members. 

Faculty members interviewed believe that since there has been a lack of dialogue related 

to the topic of diversity on campus at Mountain View, non-White faculty and staff members have 

allowed themselves to interact with non-White faculty members that suggest that non-White 

faculty members speak for other non-White faculty member and even non-White students. 

Faculty are inadvertently associating expertise and experience with the topic of diversity with 

being a minority on campus. 
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Survey analysis also shows that there are no demographic variables that consistently 

predict attitudes towards the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship as it relates to the overall health of 

the institution, the effect it has on diversity, how well prepared they feel about serving and 

teaching a more diverse student body, and their overall views and opinions of the scholarship in 

general. 

From a sociological perspective, while colleges and universities have initially been 

focused on the budgetary impact of the ACHIEVE Scholarship, they must begin to confront 

issues that have to deal with how faculty, staff, and students deal with diversity, especially 

race and class. In this dissertation I have shown that the ACHIEVE scholarship has had 

dramatic effects on the race/diversity makeup of the student body at Mountain View 

College. While Mountain View has been eager to cite the increased diversity as a positive, it 

has also been slow to make sure that it actually results in a bettered learning environment, 

both inside and outside the classroom. Without an institution wide diversity plan in place, 

Mountain View College has allowed a lack of information and/or misinformation to control 

how the program is perceived, its participants are perceived, as well as how individuals on 

campus relate and engage with each other on topics involving race and diversity. Faculty and 

staff have not been properly trained or prepared to engage with the rapidly changing student 

demographic and as a result, students have not been served in a way that meets their needs 

and faculty and staff of color have struggled with their status on campus and how they 

engage with each other. 

108 



 
 

 

  

    

 

   

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

   

   

 

CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 

Promise scholarship research has traditionally focused on how such programs impact 

students and communities, but have not concentrated on how they impact institutions of 

higher education. The arguments and findings laid out in this dissertation have aimed to fill 

that gap. Through a critical literature review, interviews with staff at three small private 

colleges, and interviews and survey responses from faculty at one small private institution, I 

find that Lake City’s ACHIEVE promise scholarship affects the higher education landscape 

in many major, unforeseen, and previously unplanned for ways. From a macro-level, 

institutional perspective, the ACHIEVE scholarship has put a great deal of pressure on the 

budgets of small, private institutions who have traditionally enrolled large amounts of Lake 

City students in the past. The ACHIEVE Scholarship has also emphasized the amount of 

planning and assessment that is needed to make sure that the program is successfully 

implemented. On a micro-level, in terms of faculty and staff perspective, the ACHIEVE 

program has introduced a number of issues that were difficult to predict and must be taken 

into consideration for the model to be successful. Institutions must have clearly defined 

diversity plans set in place to successfully navigate issues such as the stigmatization of the 

ACHIEVE program and its students as well as the increased prevalence of tokenism of 

certain employee groups affected by the presence of the ACHIEVE program. 

Implications for Promise Scholarships and their Effects on Small Private Institutions 

Many promise scholarship program endowments are structured in such a way so that 

the money that is raised to fund scholarships can only be used towards attending a two or 

four year public college, and not a four year private college or university. In order for a 

private college or university to take part in a promise scholarship program they must 
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typically choose whether or not they are willing to fund these scholarships with money from 

their own budget. The Kalamazoo Promise, for example, initially covered costs only 

associated with two and four year public colleges when it was created in 2005. It was not 

until 2015 when the Kalamazoo Promise and the Michigan Colleges Alliance announced 

that the scholarship program was expanding to cover tuition up to 100%for graduates of the 

Kalamazoo Public School District to attend four year private colleges and universities in the 

state of Michigan. This was made possible by the fact that the fifteen private liberal-arts 

colleges in Michigan agreed to fund the difference in costs between their tuition and the cost 

of attending a public university with monies from the institutions. 

The ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship funding model, however, approaches funding 

private and public colleges and universities in a different manner. The ACHIEVE Promise 

Scholarship does not provide any scholarship funds from its endowment to be used towards 

a student’s tuition and fees to attend a four year private institution. Private colleges and 

universities that are members of the ACHIEVE coalition act as the primary source of 

funding to ACHIEVE students attending their institutions with no scholarship money 

coming from the ACHIEVE scholarship endowment. 

Data presented in Figure 5.1 show how all private institutions in the local ACHIEVE 

higher education market in which Mountain View College, Valley Central College, and 

Coastal College are located relate to each other as well as to their free, public peers. 
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Figure 5.1 - Peer Relationships between Private and Public Instituions

Academic Standards # of ACHIEVE Scholars Private Institution Comparable Public Peer

High 10 Private Institution #1

<5 Private Institution #2

<5 Private Institution #3

<5 Coastal College

10 Private Institution #5

<5 Private Institution #6

<5 Private Institution #7

Valley Central College
Medium Size Public 

(Free to ACHIEVE)

Low Mountain View College
Community College

 (Free to ACHIEVE)

Large Public

 (Free to ACHIEVE)

Unlimited ACHIEVE

The data show that Mountain View College and Valley Central College are the only 

two private colleges that offer an unlimited number of tuition scholarships to ACHIEVE 

eligible students, while Costal College is part of a group of small private colleges that offer a 

very limited number of ACHIEVE scholarships per year. Not all students who are admitted 

to this group of schools are guaranteed to receive an ACHIEVE scholarship. This type of 

funding model skews the playing field away from private institutions and towards the 

direction of public institutions when it comes to attracting, admitting, and enrolling new 

students from the Lake City School District. This funding model puts an enormous amount 

of strain on colleges like Mountain View College and Valley Central College since they 

have typically taken in large amounts of Lake City students who need great amounts of 

support to be successful in college. These students would typically either not go to college or 

choose to attend community college if it were not for Mountain View College and Valley 

Central College. Even when examining the Kalamazoo Promise funding model, private 

colleges and universities are still required to cover a portion of the cost of attendance while 
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public colleges and universities are not required to contribute anything. 

While promise scholarship programs are designed in such a way to target and benefit 

first generation, traditionally under-represented populations, funneling them towards public 

institutions comes at a cost to the very students it looks to help. This is because private 

colleges and universities have been shown to have better outcomes with first generation, 

traditionally under-represented populations when compared to public college and university 

peers. According to “Completing College: Assessing Graduation Rates at Four-Year 

Institutions”, public colleges and universities enrolled 70% of the first-generation college 

students who began college in 2004 (DeAngelo, Franke, Hurtado, Pryor, & Tran 2011). 

However, graduation rates at private universities are consistently higher when compared to 

their public peers.  The 2011 study, completed by the Higher Education Research Institute at 

UCLA, finds that private universities graduated 64% of students within four years, while 

public universities graduated only 37% of students within four years. Within six years, 

private schools graduated 78% of students, while public universities graduated less than 66% 

of students (DeAngelo et. al 2011). With this information considered, it would appear that 

promise scholarship programs that are structured where no money is made available to 

private colleges and universities are inadvertently funding students to attend institutions with 

less successful graduation rates. 

In recent years most colleges and universities have become more and more 

dependent on revenue from tuition and fees in order to maintain a healthy bottom line. This 

is especially true at private institutions. According to study by the Government 

Accountability Office in 2012, the net tuition and fees revenues received (after subtracting 

institutional aid provided to students) rose from 16% to 22% of total revenue at public 
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schools, while rising from 29% to 40% at private nonprofit schools. This increased reliance 

on tuition revenue is seen as a direct result of significant decreases in state and local 

appropriations as well as decreases in endowment income. For private institutions with very 

small endowments such as Mountain View College and Valley Central College (less than $5 

million), hitting tuition and fees revenue goals is vital to an institution’s economic health. 

Institutions of all types saw decreases in state and local appropriations ranging from 

6% to 65%, as well as decreases in other revenues, ranging from 13% to 75%. To counter 

this change, institutions implement higher rates of tuition discounting. In areas of the 

Northeast, population loss has invariably led to fewer high school graduates. This lower 

number of available students has led to increased competition, lower enrollments, and higher 

tuition discount rates. The average institutional tuition discount rate for first-time, full-time 

students was an estimated 49.1% in 2016-17, up from 48% the previous year. For all 

undergraduates, the mean institutional tuition discount rate rose to an estimated 44.2%, up 

from 43% (2016, Tuition Discounting Study, National Association of College and 

University Business Officers). 

Interviewees from Mountain View College and Valley Central College both state that 

their tuition discount rates have risen drastically over recent years. This rate increase has 

been exacerbated by the fact that the ACHIEVE scholarship benefits students who would 

have traditionally chosen to enroll in Mountain View or Valley Central and had been paying 

students, but now have a viable, free, option from which to choose. Mountain View College 

has seen its discount rate climb from 42%, pre-ACHIEVE, to 65% in 2016. At Valley 

Central the tuition discount rate has risen from 11% pre-ACHIEVE to 35% in 2016. Small 

private colleges and universities are stuck between having to choose not to fund ACHIEVE 
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scholarships and save money in terms of their discount rate which would lead to lower 

enrollments, or meet enrollment targets while discounting tuition rates at unsustainable rates. 

Interviewees state that while it is true that tuition discount rates are rising at all area private 

colleges and universities, there is less room for error at their institutions. Since other private 

institutions have higher academic standards, they can, in theory, adjust the floor of their 

incoming class to make their enrollment target. They also do not have a direct public peer 

for the type of student they recruit. These students can also be the top academic students 

from Mountain View College, Valley Central College, and even Coastal College. Figure 5.1 

represents the relationship between private and public colleges in the area of the local 

ACHIEVE scholarship. When private colleges at the top of the chart begin to lose 

enrollment, they have the option of lowering their academic standards and taking students 

away from colleges below them. Mountain View College and Valley Central College are, if 

you will, at the bottom of the food chain in this model. For them, lowering their admissions 

standards means admitting and enrolling students who are typically not prepared to be 

successful in college. These are some of the most critical areas in which the ACHIEVE 

scholarship has made private colleges and universities begin to look and assess their 

admissions and budgetary models. 

One of the primary goals of the ACHIEVE Program is increased access to a college 

education by removing financial barriers that first generation, under-represented minority 

students typically face when deciding if they can attend college or not. This is an important 

barrier when looking to increase access for students since these types of students 

disproportionally encounter issues related to the increased costs of higher education. The 

elimination of financial barriers does not, however, signal that there are not very important 
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barriers that still exist that continue to marginalize these students. Through the findings 

presented here, if left unchecked, the program has actually been used in a way to further 

marginalize students, and produce a side effect of highlighting interactions and engagement 

between token populations in the college workforce. These issues point to the overall 

inequality that still exists on college campuses today. Institutions such as Mountain View 

College certainly feel as though they are in lock step with the mission of the ACHIEVE 

scholarship, but by not providing adequate training to faculty and staff, by not having a 

diversity plan in place that engages faculty, staff, and students around topics of diversity, 

and by not providing venues for dialogue surrounding the issues of the ACHIEVE program, 

the institution is actually creating more inequality, rather than helping to identify and 

dismantle it. 

Faculty and staff state that students continue to struggle with issues related to 

successful in college such as academic readiness, additional college costs, and interacting 

with others that are from a different race and ethnicity. By not having a fully developed, well 

thought out institutional diversity plan, the college is enhancing the inequalities that 

marginalized students face when trying to be successful in college. 

Implications for Kanter’s Theory of Tokenism 

Kanter’s (1977) theory of tokenism and its underlying concepts of visibility, 

stereotypes, and polarization have long been used as a framework in which to understand the 

experiences of numerical minorities. This research has typically centered on gender and 

racial minorities and how they experience interactions with colleagues and supervisors and 

organizational processes. Kanter’s original work explored the experiences of twenty 

saleswomen in a work environment that had been traditionally dominated by men. Kanter’s 
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theory has since been applied to women in a variety of workplaces such as law enforcement, 

the military (Yoder & Adams 1984), coal mining (Hammond & Mahoney 1983), 

autoworkers (Gruber & Bjorn 1982), and transit workers (Swerdlow 1989). 

Tokenism research has also been extended beyond gender, focusing on race and the 

experiences of African American workers in predominantly White workplaces and in particular 

relevance to this research, a number of these studies have focused on academic settings, 

including studies of African American teachers in predominantly White schools (Turner 2002; 

Turner, Gonzalez & Wood 2008; Harley 2008; Madsen & Mabokela’s  2000, 2003a, 2003b; 

Patton & Catching 2009; Alexander & Moore 2007), and minority teachers in independent 

schools (McDonald, Harvey, & Brown 2005; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994; Mosley 1980; 

Phillips 2010). These studies find that racial tokens not only feel a sense of increased visibility, 

polarization, and stereotyping, but that these effects also create performance pressure and sense 

of invisibility in that the individual’s individuality is discounted.  Here they are viewed as the 

“representative” for diversity work and issues and for minority students and parents (McDonald 

et al. 2005). 

Research on tokenism has focused on how fellow co-workers interact with each other 

in the workplace and specifically when it comes to race in higher education, the majority of 

current research focuses on Black teachers’ experiences as a token group. However, there is 

a lack of research that analyzes the relationships between minority and majority members as 

the diversity of secondary populations change. Research presented here attempts to extend 

the theory of tokenism as it relates to secondary populations affecting how groups perceive 

and interact with each other. 

116 



 
 

   

   

   

    

 

  

   

  

 

  

  

   

 

 

   

 

  

   

 

 

 

The faculty and staff at colleges and universities interact with a variety of people 

outside of just their fellow employees and supervisors whether it be with alumni, students, 

parents, community members, etc. Faculty and staff that I interviewed state that secondary 

populations, specifically students, directly affect and define how employees from majority 

and minority groups interact with each other. In terms of higher education, racial 

composition of the student body as well as faculty and staff have the potential to reinforce or 

diminish minority group visibility, stereotypes, and polarization at work. At Mountain View 

College, where the first year cohort in 2005 was 4% non-white compared to 47% in 2016, 

the shift in diversity in terms of their student body coincided with the lack of a shift of 

diversity for faculty and staff where the non-white in 2005 was 12% compared to 8% in 

2016. This sudden lack of congruence has unexpectedly affected the way employees develop 

and manage relationships which in turn causes them to experience their workplaces in very 

different ways. The key factor is that the workforce representation, in terms of racial 

composition, has remained relatively unchanged, so in theory, the way in which faculty and 

staff experience their workplaces should be relatively unchanged. 

Implications for Research on Stigma 

When the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship was implemented at Mountain Valley 

College, it was presented as a great victory for the very type of student the College looks to 

serve, first generation students who come from typically under represented populations. By 

removing the financial barriers students encounter the institution believed that the program, 

while putting stress on the institution in terms of budget, would have very little drawback for 

the students. My research shows that while their students do receive free tuition to attend 

Mountain View College, the scholarship also comes with an unintended consequence, the 
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stigmatization of the program and in turn, students. Faculty and staff I interviewed state that 

since the ACHIEVE program was never explained or communicated to faculty and staff, it 

has allowed employees to develop negative opinions about the program and its students. In 

reaction to this, the College has attempted to be “transparent” and concentrate all discussions 

on ACHIEVE and how it is operating. This often takes form in meetings and report outs to 

the College. This focus has had the opposite intended effect. Faculty and staff state that they 

are often left to guess what students receive the ACHIEVE scholarship and since the 

scholarship has hurt the College financially, it is often been thought of as the chief reason for 

the institutions budget problems (budget cuts, pay decreases, layoffs, etc.). 

Staff at Valley Central have also witnessed the ACHIEVE scholarship increasing 

their tuition discount. The administration has taken a different approach to the ACHIEVE 

program however. At Valley Central, the scholarship program is mentioned only in passing 

and is purposefully not mentioned in report outs or to the campus community overall. They 

have done this so not to draw attention to the program since they cannot control the narrative 

surrounding it. Institutions must be clear with how they are managing the program, how it is 

affecting the institution, and how they plan on dealing with the issues that surround the 

program that are not budget related. Issues related to stigma, tokenism, and other more 

traditional issues affecting first generation students must be planned for and communicated 

to employees. Doing this will allow faculty and staff to have a clear understanding of how 

the program works and how it is affecting their jobs and the institution on a day to day basis. 

Creating this buy in from day one is crucial for institutions to be successful. 

Limitations of this Research 
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Characteristics of the research site(s) is a potential limitation for this research study. Data 

collected in Chapter Three involves interviews from nine individuals employed at three 

institutions (three individuals per institution). Data collected in Chapter Four involved one on 

one interviews with five faculty members as well as survey data collected from 41 respondents at 

one of the three institutions included in Chapter Three. Since data were collected at a small 

number of sites, conclusions may not be generalizable to other higher education institutions, 

especially institutions not comparable to the study site(s) in type, size, and other characteristics 

such as academic and financial. In both Chapters Three and Four, data were collected from one 

institutional type (private) and size (small). Comparable qualitative research at different 

institutional types and sizes may yield different results. Data collected in Chapter Four also are 

focused on one site (Mountain View College) and did not use a comparison institution to 

measure whether effects were present there as well. This is something that can be remedied in 

future studies. 

Sample size in terms of the number of respondents is also a limitation for this research 

study. For example, survey data collected in Chapter Four yielded 41 responses (52% response 

rate). With such a small sample size, querying for differences between groups was difficult, since 

some groups fall below five respondents. The small sample size also restricts the ability to 

generalize to a larger population of faculty members at other institutions of higher education. In 

terms of one on one interviews, in Chapter Three, I conducted just nine interviews across three 

institutions and five interviews with faculty members in Chapter Four. Since the number of 

respondents is low, there may be difficulty in generalizing across institutions. 

In addition to the small sample size, because I used a snowball sampling procedure to 

find individuals who were not readily identifiable, my analysis here is limited. Employees from 
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other divisions or who were unknown to original interviewees may have differing perspectives or 

have had different levels of exposure to the ACHIEVE grant than others. 

An additional potential limitation revolves around employees answering interview 

questions while trying to remember events and actions that, at times, may have taken place three 

to four years prior. This, coupled with the fact that the information they were communicating 

could be viewed as highly sensitive, allows for the possibility that respondents may have edited 

what they divulged during their interview. 

Despite these limitations, this study yielded valuable results because it introduces a new 

perspective in which to analyze how promise scholarships are affecting institutions of higher 

education. Much of the current literature surrounding promise scholarships examines their effect 

on students and communities but ignores how they are affecting and shaping the colleges and 

universities where they send their students. Results here identify a number of key areas where the 

effect of promise scholarships range from the more obvious (diversity in higher education, 

enrollment patterns and enrollment management) to the less obvious (stigmatization of groups, 

tokenism in the workplace) at varying levels of significance. 

Role of the Researcher 

My role/former role played an active part in how this dissertation was designed as well as 

how data was collected. Previous to my current employment I was employed at Mountain View 

College in the department of Institutional Research and Planning. During my tenure at Mountain 

View College I was able to work on a wide variety projects pertaining to the ACHIEVE Promise 

Scholarship Program. This allowed me access to information and individuals at Mountain View 

College as well as at other institutions that I would not necessarily have access to otherwise. This 

enhanced access can be viewed as a strength, and I believe that my previous working relationship 
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with interviewees (Chapters Three and Four) allowed them the ability to speak freely and openly 

in terms of the ACHIEVE scholarship. The ACHIEVE scholarship occupies an important space 

in the local area (socially, economically, politically, etc.) so it was important that the 

interviewees felt comfortable enough to speak freely about the program without fear of judgment 

or repercussion. I also had the opportunity to be the primary investigator on a grant (three years 

in length) that was funded by the ACHIEVE scholarship program. This project allowed me to 

meet and interview dozens of students typically served by the ACHIEVE scholarship and also 

allowed me to further my understanding in how the scholarship operates within the local higher 

education landscape. 

My experience in working on projects and initiatives regarding ACHIEVE allowed me 

the insight into the specific questions to ask to garner the richest, most detailed responses. 

Knowing how the scholarship operates on local college campuses allowed me to hit on a number 

of topics that might have gone uncovered if left to someone with little to no experience. 

With that said, my former role did have the potential to “cloud” interviews since the topic 

of the ACHIEVE scholarship was something that I had worked on with the interviewees in 

different capacities at one time or another. I was extremely sensitive to how I would be received 

and perceived by individuals that were taking part. 

Implications for Future Research 

In this dissertation I set out to study the impact that a regional promise scholarship has on 

small, private institutions. As a result of participation, analysis here shows that small, private 

institutions have been pushed to negotiate critical financial and campus environment issues that 

while present before, did not pose the immediate threat that they currently do. This is not to say 

that all small, private institutions are created equal. Rather, the institutions that realized the most 
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acute effects of the ACHIEVE Promise Scholarship program were ones who had small 

endowments and were the most reliant on first-generation college students. These two 

institutions, Mountain View College and Valley Central College felt similar effects, due mostly 

to the face that their first year cohort has been traditionally reliant on Lake City graduates, in 

particular, lower academically qualified Lake City graduates. Other small, private colleges in the 

local area may experience the effects of ACHIEVE differently due to their academic selectivity 

and level of endowment. While ACHIEVE may not be affecting them directly it is certainly 

affecting the higher education landscape within the area so one suggestion for future research 

would be to expand the scope of the sample to include all levels of selectivity in order to measure 

both the effects of the ACHIEVE Scholarship as well as the strengths of any effects that are 

present. 

Another suggestion for future research would be to compare and assess how the promise 

scholarship programs are affecting diversity levels in terms of enrollment, and then in turn, to 

assess how these potential changes are affecting diversity related topics and issues on campus. 

Results from Mountain View College point to the importance of having a campus diversity plan 

in place so that faculty, staff, and students are all equipped to interact and engage individuals 

from diverse backgrounds. Sudden shifts in student body demographics coupled with the lack of 

an institutional diversity plan can lead to confusion, resentment, and misunderstandings. It would 

be beneficial to study how diversity plans are constructed and implemented at other ACHIEVE 

partner schools in order to gauge what initiatives and programming works and which does not. 

Finally, this study focused on the effect that a promise scholarship program has on small, 

private colleges. Since most privately controlled promise scholarships are structured in a way 

that they provide scholarship money for students to attend public colleges and universities it 
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would be beneficial to study how promise scholarships are changing enrollment patterns in 

general as well as how these changes in enrollment are affecting institutions on campus. 

APPENDIX A. Survey Instrument 

Survey Instrument – Page 1 

Demographics 

What is your gender? 

 Man 

 Woman 

 Transgender Male/Transgender Man 

 Transgender Female/Transgender Woman 

 Genderqueer/Gender Non-Conforming 

 Preferred Identity (in addition to or not listed above) 

Please choose the category that best describes your race or ethnicity (you may choose as many as 

you want). 

 Black or African American 

 White or European American 

 Asian or Asian American 

 Hispanic or Hispanic American or Latino 

 American Indian or Alaska Native 

 Other_______________ 

What is your current age: _____ 

What is your current faculty status (select one): 

 Tenured 

 Tenure-track 

 Non-tenure track 

What level of classes do you teach? (select one): 

 Undergraduate 

 Graduate 

 Both 

How many years have you taught at Mountain View College: 0 1 2-5 6+ 

How many years have you taught in Higher Education: 0 1 2-5 6+ 

What is the highest degree you have earned? 

 Community college or associate’s degree (2-year program) 

 Bachelor’s degree 
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 Master’s Degree 
 PhD or other professional degree 

 Other ________________________ 

124 



 
 

   

  

         

       

         

       

       

         

         

         

         

           

         

          

           

     

 
     

          

           
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Survey Instrument – Page 2 

To what extent do each of the following statements represent YOUR philosophy or beliefs? 

SD=Strongly Disagree D=Disagree A=Agree SA=Strongly Agree NA=No Opinion/Do Not Know 

Mountain View College promotes racial and ethnic diversity in the faculty and administration. SD D A SA NA 

Mountain View College has effective hiring practices and policies that increase faculty diversity. SD D A SA NA 

A racially/ethnically diverse student body enhances the educational experience of all students. SD D A SA NA 

A racially/ethnically diverse faculty and staff enhances the educational experience of all students. SD D A SA NA 

Mountain View College has a responsibility to work with its surrounding communities to address local issues. SD D A SA NA 

The increase in diversity in the undergraduate college at Mountain View College has effected the learning environment in a positive way. SD D A SA NA 

Faculty are prepared to deal with conflict over diversity issues in the classroom. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on Mountain View College overall. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on diversity at Mountain View College. SD D A SA NA 

Mountain View College has a duty to admit and enroll an unlimited number of ACHIEVE students. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on Mountain View College overall. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on diversity at Mountain View College. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program and how it is funded at Mountain View College was well understood by faculty and staff when it 
SD D A SA NA 

was first implemented. 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program and how it is funded at Mountain View College is currently well understood by faculty and staff. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a negative effect on the economic health at Mountain View College. SD D A SA NA 
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Survey Instrument – Page 3 

To what extent do each of the following statements represent the philosophy or beliefs of the MAJORITY OF THE MEMBERS OF 

YOUR DEPARTMENT? 

Mountain View College promotes racial and ethnic diversity in the faculty and administration. SD D A SA NA 

Mountain View College has effective hiring practices and policies that increase faculty diversity. SD D A SA NA 

A racially/ethnically diverse student body enhances the educational experience of all students. SD D A SA NA 

A racially/ethnically diverse faculty and staff enhances the educational experience of all students. SD D A SA NA 

Mountain View College has a responsibility to work with its surrounding communities to address local issues. SD D A SA NA 

The increase in diversity in the undergraduate college at Mountain View College has effected the learning environment in a positive way. SD D A SA NA 

Faculty are prepared to deal with conflict over diversity issues in the classroom. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on Mountain View College overall. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on diversity at Mountain View College. SD D A SA NA 

Mountain View College has a duty to admit and enroll an unlimited number of ACHIEVE students. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on Mountain View College overall. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a positive effect on diversity at Mountain View College. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program and how it is funded at Mountain View College was well understood by faculty and staff when it 
SD D A SA NA 

was first implemented. 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program and how it is funded at Mountain View College is currently well understood by faculty and staff. SD D A SA NA 

The ACHIEVE Scholarship Program has had a negative effect on the economic health at Mountain View College. SD D A SA NA 
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