
 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

MITCHELL, MELITA POPE. Factors Influencing Prospective African American Doctoral 

Students Selection of For-Profit Institutions. (Under the direction of Dr. James E. Bartlett, 

II).  

 

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore the values, attitudes, and beliefs that 

influence the selection process of African Americans who pursued their doctorates at for-

profit universities. There are several types of educational settings learners have to choose 

from once they decide to obtain an advanced degree. Included in these options are traditional, 

not for profit universities (NFPUs) and for-profit universities (FPUs). The number of African 

Americans who pursue doctoral studies impacts the number of African American who will 

eventually become faculty members and upper level university administrators. The 

institutions where individuals obtain their degrees can impact their ability to move into these 

positions in certain academic environments (Adams & Defleur, 2005). 

This study utilized Q methodology to uncover the perceptions of African Americans 

toward the values, attitudes, and beliefs that impact the decision to select for-profit 

universities for a doctoral degree. Seventeen students that selected for-profit doctoral degrees 

that are current enrolled or graduated from for-profit universities participated in the study. 

The participants each sorted 80 statements based on their perception of the level of influence 

each factor had on their selection of doctoral education. Participants were asked to sort the 

statements using a ranking system of (+7) most impacted my decision through (-7) least 

impacted my decision. In addition to the sort, a post card sort questionnaire collected 

demographic data. Thirteen (76.5 %) of the seventeen participants completed this 

information. Four groups emerged as a result of the sorting of the statements that assessed the 

students’ perceptions of the influences on doctoral program choice at for-profit institutions. 



 

 

These groups were described as selection for balance and convenience, selection for 

interpersonal connectedness, convenience and self-efficacy and comfort with the lack of 

confidence. 

The results of this study indicate that for-profit universities have done an excellent 

job in communicating their understanding of the needs of African Americans seeking to 

pursue doctoral studies. The findings of this study assert that there are many influences on 

the decision making process for African Americans that choose to attend for-profit 

institutions for doctoral study. Admissions requirements, institutional traits, self-efficacy, 

experiences and goals all influenced participants of this study. Participants indicated a need 

for convenience in delivery especially in regards to their lifestyle before the degree program. 

Flexible schedules that allow individuals to continue working were identified as a 

characteristic to offer. In addition, utilizing faculty and alumni to make connections and 

encourage enrollment was a distinguishing characteristic to another group of participants. 

Marketing the concept that for-profit institutions are a place to receive the needed to advance 

career and personal goals was also indicated. Lastly, the final factor lacked the confidence in 

their ability to be accepted and, subsequently, successful at traditional, not for profit 

university found for-profit institutions a viable alternative for doctoral study. This factor 

found comfort in continuing their education at a for-profit institution because they were 

confident from past experiences they could be successful at that type of institution. 

The understanding acquired through this research study can assist admissions 

professionals, department chairs and faculty in the development of effective recruitment 

strategies for African American doctoral students. In addition, program development can be 

enhanced so that recruitment, retention and persistence can be addressed. Understanding the 



 

 

attitudes of potential students regarding the doctoral decision making process can offer a 

distinct perspective of what factors should be considered when creating admissions 

requirements, marketing plans, program development and delivery options. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

 

Earning a terminal degree in one’s field can open limitless opportunities in every 

realm of the workforce and society since many higher level positions require advanced 

training (Wilson, Soto & Joyner, 2003; Morelon-Quainoo et. al., 2009). Obtaining doctoral 

degrees allow African Americans access to educational and career opportunities in a variety 

of different fields but, especially in the professoriate and the upper ranks of higher education 

administration. The number of African Americans obtaining doctoral degrees remains 

miniscule in most areas as compared to their white counterparts (Hall & Allen, 1982; Pruitt 

& Isaac, 1985; Solórzano, 1995; Scott, 2003; Morelon-Quainoo et. al., 2009). Morelon-

Quainoo et. al. (2009) warns that the “potential for upward mobility toward desirable careers 

and toward high socioeconomic status is in peril” for students of color who are 

underrepresented in graduate and professional school (p. 5). When considering doctoral 

degrees in particular, there is a dearth of African American faculty and staff at traditional, not 

for profit institutions of higher education. Clearly, this lower rate of degree attainment 

impacts a variety of opportunities for career advancement.  

Statement of the Problem 

  

As the number of African Americans who are pursuing doctorate degrees increase, 

the numbers are not reflective at traditional, not for profit doctoral institutions. Bell (2009) 

noted the stark contrast in the number of degrees awarded at for-profit universities as 

compared to their not for profit counterparts. African Americans earned 21% of the doctoral 

degrees awarded in 2006-07 at for-profit institutions compared to 6% at private, not for profit 

institutions and 5% at public institutions (Bell, p. 6). More and more African Americans are 
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being successfully recruited and admitted to for-profit institutions to pursue their doctoral 

studies (Hall, 2010; Ruch, 2003). These programs offer the opportunity for relaxed 

admissions requirements and flexible learning schedules. Despite receiving doctoral degrees, 

graduates from for-profit institutions are less likely to find positions in traditional academic 

institutions as faculty and upper level administrators. Attiyeh and Attiyeh (1997) posit “The 

admissions practices of graduate schools are critical in determining the demographic makeup 

of many professions” (p. 524). If traditional, not for profit doctoral institutions do not address 

obstacles within the admissions process then African Americans will be deterred from 

applying. As a result, the number of African Americans completing doctoral degrees that are 

ready to enter academia will continue to remain minimal at these centers of higher education. 

Not for profit doctoral institutions will need to address this flight in education and find a way 

to attract African Americans back to their programs if we are to change this imbalance in 

representation. However, there is not literature that provides an understanding of the 

perceptions of African American students toward the attitudes, values, and beliefs that impact 

their selection of for-profit doctoral education. Without understanding these perceptions it is 

not possible to see why doctoral education at specific types of institutions is being selected. 

Purpose of the Study 

 
 The purpose of this study was to identify the perceptions of African Americans 

toward the influences to apply to doctorate programs at for-profit universities. This study 

identified individuals from similar degree programs to understand their perspectives toward 

the decision making process to apply to doctoral programs. Additionally, the study sought to 

identify the most important and least important influences as well as influences that can be 
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identified as census statements and those that are different across groups or distinguishing 

statements for the groups. Q methodology was utilized to examine the data. 

Theoretical Framework 

 
Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) Three-Phase Model of College Choice has been 

utilized in studies involving graduate student institution choice through originally developed 

to explain undergraduate student choice (Poock, 1999). It was also considered in this study. 

Many of the models proposed that college student choice is a developmental process. Hossler 

and Gallagher (1987) introduced a three-phase model for studying college student choice. 

This model is built upon the work of Litten (1982) and Jackson (1982) who previously 

proposed three-phase models in an attempt to understand undergraduate college student 

choice. The three-stage developmental model of college choice offered by Hossler and 

Gallagher (1987) proposes that “students move toward an increased understanding of their 

educational options as they seek a postsecondary educational experience” (p. 208). Figure 1 

illustrates the three phases of the model and how individual and organizational factors 

intermingle to produce outcomes that influence the college choice process.  
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Model 

Dimensions 

Influential Factors 

Individual Factors                    Organizational Factors 

Student Outcomes 

Predisposition   

(Phase One) 

 

*Student Characteristics 

*Significant Others 

*Educational Activities 

*School Characteristics Search for: 

a) College 

Options 

 

b) Other 

Options 

Search            

(Phase Two) 

*Student Preliminary    

  College Values 

 

*Student Research    

  Activities 

*College and  

  University Search   

  Activities (Search for  

  Students) 

Search for: 

a) Choice 

Set 

b) Other 

Options 

Choice 

(Phase Three) 

*Choice Set *College and  

  University Courtship  

  Activities 

*Choice 

 

Figure 1. Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) Three Phase Model of College Choice 

  

In the Hossler and Gallagher (1987) model, the initial stage is entitled the 

predisposition phase. During this phase, the researchers note that students begin to analyze 

and determine if continuing their education beyond high school is a desirable option. Once 

students conclude that college is an option they would like to pursue, they move to the 

second stage of the developmental model labeled search. It is during this stage that students 

begin to collect information about various institutions. Also during this phase, students will 

develop a choice set of institutions where they will actually apply. Choice, the third and final 

phase, is where students decide where they will attend. 
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 This research project to study selection of higher education doctoral programs at for-

profit institutions by African American graduate students incorporated Hossler and 

Gallagher’s (1987) three-phase model of college choice, but with some modification. Phase 

two of the Hossler and Gallagher model, the search phase, involves gathering information 

about institutions and programs as students begin to develop their choice set. Choice, the 

third phase, occurs when students evaluate the choice set developed during phase two. In this 

study, the factors influencing the decision making process for African American doctoral 

students were examined. Analyzing how these factors impact the decision making process of 

African Americans will provide greater insight regarding how educational policies and 

procedures can potentially exclude African Americans from doctoral education at certain 

universities. How institutions value certain admissions criteria can impact the applicant pool 

for their particular programs while excluding viable candidates. In addition, marketing and 

enrollment strategies can also attract or deter potential applicants. The college choice model 

seems to be a logical and dependable theoretical framework in the initial research as it looks 

at the decision process since it approaches the research from the applicants’ perspective.  

Conceptual Framework 

 
The basic concept examined is the decision making process for African American 

doctoral students in regards to their program choice. There are several decision-making 

theories that were considered for use as a conceptual framework for this research. The 

rational model, political model, the garbage can model and the bounded rationality model 

were four that were examined. Wilson and Woodside (1999) present these four models of 

organizational decision making. They describe the rational model as one that suggests 



6 

 

 

individuals in organizations will make decisions that provide maximum benefit. They 

describe the political model to be used in situations were “decision makers are competing to 

satisfy their own goals, and choice is a function of an individual’s power” (Wilson & 

Woodside, 1999, p. 218). When decisions are a result of an unsystematic process, this is 

referred to as the garbage can model of decision-making. The authors describe this model as 

being one where the decision-making group, definitions and preferences are all subject to 

change. Finally, the bounded rationality model suggests that while individuals may attempt to 

be rational in their decision-making, they are often hindered by their biases, habits and 

cognitive limitations. After reviewing the models presented in Wilson and Woodside (1999), 

one stood out amongst the others as being best suited to frame this research. 

Guesses about future consequences of current actions and guesses about future 

preferences for those consequences are both involved in rational choice (Savage. 1954; 

Thompson, 1967; March, 1978). March (1978) described that in this process 

We try to imagine what will happen in the future as a result of our actions and  

we try to imagine how we shall evaluate what will happen. Neither guess is 

necessarily easy. Anticipating future consequences of present decisions is 

often subject to substantial error. Anticipating future preferences is often 

confusing. Theories of rational choice are primarily theories of these two  

guesses and how we deal with their complications. Theories of choice under  

uncertainty emphasize the complications of guessing future consequences. 

Theories of choice under conflict or ambiguity emphasize the complications of 

guessing future preferences (March, 1978, p. 589). 
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Citing Simon (1982) who developed the bounded rationality model of decision 

making, Adshead (2008) suggested that individuals do not always make rational decisions in 

the real world. Instead, these decisions are more often less than rational since there are 

limitations to an individual’s judgment and time. The bounded rationality model of decision 

making is proposed as the conceptual framework to understand the decision making process 

of African Americans who are choosing a doctoral program. Bounded rationality allows us to 

examine the factors that influence the decision making process of doctoral program choice 

for African Americans who choose for-profit institutions to pursue their studies. There are a 

variety of factors that one can examine that may influence this choice or “guess”. Personal 

characteristics, experiences, outside influences and others cause perspective students to make 

guesses about where they should pursue doctoral studies based on their current situation. 

Specifically, some examples of this can be grade point average, relationships with faculty, 

Graduate Record Exam scores and the like. Anticipating how these elements can influence 

the probability of graduate admissions into certain programs can prove difficult. Prospective 

applicants may also make incorrect assumptions of their ability to gain access to programs in 

various academic settings. Increased numbers of African Americans pursuing degrees at for-

profit institutions may be a result of how these factors influence their decision making 

process. This study sought to understand how these factors, among others, influence that 

decision making process.  

 In addition, individuals must then guess about the future preferences of the 

consequences. In other words, how do these factors impact an applicant’s ability to be 

accepted to certain programs?  How do these factors influence how an applicant rationalizes 
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their ability to be successful in a program?  Bounded rationality best fits as a conceptual 

framework in this research study because it more adequately describes the process of choice 

for this population. Several dynamics have an impact on African American perspectives on 

doctoral study. Two of these are stereotype threat and critical race theory, both of which will 

be explored as they relate to the overall conceptual framework of bounded rationality. 

 Stereotype threat can be helpful in examining the thought processes of African 

American doctoral applicants. It is defined as conforming to a negative stereotype about 

one’s own group (Steele & Aronson, 1995). For African American doctoral students, this can 

play itself out in the decision making process regarding program choice. Steele (2010) 

recognizes that stereotype threat is a standard, human predicament. He explains that we all 

are aware of how other members of the society view groups of individuals and identities 

within the culture. Particularly concerning negative stereotypes, we know what assumptions 

are made about them and “that anything we do that fits the stereotype could be taken as 

confirming it” (Steele, 2010, p. 5). This results in our being evaluated and decisions being 

made about us based on this. For example, African Americans on average receive lower test 

scores on standardized test scores like the Graduate Record Examination (GRE). The 

stereotype assumes that this is because they are not as intelligent as other groups. Therefore, 

when an African American doctoral program applicant scores low on the GRE, they assume 

that they will be judged based on this stereotype and may not gain admission to certain 

programs that require the exam. Stereotype threat may deter African Americans from 

applying to programs with certain admissions criteria. 
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Studies have used stereotype threat and found that the concept is reliable. Steele and 

Aronson (1995) used stereotype threat in their examination of the intellectual test 

performance of African Americans. They found that stereotype threat impacted the test takers 

by producing inefficiency of processing. In addition, stereotype threat was believed to impact 

the individual’s performance expectation regarding their ability to be successful on the test. 

Stereotype threat could prove to be extremely useful in understanding the perceptions 

African American doctoral applicants have of themselves during the decision making 

process. Steele (1997) asserts that when an individual is in a situation where there is chronic 

threat it can pressure disidentification. African Americans in higher education could be an 

example of this. Disidentification is explained as 

 …a reconceptualization of the self and of one’s values so as to remove the domain 

 as a self-identity, as a basis of self-evaluation. Disidentification offers the retreat 

 of not caring about the domain in relation to the self. But as it protects in this way, 

 it can undermine sustained motivation in the domain, an adaptation that can be 

 costly when the domain is as important as schooling (Steele, 1997, p. 614). 

Critical race theory (CRT) is explored to understand how policies are created and 

how they affect applicants of color. CRT allows us to recognize race as a central component 

in examining the experiences of African Americans in this study. The use of race in this 

research is crucial in examining admissions policies and their impact on decisions made by 

African Americans. Critical race theory developed from legal scholarship and challenges the 

absence of the experiences of people of color in the veins of American society (Ladson-

Billings, 1998; Taylor, 1998; Closson, 2010). It rejects the notion that the experiences of 
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Whites are the norm and standard that we use to develop our laws, political systems and even 

education. Critical race theory supports the use of the experiences and perspectives of people 

of color as a lens to which social systems should be viewed, analyzed, challenged, and 

reformed. As applied to this study, this theory holds that admissions requirements and 

policies will have a greater influence on the decisions of African Americans to apply to for-

profit institutions. The admissions requirements at not for profit institutions are based on the 

norms of White applicants as predictors of success.  

Studies that have used critical race theory have found that the theory is sound. Several 

researchers have studied African Americans in higher education using CRT as a framework. 

For example, Solórzano, Ceja & Yosso (2000) studied African American undergraduates at 

three predominantly White research institutions and found that students’ stories depicted 

“struggles with feelings of self-doubt and frustration as well as isolation” as a result of racial 

micro-aggressions in the educational environment which supports critical race theory (p. 69).  

The use of race was a key factor in this research in examining the impact of 

admissions requirements in the decision making process of African American applicants. 

Critical race theory has increasingly been used to analyze educational issues and will be used 

to better understand African American graduate school selection in this study. Critical race 

theory was a useful tool to further explain the impact admissions requirements have on 

African American applicants and their decision making process. In addition, understanding 

how race has influenced the development of admissions requirements at various types of 

institutions is important to consider. Dixson and Rousseau (2006) examine past research 
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utilizing CRT as a theoretical framework and suggest that issues of voice, restrictive versus 

expansive views of equality and color-blindness be examined in the research. 

 In this study, admissions requirements of for-profit universities will be examined to 

determine if they are indeed factors that influence program choice. Analyzing how these 

requirements impact the decision making process of African Americans will provide greater 

insight regarding how educational policies and procedures exclude African Americans from 

doctoral education. How institutions value certain admissions criteria can impact the 

applicant pool for their particular programs.  

 Current African American doctoral students and doctoral graduates of for-profit 

institutions will be surveyed in this research project. The survey instrument will attempt to 

gauge what impact personal characteristics, admissions requirements, undergraduate/master’s 

institution traits, outside influences, self-efficacy and experiences have on the choice phase. 

Personal characteristics will include socioeconomic status, gender and age. Admissions 

requirements will include GPA, GRE scores, recommendation requirements, and personal 

statements requests. Undergraduate and/or master’s institution traits include size and 

academic reputation. Outside influences will include faculty members, parents, peers and 

spouses/significant others. Self-efficacy refers to the student’s perspective of their ability to 

be admitted and/or successful at a given institution or educational setting. Experiences 

include internships, pre-doctoral programs and employment. 

The college choice model is a good fit for this project because of its developmental 

nature. This model allows us to examine the student selection process as it develops over 
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time. Because students preparing for graduate school are generally older students with 

different experiences and responsibilities than their high school counterparts exploring 

undergraduate college choice, the model will need to be modified to acknowledge these 

differences. Figure 2 represents phase I of the Hossler and Gallagher (1987) college choice 

model that illustrates the students in predisposition. This stage examines how certain 

characteristics about the high school applicants’ background influence the decision to attend 

college and ultimately choosing their undergraduate institution. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Hossler & Gallagher’s (1987) Phase I of College Choice Model: Predisposition 

 
Hossler and Gallagher (1987) note that there are important influences in this first 

phase that are positively correlated with college attendance and impact student college 

choice. These include socioeconomic status, ability, parent and peer attitudes, pre-college 

experiences, high school curricula, and living in urban/suburban areas. Adapting the model 

and using it to study graduate student choice will include modifying some of the variables 

considered to fit the population since some may not be as applicable at this stage of life. 
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 The second stage of the college choice model is search. Figure 3 illustrates the search 

phase of the model. Hossler and Gallagher (1987) state that during this phase there is “more 

interaction between potential marticulants and institutions” (p. 213). During this phase of the 

model, students develop a choice set of institutions in which they will seek more information 

about and apply to before making a final decision regarding attendance. One problem 

articulated by the authors in this stage could potentially parallel that of African American 

doctoral aspirants in this research study.  

 The more pervasive problem during this phase is that many good students 

 needlessly limit the number and types of institutions during the search stage. 

 They may mistakenly eliminate an institution, which is potentially a good  

 choice due to lack of awareness of the range of institutions as well as the  

 accurate information about institutions. This might lead to a lack of 

 satisfaction and non-persistence (Hossler & Gallagher, p. 215). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) Phase II of College Choice Model:  Search 
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In addition, Hossler and Gallagher (1987) note that not all students will move through this 

phase in the same manner. Of particular interest to the proposed study with African 

Americans, “Litten (1982) found that black students, students from low-income families, and 

students whose parents have less education conduct searches which take longer and are less 

efficient” (Hossler & Gallagher, p. 214). The proposed research project would hope to 

explore if this phenomenon exists after this population completes at least the baccalaureate 

level as well. 

 The final phase of the college choice model is choice (see Figure 4). In this phase, 

“the student’s choice set is evaluated” which enables the student to narrow the set even 

further (Hossler & Gallagher, p. 215). The authors also note that a major issue with studying 

this phase of the model is that accurate data regarding the total number of applications 

submitted is lacking. This would need to be addressed in the survey instrument to attempt to 

alleviate this problem in the proposed study of aspiring doctoral students. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) Phase III of College Choice Model:  Choice 
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The proposed study would modify the variables in this phase of the model which 

were found to be significant to be more in alignment with the life stage of many students 

considering graduate school and integrate them into phase two. In regards to student 

characteristics, socioeconomic status could still be significant, but other characteristics may 

be considered as well like gender and age. Because students may or may not immediately 

apply for graduate school after their undergraduate education is completed, age is of 

particular importance. Older students tend to have more responsibilities and experiences than 

their younger counterparts that could influence the selection process. Academic reputation 

and size of the undergraduate and/or master’s institution may have influence on the decision 

making process similar to the high school curricula in aspiring undergraduates. While parents 

and peers may have some influence, faculty as well as spouses/significant others may play a 

larger role in the decisions of aspiring graduate students. Instead of pre-college experiences, 

pre-doctoral programs (like summer research programs) as well as internships and jobs may 

impact the decision making process for African Americans considering doctoral studies. As 

opposed to living in an urban/suburban area, location of institution and current location may 

impact the selection of graduate schools for aspiring African American doctoral students. 

Figure 5 illustrates these new potential variables and how they relate to one another in a 

modification of the college choice model adapted from Hossler and Gallagher (1987).  
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Figure 5. Example of Conceptual Framework 

 

Studying the decision making process for potential African American students 

interested in doctoral study is an area that is in need of further exploration. The literature 

reveals that very little has been done in this area, particularly as it pertains to African 

Americans. In addition, the selection process for doctoral applicants in general is also 

underserved. Hopefully, by modifying Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) model for college 

choice and incorporating the bounded rationality decision making model, a better 

understanding of the selection process for African American students can be attained. We 

may possibly move toward developing a model for doctoral education as well. 
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Research Questions/Hypotheses 

 
 This study will examine three research questions related to African American 

doctoral program choice at for-profit institutions. 

1. What influences the decision making process for African American doctoral program 

choice? 

Hypothesis:  Admission requirements will have an impact on the probability that African 

Americans doctoral degree seekers will apply to for-profit doctoral programs instead of 

traditional, not for profit institutions.  

2. Do African American students share the same perspectives on the influences on doctoral 

program choice at for-profit institutions? 

 Hypothesis:  African Americans will share the same perspectives on the factors that 

influence doctoral program choice, particularly around shared characteristics like age, 

gender, etc. 

3. What are the highest and lowest rated items for each group of students based on what 

influences African American doctoral program choice? 

Hypothesis:  Admissions requirements will have the greatest impact on why applicants 

choose for-profit institutions for doctoral studies.  

Research Methods 

 
 This study will utilize Q-Methodology in order to determine why doctoral students 

choose to pursue their degrees at for-profit institutions. Current and former doctoral students 

at various for-profit institutions in the United States will be invited and surveyed for this 
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study. Current and former doctoral students will be invited to participate in the study using 

LinkedIn and Facebook groups designated specifically for African American doctoral 

students as well as personal contacts. Data collection will occur through the use of two 

different instruments. The first will ask participants to rank statements reflective of their 

doctoral program selection process while the second, a multiple item questionnaire, will 

collect demographic information. Q-Assessor will be utilized to collect and analyze the data. 

Q-Assessor is an online software program developed by Stan Kaufman that can be used to 

collect the data using Q-Methodology. Q-Assessor and SPSS will be used to analyze the data. 

Significance of the Study 

 
 The addition to the research and literature on African American doctoral students this 

study will provide is perhaps the most prominent in relation to its significance. This study 

provides an opportunity to explore how traditional policies and procedures impact the 

decisions of this community as well as their impact on the diversity of our institutions of 

higher education. Examining factors applicants consider important and identifying how these 

characteristics impact an individual’s decision making process can help faculty and advisors 

as they counsel students regarding their doctoral education options. In addition, this study 

will continue to expand the body of research available on for-profit institutions and their 

influence on the higher education landscape. Considering the bounded rationality model of 

decision making in the study will help expand the application and understanding of this 

model in a field outside of the social sciences. With the use of critical race theory, the 

understanding and application of this theory will be furthered, particularly in quantitative 

research. 
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The study of these research questions will allow higher education administrators and 

faculty to consider ways in which they can assist their campuses recruit more African 

Americans in their doctoral programs at traditional, not for profit institutions. This study can 

begin to dissect the perceived obstacles of obtaining a doctorate from a traditional, not for 

profit doctoral institution versus a for-profit institution. By increasing African American 

participation at traditional, not for profit doctoral institutions, we can begin to create more 

inclusive academic communities at these universities while supporting student achievement. 

Limitations 

 
  This study will utilize Q-Methodology to analyze the data collected. Sproull (1995) 

outlines several limitations associated with the Q technique. It is suggested that this method 

requires “a large amount time, and consequent costs” since the process involves creating 

cards and conducting interviews for the sorting process (Sproull, 1995, p. 239). However, the 

creation and utilization of computer generated Q-sort programs have helped to alleviate some 

of concerns regarding this issue. Sproull (1995) warns that the paired comparison method is 

not recommended due to many disadvantages. The paired comparison method asks 

respondents to rank order objects from a set of two concepts. Respondents are instructed to 

select only one of the two concepts presented from each pair depending on some pre-

established set of criteria. First, respondents may be forced to choose between two 

undesirable items. She notes “Thus, dislike of a concept cannot be demonstrated as it can in 

rating scales where each concept is rated independently” (p. 239). Lying or careless 

responses can occur as paired comparisons can result in resentment from forced-choice. In 

addition, Sproull (1995) warns that forced-choice items can result in “non-independent 
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responses” that “limit the types of statistical analyses” that can be used (p. 239). Lastly, 

respondents may find this method time consuming particularly if paired comparisons are 

utilized. 

 De Graaf and Van Exel (2009) point out that it is not appropriate to use Q-

methodology for studies that seek to measure matters of fact. As previously noted, Q-

methodology is designed to study subjectivities instead of measureable facts. In addition, De 

Graaf and Van Excel (2009) note that this method has also been critiqued regarding the 

reliability of its results. They note that this criticism is arises “because Q is a small-sample 

investigation of human subjectivity based on sorting items of unknown reliability” (p. 70). 

As noted previously in the text, Q methodology proposes that only a limited number of 

viewpoints exist on any given topic; therefore, if a near exhaustive list of statements is 

provided for the concourse, these perspectives should be revealed.  

Barbosa et. al (1998) adds that other limitations are also present when using Q-

Methodology. They note that generalizability for this method is limited to just the subjects in 

the study. In addition, it cannot be directly determined what the prevalence of the factors are 

in a populations. Q-Methodology is also subject to errors of interpretation. The authors note 

that this can occur if the factor solutions are not rotated to simple structures. Lastly, they 

suggest that the meaning given to factors is solely subject to the interpretation of the 

investigators of the study. 
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Delimitations 

 
 This study will examine current and former African American doctoral students from 

for-profit institutions. The specific and narrow focus of this study excludes the input of 

African American doctoral applicants who may have applied to for-profit institutions, but 

choose to pursue their degrees elsewhere or not at all. Individuals who participate in this 

study may not represent the totality of individuals who apply to for-profit institutions. The 

knowledge obtained from this study may not be generalizable for all African American 

doctoral applicants. 

 Because this study focuses solely on doctoral education, undergraduate and master’s 

level students will not be surveyed. Therefore, the results may not be generalizable to all 

students who seek to obtain an education at for-profit institutions. In addition, only a few 

characteristics of applicants are being considered. Excluded are several other applicant 

characteristics that may help understand the predictability of group participation. 

Definition of Terms 

 
Admissions Requirements 

Those specifications sanctioned by an individual institution that individuals must 

meet in order to become eligible for admission to the universities’ doctoral programs. 

Examples of these are standardized tests, grade point average, letters of recommendation, 

personal statements, etc. (Pruitt & Isaac, 1985) 
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Doctoral Institutions 

(Doctoral granting universities according to the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching) Classified by the Carnegie Foundation as Research Universities-

Very High Research Activity (RU/VH), Research Universities-High Research Activity 

(RU/H), and Doctoral/Research Universities (DRU). These institutions awarded research 

doctorate degrees in a range of fields and may also offer professional education at the 

doctoral level or in fields such as law or medicine (Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, 2012). 

For-profit Institutions/Universities 

Educational institutions that provide education for a financial gain that are controlled 

by private, profit-seeking organizations (Hall, 2010; Tierney & Hentschke, 2007; Kinser & 

Levy, 2006). 

Summary 

 
 This chapter began with an introduction of the importance of African American 

doctorates as it relates to their mobility and visibility in academia. The influence of for-profit 

institutions on the education of African American doctorates was also discussed. The 

research questions as well as the methodology that guide the current study were outlined. The 

purpose of the proposed research questions were to develop an instrument that would provide 

insight on the factors that influence the decision making process of African American 

doctoral students who choose for-profit institutions. Once these factors were identified, a 
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clearer approach to recruiting and retaining African Americans at private and public not for 

profit institutions could be suggested. Q methodology is used to explore the perspectives and 

opinions of current and former African American doctoral students at for-profit institutions. 

In chapter two, a review of the literature will be introduced. This was used to guide this 

research undertaking. Chapter three will explain the methodology and research design 

utilized in this study. Chapter four will detail an examination of the data and findings. In 

conclusion, chapter five will summarize the study with an interpretation of the data. This will 

be followed by a discussion of the implications of the findings and recommendations for 

future research. 
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature 

 

Introduction 

 
 In order to provide a detailed understanding of the importance of comprehending the 

factors that influence African American for-profit doctoral program choice, a comprehensive 

literature review was conducted. In its initial stages, a thorough investigation of the body of 

work focusing on African Americans and doctoral education was reviewed. The lack of 

research in this area was disappointing and suggested that this study would be able to 

contribute to this area. In addition to this subject area, the researcher also explored other 

areas relevant to the study. These included for-profit institutions, college choice, decision- 

making theory, stereotype threat and critical race theory. Academic search engines such as 

Google Scholar, EBSCOhost and ERIC were used to find scholarly articles utilizing terms 

such as:  African Americans, African American doctoral students, doctoral students of color, 

doctoral education, higher education, graduate education, for-profit institutions, for-profit 

education, for-profit graduate education, college choice, decision making theory, bounded 

rationality model, stereotype threat and critical race theory. In addition to performing 

scholarly searches, additional investigations into the literature were made by searching for 

writings of established researchers in the various areas of interest. As relevant works were 

discovered, the researcher also explored articles found in the reference lists to expand the 

scholarly review. An exhaustive review of the literature was performed for this study through 

the methods described above. Unfortunately, in the areas of African American doctoral 

students and for-profit doctoral education, the literature was lacking at best. 
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The review of the literature for this study examined the position of African 

Americans in higher education and doctoral studies, specifically. An overview of the role of 

for-profit institutions in the higher education tapestry is also presented, particularly as it has 

impacted graduate education in the United States. In addition, African Americans and 

doctoral education at for-profit institutions was presented. College choice was explored, 

particularly as it relates to graduate programs. Because this study has an emphasis on the 

college choice process for African American doctoral students, the literature as it relates to 

this subject was also offered. Decision making theory is fundamental in understanding the 

factors influencing college choice; therefore, the bounded rationality model of decision-

making was explored as it fits well with the study at hand. Stereotype threat was surveyed as 

it relates to the thought processes of African Americans in academia. The chapter also 

explored critical race theory in order to understand the how institutional policies impact 

African Americans, particularly in educational institutions.  

African Americans and Doctoral Education 

 
 As the American higher educational landscape increasingly becomes more diverse, 

the need for individuals from all backgrounds becomes a factor in doctoral education. 

Although recent media coverage and court cases addressing the unfairness of affirmative 

action and other “preferential treatments” of students of color suggest otherwise, the reality is 

that the classrooms of the ivy towers are not overrun with people of diverse backgrounds. 

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2011) reports that the total number of 

doctoral degrees conferred rose from 97, 218 in 1976-77 to 158, 558 in 2009-10. The number 

of doctoral degrees conferred to African Americans rose from 3,575 (3.9%) in 1976-77 to 



26 

 

 

10,417 (6.6%) in 2009-10 of the total number of doctoral degrees conferred in the United 

States. Relatively speaking, this is a modest increase over a thirty-three year period. 

According to the National Science Foundation (NSF, 2010), African Americans comprise 

less than 9% of doctoral degrees awarded to students of color across disciplines with the 

exception of education (see Figure 6). 

 

 
 

Figure 6. Doctorates Awarded to Minority U.S. Citizens and Permanent Residents, by 

Race/Ethnicity and Field of Study:  2010 

 
 

“The underrepresentation of African Americans in doctoral programs and in the 

professoriate has resulted in a loss of talent to society, the loss of potential research, and the 
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loss of important role models for the next generation of Black students who aspire to 

educational and professional careers” (Solórzano, 1995, p. 15). Solórzano’s (1995) 

summation of the issue best articulates the impact of the absence of African Americans in the 

academy and is mirrored by Morelon-Quainoo et. al (2009). Even though the number of 

African Americans enrolled in college at predominantly White institutions significantly 

impacted the number of African Americans in college overall beginning in the 1980s, it did 

little to aid in other areas including increasing the number of tenured African American 

faculty, reducing negative experiences for these students, low achievement or high attrition 

rates (Wilson, 1994; King & Chepyator-Thomas, 1996; Hinton-Johnson, 2003).  

 The 2010 Survey of Earned Doctorates  (SED, 2010) released the top 20 doctorate-

granting institutions ranked by number of minority U.S. citizen and permanent resident 

doctorate recipients by race/ethnicity over a 5-year period from 2006-10. This data reported 

the top 20 doctorate-granting institutions for American Indians/Alaska Natives, Asians, 

Blacks, Hispanics and those who identified two or more ethnicities. African Americans were 

the only group to have a for-profit institution listed in their top 20 doctorate-granting 

institutions. This university was Walden University. In addition, Walden University ranked 

second of all doctorate-granting institutions for African Americans with 184 doctorate 

recipients over the 5-year period. Only Howard University, a historically Black university, 

granted more doctorates to African Americans with 329 degrees conferred.  

There are several factors that may contribute to the apprehension of African 

Americans to pursue doctoral studies. As early as the 1980s, the academy began to see a 
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decline in efforts to recruit and retain talented African Americans at the doctoral level 

(Hinton-Johnson, 2003). Hall and Allen (1982) noted that it could be observed at graduate 

and professional schools across the United States that there were elements at play that 

directly impacted the numbers. Recruitment efforts declined, special admissions programs 

like affirmative action were attacked and the noticeable shift in attitudes toward increasing 

African American presence in the academy damaged enrollment numbers. The first barriers 

to doctoral education seem to come as early as the admissions process. The need for the 

Graduate Record Examination (GRE) and other standardized test scores, grade point average 

(GPA) requirements and the complications of the application process are a deterrent for 

prospective students from marginalized groups (Hall, 2010; Ruch, 2003). However, Hall and 

Allen (1982) explain that this phenomenon is not limited to the admissions process. “At each 

state in this process (e. g., recruitment, admission, enrollment, qualifying exams, thesis, etc.) 

Blacks are filtered out until a very select few remain as viable candidates for the degrees 

originally sought” (Hall & Allen, p. 56). The climate at the doctoral level is not one that 

welcomes or encourages African Americans to pursue or succeed. 

White privilege impacts the classroom and plays a role in determining accessibility 

and retention in regards to students of color. Hall and Allen (1982) highlight how 

standardized tests negatively impact the likelihood of admission for African American 

students. Generally speaking, African Americans tend to have lower standardized test scores 

than their white counterparts. Unfortunately most graduate admissions processes and 

committees emphasize grades and standardized test scores. Hall and Allen (1982) go on to 

note that in essence, African American candidates are “not necessarily rejected, therefore, on 
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the basis of their actual ability, but on how poorly their test scores fit a school’s image of 

itself” and “As a result, the original pool of students is further diminished” (Hall & Allen, 

1982, p. 57). Baumgartner and Johnson-Bailey (2010) discuss the how racism and White 

privilege impact admissions, retention and curricula for adult education graduate programs. 

They note the bias in standardized tests such as the GRE and Miller Analogy Test (MAT) 

that discriminate against people of color; especially international students, and those from 

lower socioeconomic backgrounds. This is supported by the research that shows these tests 

are not the best indicators for success among graduate students (Baumgartner &Johnson-

Bailey, 2010). Racial bias in the application process creates an unequal playing field for 

students of color. Why these requirements continue to be factored into admissions decisions 

is still a mystery. However, some disciplines and institutions are beginning to move away 

from this practice in hopes of attracting and retaining qualified students of color. Other 

examples of the factors that influence decisions that they note are letters of recommendation, 

interviews and personal contact.  

Pruitt and Isaac (1985) note several factors in the admission process that directly 

impact a large number of African American potential applicants. They offer that graduate 

admissions test results, undergraduate and graduate school grades can lead to discrimination 

against minority applicants in the name of objectivity. In addition to grades and test scores, 

Pruitt and Isaac (1985) argue that minority students can also be negatively impacted in the 

admissions process by interviews, recommendations and personal statements. They note  

Because admission and screening criteria are not perfectly correlated with  
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achievement, they are subject to two kinds of error:  rejecting a qualified candidate  

and accepting an unqualified one. Graduate schools provide enrollment security by 

making dismissal difficult, and the department in question, faced with choosing to 

reduce one error at the expense of the other, most likely will deny admission to 

qualified applicants whose qualifications are time consuming to uncover.  

Inadequate experience in developing suitable admission and screening criteria may 

deter the entry of minority groups (Pruitt & Isaac, p. 530-531). 

Traditional graduate admissions requirements and the admissions process as a whole 

can put applicants of color, and African Americans in particular, at a disadvantage. This 

disadvantage can impact their confidence and motivation to pursue doctoral education, 

particularly at traditional, not for profit institutions which still utilize these admissions 

procedures. 

In addition to admissions requirements, Hall and Allen (1982) offer that there are 

other factors that work against African American success in graduate and professional school 

programs. Even if admitted, students may find it difficult to enroll in graduate school. The 

ability to afford a graduate or professional degree is often an obstacle if no financial 

assistance is available to the student (Morelan-Quainoo et. al, 2009; Hall & Allen, 1982). 

Even beyond enrollment, African Americans face obstacles in regards to staying in school. 

Post baccalaureate education is much more rigorous for students, regardless of racial or 

ethnic background. However, with many African American students not having family 

members who have experienced this phenomenon before, they are often unprepared for the 



31 

 

 

fast paced environment of graduate work. In addition to the academic adjustment, there are 

also social and cultural adjustments many African American students find themselves in the 

midst of. Most notable is the concern for faculty/student relations. Rentz (2003) writes that 

“Numerous researchers suggest that mentoring is an essential ingredient to the retention and 

attrition issues of African American students and African American faculty in the academy” 

(p. 226). Hall and Allen (1982) explain that poor relationships between faculty and African 

American students result in students being “denied a valuable source of financial support, 

practical experience in research and teaching and socio-emotional support” (p. 57). They 

further suggest that this impacts both short term and long term success in the classroom and 

beyond.  

For-Profit Educational Institutions 

 
 Most of the fastest-growing occupations in the United States are in fields that 

generally require some sort of education beyond the high school diploma (Mellander, 2005). 

With the reality of this necessity, individuals wanting to take advantage of these 

opportunities must seek additional educational preparation in higher education. Learners in 

today’s educational market have a variety of options in terms of where they can pursue and 

obtain a degree (Ruch, 2001). Aside from public and private institutions, learners have the 

choice of pursuing their degree from a for-profit or not for profit institution.  

 For-profit and not for profit institutions are fundamentally different in a variety of 

aspects (Ruch, 2001; Morey, 2004). These variations in structure and values shape decisions 

concerning every aspect of the institution including but not limited to admissions, 
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curriculum, institutional governance, faculty and services (Morey, 2004). Ruch (2001) 

illustrates various distinctions between for-profit and not for profit institutions. These 

distinctions greatly influence the way the institutions function and deliver educational 

services to learners. In addition, the economic and social benefits further illustrate the 

distinctions between for-profit and not for profit educational providers (Pusser & Doane, 

2001). Despite the difference in hierarchies, for-profit institutions are increasingly growing in 

the higher education landscape. 

 

Table 1   

 
Non-Profit and For-Profit Distinctions in Higher Education 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 Non-Profit    For-Profit 

 Tax-exempt    Tax-paying 

 Donors     Investors 

 Endowment    Private investment capital 

 Stakeholders    Stockholders 

 Shared governance   Traditional management 

 Prestige motive   Profit motive 

 Cultivation of knowledge  Application of learning 

 Discipline-driven   Market-driven 

 Quality of inputs   Quality of outcomes 

 Faculty power    Customer power 
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Eckel and King (2006) suggest that higher education in the United States is divided 

into four major groups:  community colleges, public colleges and universities, private 

colleges and universities, and for-profit institutions. In the past, for-profit institutions have 

mainly offered vocational certificate programs as opposed to degrees (Morey, 2004; Eckel & 

King, 2006). This meant that for the most part, for-profit institutions “did not compete with 

traditional, non-profit colleges and universities and remained on the periphery of higher 

education” (Morey, 2004, p. 133); however, this is changing. Morey (2004) suggests that the 

emergence of for-profit institutions offering varied degree programs “has the potential of 

providing real competition and altering some segments of non-profit higher education” (p. 

133). For-profit institutions have brought convenience to adult learners that were highly 

desired. Education provided by for-profits is flexible and has a variety of delivery methods 

(Morey, 2004). 

Kinser and Levy (2006) indicate four types of for-profit institutions. These include 

corporate universities, corporate-owned universities, non-degree granting institutions and 

degree-granting institutions. For the purpose of this research, we will focus on degree-

granting institutions. Although these universities offer university level-degrees, “…it should 

be understood that the curriculum does not typically show the scope or depth of the public 

university” (Kinser & Levy, p. 114). Even among this subsection of the for-profit institution 

world, Kinser and Lacy (2006) identify two entities among the degree-granting institutions. 

These are recognized as super-system institutions and enterprise colleges (or universities). 

The super-system organizations have campuses and/or branches throughout a large 

geographic area and offer a wide variety of degree programs. Examples of these include the 
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University of Phoenix, Devry University, ITT and Strayer University. Enterprise colleges 

usually offer a limited, job-focused curriculum and are locally-oriented. To understand the 

impact these institutions have made in higher education, Morey (2004) notes that the Apollo 

Group (University of Phoenix, Inc., Institute for Professional Development and Western 

International University, Inc.) had a combined degree enrollment of approximately 200,000 

with one-third of those learners seeking graduate degrees. “An important factor in the growth 

of for-profit institutions is their ability to cater to adult learners” (Morey, 2004, p. 135). 

 The increase in graduate program offerings at for-profit institutions is on the rise 

(Adams & Defleur, 2005). “Once a rarity at the graduate level, for-profit institutions are now 

becoming significant players, enrolling large numbers of students in graduate programs and 

awarding tens of thousands of graduate degrees each year” (Bell, 2009, p. 5). Bell (2009) 

partially attributed this rise to the increase in the number of for-profit institutions in the 

market place. Graduate enrollment at for-profit institutions rose from 2,232 students in 1987 

to 188, 079 students in 2007 with doctoral degrees awarded at almost six times the rate in 

2007 (1,903) as opposed to in 1997 (344) (Bell, 2009).  

The shift in higher education from being an elite system to one that is more public has 

continued particularly with the entrance of non-traditional student such as adult learners and 

those from underrepresented populations (Morey, 2004). Ruch (2001) offers that throughout 

history, for-profit educational institutions “sometimes played a particularly important role in 

opening up education to women, people of color, Native Americans, and those with 

disabilities, especially blind and deaf people” (p. 57). Acknowledging this, it is no surprise 
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that for-profit institutions of today continue to play a role in the education of 

underrepresented groups. Students of color enrollment numbers are increasing as this 

population and women are disproportionately enrolling at for-profit universities (Morey, 

2004; Holmes, Seay & Wilson, 2009). Bell (2009) also notes that African Americans are 

more likely to attend for-profit universities and accounted for 23% of the graduate students at 

these institutions in 2007. In addition, 21% of all doctorates awarded at for-profit institutions 

in 2006-2007 went to African Americans. Bell (2009) notes that “While some may argue for 

or against this change, one thing is certain; on average, for-profit institutions are out-

performing their public and private, not for profit peers in enrolling and graduating African 

Americans at the graduate level” (p. 6). Several factors seem to cater to African American 

students including but not limited to location, flexible schedules and relaxed admissions 

requirements. Across all academic programs and levels, this increase in enrollment of 

students of color can be attributed to marketing strategies aimed at this population, student 

services that are convenient for learners, financial aid assistance and a focus on training the 

professional (Farrell, 2003; Morey, 2004). 

College Choice and Graduate Students 

Literature directly related to graduate student institution choice is scarce since 

undergraduate college choice has been the concentration of most researchers (Kallio, 1995; 

Poock & Love, 2005; Morelon-Quainoo et. al., 2009; Lei & Chuang, 2010). Researchers 

interested in selection for graduate students have used undergraduate college choice models 

to build this research area. An understanding of undergraduate college choice is critical in an 

attempt to relate certain aspects of that process to the developmental decision making process 
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for graduate students. Some similarities exist between the two populations, however, stark 

differences must also be acknowledged in the attempt to understand graduate students and 

their advanced developmental stage. Kallio (1995) points out that even when it is referring to 

graduate students, it is often still referred to as “college choice”. College choice literature has 

examined many influences including external factors, demographic differences and 

institutional factors. The results of the multivariate analysis study completed by Kallio 

(1995) found that external influences, personal characteristics and institutional characteristics 

all have an impact on graduate student college choice. 

 External Influences. While some factors are similar to their undergraduate 

counterparts, the influence of spouses, family and/or work considerations are greater among 

aspiring graduate students (Kallio, 1995; Olson & King, 1995; Lei & Chuang, 2010). Kallio 

(1995) found that there were certain influences that impacted the decisions made by graduate 

students in regards to college choice. These influences included residency status, quality and 

other academic environment characteristics, work-related concerns, spousal considerations, 

financial aid, and the campus social environment. Many aspiring graduate students find the 

selection process both stressful and time-consuming (Poock & Love, 2001; Lei & Chuang, 

2010).  

Demographic Differences. Demographic characteristics influence the decision 

making factors of graduate student college choice. Lei and Chuang (2010) also note that 

selection factors that influence graduate student college choice can vary depending on certain 

demographic variables. These include age, gender, ethnicity, citizenship, socioeconomic 

status, marital status, and enrollment status. Undergraduate institution choice and attendance 
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for men seems to have a direct connection to the selectivity of the undergraduate institution 

they attended (Ethington & Smart, 1986; Lei & Chuang, 2010). For women, the size of the 

undergraduate institution as well as academic accreditation and rigor seem all important 

factors (Ethington & Smart, 1986; Poock & Love, 2001, Lei & Chuang, 2010). In regards to 

socioeconomic status, several factors have been found to influence the college choice 

decision. The lower the standardized test scores and income level are for aspiring graduate 

students the more they will narrow the geographic range and quality of institutions they 

consider for graduate study (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983; Lei & Chuang, 2010). Part-time 

students who are older and working full time are influenced by factors such as proximity of 

institution to home, availability of evening and weekend classes, flexible program 

requirements and being able to continue full time employment (Kallio, 1995; Lei & Chuang, 

2010).  In regards to ethnicity, several factors that directly relate to the academic programs 

were found to be significant. Academic accreditation, opportunities for graduate 

assistantships/financial aid and diversity of course offerings have influence on the decision 

making process for graduate study (Poock & Love, 2001; Morelon-Quainoo et. al, 2009; Lei 

& Chuang, 2010). Other factors not directly related to the academic programs also have been 

found to influence college choice. These include institutional sensitivity to people of color, 

importance of a campus visit, input from alumni and friends and friends or relatives living 

near (Poock & Love, 2001; Lei & Chuang 2010). Particularly for African Americans, Poock 

& Love (2001) found that relatives living in the area, opportunities for internships, sensitivity 

to the needs and interests of people of color as well as women and the importance of 

academic reputation were more of an influence than for their Caucasian counterparts. In 
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addition, African Americans tend to be more concerned with entrance requirements and time 

required to complete the academic program (Webb & Allen, 1994; Lei & Chuang, 2010).  

Institutional Factors.  The literature shows that similarities between undergraduates 

and graduate students regarding college choice include “the academic reputation of the 

institution, program quality and size, price/cost, financial aid, geographic location, contact 

with faculty, and a student’s individual characteristics such as academic ability and 

achievement” (Kallio, 1995, p. 111). These factors all influence where potential students will 

apply and eventually decide to attend. Olson and King (1995) suggest that sponsoring visits 

to campus for prospective students can be effective in attracting graduate students to a 

particular school. They also highlight that the cost of an institution and the financial aid 

package offered by an institution can influence the decision making process. Talbot, Maier, 

and Rushlau (1996) found that for potential student affairs doctoral students, “practical issues 

(financial incentives, location of the program, and flexibility of the program), reputations 

(program, institution, faculty, Division of Student Affairs, and graduates) and structural 

considerations (type of degree, core philosophy) were the greatest influential factors. 

Institutions also have influence over the decision making processes of graduate 

students. Studies suggest that there is a positive effect on student perception of a graduate 

program when faculty and alumni have personal contact with potential students (Poock, 

1999; Kallio, 1995; Jackson, 1985; Malaney, 1985, 1987; Moore, 1984). Poock (1999) 

suggests that faculty have a large impact on students’ decisions to apply to an institution or 

not. If students have positive interactions with faculty, faculty have a strong academic 
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reputation and curriculum decisions made by faculty (program delivery, course offerings and 

flexible requirements) are favorable students are more likely to apply.  

 In addition to direct contact from individuals connected to the institution, admissions 

requirements set forth by the graduate schools contribute to the decision making process. 

Undergraduate GPA and standardized graduate admissions exam score required by 

institutions impact college choice (Lei & Chang, 2010; Olson & King, 1995). Zemsky and 

Oedel (1983) explain that the scores on standardized graduate admissions exams impact the 

geographic range and quality of institutions applicants will consider. 

In general, the literature available is limited in aiding the all-inclusive understanding 

of the college choice process for graduate students (Council of Graduate Schools, 1994; 

Kallio, 1995; Talbot, Major & Rushlau, 1996; Poock & Love, 2001; Lei & Chuang, 2010). In 

addition, Kallio (1995) notes that “there has not evolved at the graduate level working 

hypotheses or theories regarding the enrollment decision process” (p. 111).  

Bounded Rationality Model of Decision Making  

 
 There are several models that exist that assist researchers in understanding the 

decision making process of individuals. The bounded rationality model of decision making 

best fit the context of this research. Wilson and Woodside (1999) illustrate that “The 

bounded rationality model proposes that while decision makers try to be rational, they are 

constrained by cognitive limitations, habits, and biases (i.e., human nature)” (p. 218). The 

model was developed by Herbert A. Simon. He proposed that decision makers were 

boundedly rational (Simon, 1955; Simon, 1979; Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992; Kahneman, 
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2003). His model has both a cognitive and ecological side (Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1996). 

Simon (2000) summarizes the theory as such 

 Bounded rationality is simply the idea that the choices people make are  

determined not only by some consistent overall goal and the properties of the 

external world, but also by the knowledge that decision makers do and don’t 

have of the world, their ability or inability to evoke that knowledge when it  

is relevant, to work out the consequences of their actions, to conjure up 

possible courses of action, to cope with uncertainty (including uncertainty 

deriving from the possible responses of other actors), and to adjudicate among 

their many competing wants (p. 25). 

He adds that procedural rationality via the quality of the processes of decision will be just as 

important as substantive rationality via the quality of the outcome as it concerns the theory of 

bounded rationality. In this model, decision makers use satisficing instead of utility 

maximization or optimization (Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1996; Kahneman, 2003). Gigerenzer 

and Goldstein (1996) purport regarding satisficing  

…that an organism would choose the first object that satisfies its aspiration level- 

instead of the intractable sequence of taking the time to survey all possible  

alternatives, estimating probabilities and utilities for the possible outcomes  

associated with each alternative, calculating expected utilities, and choosing the 

alternative that scores highest (p. 2). 
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Simon (2000) offers four headings in which future research systematizing the theory 

of bounded theory can be organized:  1) tools for finding the empirical phenomena, 2)  tools 

for building theories, 3) tools for testing theories and 4) dealing with uncertainty (about the 

future environment, the reactions of other actors and changes in one’s own tastes and values). 

Of particular interest to this study is the fourth point. While Simon (2000) proposes this in an 

economic framework, it is also a promising prospect in the area of education as many 

similarities in choice and decision making are found in this summary. He suggests that one of 

the leading areas in economic research is dealing with uncertainty about the reactions of 

others to one’s action. In addition, Simon (2000) suggests that economic research has not 

given much attention to the utility function. Specifically, how changing tastes in the 

consumption of a commodity are examined. This seems to be in direct correlation with the 

trends in higher education. Is it possible that bounded rationality theory can be used to study 

how students and graduates at for-profit universities deal with the uncertainty their peers and 

potential employers may have with their educational choice?  Could it be useful in 

understanding why educational consumers are moving away from traditional, not for profit 

institutions toward for-profit universities?  Both seem to be viable areas of future research 

using the bounded rationality model of decision-making. 

Critical Race Theory (CRT) 

 
CRT, alternatively referred to as a theoretical and/or interpretive framework  

as well as a movement, draws together premises and strategies derived  

largely from critical theory, but related directly to racism, and is being increasingly 

used by educational scholars to analyze education (Closson, 2010, p. 264) 
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Since racism is a central focus of critical race theory, it is important to understand how it is 

viewed in the context of society. The theory asserts that endemic racism is a normal fact of 

everyday life in American society (Ladson-Billings, 1998; Taylor, 1998; Dixson & 

Rousseau, 2005). Taylor (1998) explains that “white superiority” is so ingrained in American 

legal and political structures that what we see as individual acts of racism is actually “a 

reflection of the larger, structural, and institutional fact of white hegemony” (pp. 122-123). 

Because racism has been normalized into every aspect of American society, the result is that 

“oppression no longer seems like oppression to the perpetrators” (Taylor, 1998, p. 123). 

Closson (2010) adds critical legal scholars proclaim that race is a social construct that holds 

“material dimension” in the lives of individuals (p. 264). Matsuda, Lawrence, Delgado and 

Crenshaw (1993) detail six unifying themes that define the CRT movement. The first is that 

it “recognizes that racism is endemic to American life” (p. 6). In addition, CRT is skeptical 

of neutrality, objectivity, colorblindness and meritocracy in dominant legal claims. It 

challenges history only presented from one perspective and supports a “stance that presumes 

that racism has contributed to all contemporary manifestations of group advantage and 

disadvantage” (p. 6). The fourth theme insists that the experiences and knowledge of people 

of color be recognized in any analysis of the law or society. Lastly, CRT is interdisciplinary 

and is working toward ending racial oppression while working toward the annihilation of all 

oppression. These tenets created the framework from which CRT in education was developed 

(Dixson & Rousseau, 2005).  
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 Dixon and Rousseau (2005) note that restrictive and expansive views of equality are 

present in antidiscrimination law. The definition of the two views is explained by Crenshaw 

(1988) in the follow manner: 

 The expansive view stresses equality as a result, and looks to real consequences 

for African Americans. It interprets the objective of antidiscrimination law as the 

eradication of the substantive conditions of Black subordination and attempts to 

enlist the institutional power of the courts to further the national goal of eradicating 

the effects of racial oppression. The restrictive view, which exists side by side 

with this expansive view, treats equality as a process, downplaying the significance 

of actual outcomes. The primary objective of anti-discrimination law, according 

to this vision, is to prevent future wrongdoing rather than to redress present  

manifestations of past injustice. ‘Wrongdoing’, moreover is seen primarily as  

isolated actions against individuals rather than as societal policy against an entire 

group (p. 1341-1342). 

 Dixon and Rousseau (2006) note that “restrictive and expansive visions can serve as an 

important framework for analyzing the nature of equity and inequity in education” (p. 14). 

Regarding admission requirements, one can deduct that the idea of fair and equal treatment 

of all applicants can negatively impact students of color and often go unchallenged. 

 In regards to the college experience, and admissions issues in particular, the language 

often includes claims of colorblindness, racial neutrality and/or equality of which CRT is 

skeptical. Some scholars argue that this is not realistic and support this stance by 
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incorporating the use of one of the main beliefs of CRT; the “recognition of the experiential 

knowledge of people of color and our communities of origin in analyzing law and society” 

(Matsuda et. al, 1993, p. 6). In their study of African American students at three 

predominantly White, Research I institutions, Solórzano, Ceja and Yosso found 

microaggressions in the classroom as well as in social spaces (2000). In academic spaces, 

students reported feeling “invisible”, low expectations of their ability as communicated by 

faculty, staff and students, as well as assumptions about why they were admitted to the 

university. Outside of the classroom, students reported general feelings of discomfort and 

tension after experiencing microaggressions in academic spaces. Some students reported 

feeling unwanted or inappropriate in certain spaces. These experiences also impacted their 

comfortability with utilizing student services on campus. In social settings, students reported 

double standards applied to African American students as well as feeling as if African 

American functions were targeted by university entities like the campus police. The 

microaggressions experienced and expressed by students in this study illustrate the impact 

negative racial climates have on African American students’ as they move through academia. 

Not only do students have to focus on academic success, they must also balance feeling of 

isolation, self-doubt, stereotyping and frustration (Solórzano, Ceja & Yosso, 2000). 

Solórzano and Villalpando (1998), describe how using CRT “is a framework or set of basic 

insights, perspectives, methods, and pedagogy that seeks to identify, analyze, and transform 

those structural and cultural aspects of higher education that maintain the marginal position 

and subordination of Students of Color” (p. 212). In describing marginality, they elude those 
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individuals who are marginalized do not have the ability to create the standards that define 

who or what is valued.  

 Several scholars support CRT’s place in future educational research. Tate (1997) 

offers CRT as a theoretical perspective that can be used to explore educational policy, 

research and practice. Closson (2010) suggests that “in continuing education, higher 

education and human resource development (HRD), affirmative action policies, the 

multicultural and diversity movements seem ripe for examination with a CRT lens” (p. 278). 

Parker and Lynn (2002) assert that the utilization of CRT in educational research can “foster 

connections of theory to practice and activism on issues related to race” (p. 18). Critical race 

theory can prove to be a valuable tool in understanding how racism creates detrimental 

environments in education to foster growth and success for African Americans and other 

students of color while offering ways to dismantle these systems of oppression. 

Stereotype Threat 

 In many instances, members of specific groups have stereotypes that imply that they 

are incapable of performing well in certain areas. When members of these groups are put in 

situations where the stereotype can be applied, they can find themselves subject to stereotype 

threat. Steele (1997) defines stereotype threat as “a situational threat – a threat in the air – 

that, in general form, can affect the members of any group about whom a negative stereotype 

exists” and “where bad stereotypes about these groups apply, members of these groups can 

fear being reduced to that stereotype” (p.614). This can be self-threatening to individuals 

who belong to those groups. Steele (1997) explains that when experienced in the midst of 
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domain performance, stereotype threat can directly impact the individual’s ability to perform. 

His research with African Americans and women taking standardized exams supports this 

(Steele & Aronson, 1995; Spencer, Steele & Quinn, 1999). Croziet et.al (2004) also found 

that stereotype threat negatively impacted the test performance of individuals. Individuals 

who belonged to groups with negative stereotypes regarding intellectual inferiority who were 

told exams would measure cognitive ability underperformed compared to their peers. On 

contrast, individuals within that same group who were given the identical test without that 

specification show improved performance. The research also shows that students who are 

most likely to be achievement-oriented, highly skilled and confident are the ones who are 

most impacted by stereotype threat (Steele, 1997; Steele, 1999). Steele (1999) explains that 

this research shows how underperformance may be more about social mistrust than self-

doubt.  

 Taylor and Antony (2000) incorporate stereotype threat in their description of how 

the career aspirations of African Americans in academia are impacted by higher education’s 

policies and practices. They suggest that in order to positively impact graduate school access, 

retention and completion “practices that reduce the threat of negative stereotypes and 

enhance African America students’ sense of belongingness need to be clearly articulated, 

conceptualized, and coordinated” (p. 185). Their study investigated the possible parallels 

between test performance and socialization experiences by those who are subject to negative 

stereotyping. Their analysis of interview data from African American graduate students in 

education, suggest that the use of stereotype threat and wise schooling strategies can assist 

institutions in understanding how to successfully socialize African American graduate 
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students in education. Wise schooling practices incorporate tactics that work to reduce the 

threat of negative racial stereotyping (Steele, 1997; Taylor & Antony, 2000). 

 Research supports that stereotype threat negatively impacts the performance and 

decision making of African American students and others within domains where negative 

stereotypes exist about their group. Institutions of higher education can attract, retain and 

support positive performance as well as experiences for these groups by elevating the 

situational threat presence in and outside of the classroom. Steele (1997) supports this notion 

and suggests that removing the situational threat is more feasible and possibly more 

impactful that altering an individual’s psychology. 

Summary 

 
 In summary, college choice among aspiring doctoral students is dependent on a 

variety of variables. In reviewing the literature regarding African Americans and doctoral 

education, we learned that the numbers of African Americans completing doctorates is low 

compared to their White counterparts. The literature provided many factors that can influence 

their lack of application and persistence through the doctoral process. In addition, other 

influences that affect African Americans in doctoral education were also revealed. 

Inadequacies in the admissions process at most institutions negatively impact the attraction 

and admission of African Americans doctoral students. In particular, admissions criteria 

serve to deter potential candidates as well as eliminate some who do apply because of 

assumptions of ability based on test scores and such. 
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 For-profit institutions have developed greatly in terms of services offered in higher 

education over the last few decades. As the literature suggests, they have moved from mainly 

certificate granting institutions to institutions offering a plethora of degree offerings from 

bachelor’s degrees to doctorates in a variety of fields. They offer education seekers relaxed 

admissions policies and accommodating delivery methods that appeal to a wide audience. 

The literature suggests that for-profit institutions have found an effective way to market to, 

recruit, retain and graduate African American doctoral students in ways not for profit 

institutions have not. 

 Literature regarding college choice for graduate students is scarce. College choice is 

an area that has been studied intensely for undergraduate selection, but not as much for 

graduate or doctoral study specifically. While some undergraduate college choice models 

have been used to begin to understand graduate college choice, several differences in the two 

populations affect the process. In addition to traditional concerns shared, graduate students 

are more likely to be considered with spouses, family and work as opposed to their traditional 

aged, undergraduate counterparts. Various demographic variables including ethnicity, gender 

and age also impact the college choice decision making process for graduate students. 

Particularly for African Americans, entrance requirements, time for completion, academic 

reputation, family members in the vicinity, opportunities for internships, and the sensitivity 

to the needs and interests of people of color were important. 

 The bounded rationality model of decision making offers a perspective from which 

the decision making process of graduate students and college choice can be examined. It puts 
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into perspective how decision makers may make assumptions about what is and isn’t possible 

and how that can impact the rationality of their choices. Stereotype threat and critical race 

theory offer the researcher possible perspectives to the understanding of how factors impact 

the decision making process that are both internal and external to the aspiring student.   
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Chapter Three: Methods  

 

Introduction 

 
This chapter will present the proposed implementation of Q methodology to be 

utilized in this study to answer the research questions presented earlier regarding African 

American doctoral program choice at for-profit institutions. The chapter will begin with a 

review of the research design and research questions. In addition, a brief overview of Q-

Methodology will be presented. A description of the study design elements (population, 

sample, instrumentation, data collection) and analysis will follow. 

Research Design 

  

The study implements a Q methodology. This non-experimental, ex post facto 

research design was utilized in this study as the methodology. Sproull (1995) defines a non-

experimental design as “A research design in which an experimental variable is not 

introduced by the researcher but measures can be taken” (p. 153). In non-experimental 

research design, the researcher “usually has control over who or what to measure, when the 

measurement takes place and what to ask or observe” (Sproull, 1995, p. 153). Sproull (1995) 

describes an Ex Post Facto design as one in which the researcher is interested in reactions 

that happened before the researcher’s study occurred. In this study, the influences on African 

American doctoral student choice of institution will be examined. For the purpose of this 

study, the researcher determined the variables to measure and when the measurement would 

occur. The decision making process for African American doctoral students will be studied 

which occurred prior to the current study. 
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Research Questions 

 
 This study was guided by three research questions that were developed to explore the 

influencers when selecting a doctoral program for African American students at for-profit 

institutions. In doing so, the objective is to move toward the development of a model that 

outlines this process that can be used by practitioners and scholars to better understand the 

influences on African Americans choice of for-profit doctoral programs. This is important if 

an aim of academia is to increase the number of African American professors and high-level 

administrators in higher education. As the number of African Americans increase in the 

general population of the United States, this number should also be reflected on the campuses 

of our colleges and universities.  

The examination of African Americans in doctoral programs attempted to address the 

following research questions. First, the researcher wanted to examine what influences the 

decision making process for African American students in doctoral program choice at for-

profit institutions. Secondly, the research wanted to determine if African American students 

share the same perspectives on the influences on doctoral program choice at for-profit 

institutions. Finally, the researcher wanted to explore what were the highest and lowest rated 

items for each group of students based on what influences the choice for African American 

doctoral students. This study primarily focuses on African Americans pursuing doctoral 

education at for-profit institutions. This unique population required a methodology that 

would allow the researcher to gauge the subjective beliefs and experiences regarding African 

American doctoral program choice. Q methodology was chosen as an appropriate method for 

this study. 
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Q-Methodology 

 
In 1935, William Stephenson introduced Q-Methodology as a process to study the 

subjectivity of a situation. It was “originally established via a simple adaptation of the 

quantitative technique known as factor analysis” (Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 71). The Q sort 

occurs when participants are presented with a set of statements on a subject and asked to rank 

order them. Factor analysis is then used to analyze the rankings resulting in factors that 

indicate the existence of subjectivity. Watts and Stenner (2005) note “it was the effective 

combination of the two aspects – the Q sort and the Q (as opposed to the R) technique factor 

analysis – that allowed Stephenson to make subjectivity his principle research focus” (p. 68). 

Brown (1996) notes  

It is life as lived from the standpoint of the person living it that is typically 

passed over by quantitative procedures, and it is subjectivity in this sense 

that Q methodology is designed to examine and that frequently engages the  

attention of the qualitative researcher interested in more than just life 

measured by the pound (p. 561-562) 

This methodology allows the researcher to examine the subject from both a qualitative and 

quantitative stance. The procedure allows for subjectivity in attitudes and viewpoints to be 

uncovered by the researcher. Anderson, Hamlin, Purdum and Heflin (2007) explain that 

categories of significance are created which sort variables or factors from most to least 

significant. They continue to assert that as an individual sorts these subjective statements, 

they reveal information about that individual. 
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There are specific guidelines that the researcher should follow when utilizing Q-

methodology. First, the concourse must be defined. Once the concourse is defined, the Q-set 

can be developed from the concourse. The third step involves selecting the P-set. The fourth 

step is a technique known as Q-sorting. The final step is the analysis and interpretation of the 

assessment. This method fits well with the proposed study because it allowed the researcher 

to look at the subjective opinions of African American doctoral students at for-profit 

institutions.  

 Defining and developing the concourse.  To begin, the researcher must define the 

initial concourse. To accomplish this, the researcher begins to develop statements that can be 

made regarding the subject at hand. The hope is to develop an in-depth, comprehensive 

listing of statements based on a variety of resources. These can include, but are not limited 

to, the literature, opinions, observations, personal experience as well as media influence. The 

steps involved in developing the concourse are created to 

1.  To elaborate the breadth of possible opinions regarding the subjective topic in 

question. 

2. To select a representative, but not necessarily exhaustive, number of phrases 

describing these opinions or feelings. 

3. To develop and use a metric for measuring the subjective feelings of study 

respondents about the phrases (Barbosa, Willoughby, Rosenberg, & Mrtek, 1998, p. 

1033). 
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After the concourse statements are composed, the research must develop a fixed scale or 

metric that the participants will use to sort the items. This scale reflects the participant’s level 

of agreement with the statement. In the current study, the researcher compiled a collection of 

statements based on a review of the literature. The scale that will be utilized will range for -4 

to +4, with -4 being “least impacted my choice” to +4 “most impacted my choice”. By 

arranging the variables in a hierarchical manner, categories of significance ranging from 

most to least important are created (Anderson et. al, 2007). 

Developing the Q-Set (or Q-Sample).  In Q-Methodology, “the flow of 

communicability surrounding any topic is referred to as a “concourse” and “it is from this 

concourse that a sample of statements is drawn for administration in a Q sort” (Brown, 

1993, p. 94-95). There has been great debate on the number of statements that should be 

included in the Q-set (Simons, 2013). Evaluating and reducing the number of statements 

from the concourse is the process used to develop the Q-set. The statements should be 

selected that represent a comprehensive list of the major ideas and opinions on the matter 

(Simons, 2013; Barbosa et. al, 1998; Brown, 1993). The researcher should review the 

concourse and delete statements that are ambiguous or recurring. Selecting the statements 

can occur in either a structured or unstructured approach (Barbosa et. al, 1998). As 

explained by Barbosa et. al (1998) in an unstructured approach, a group of individuals 

choose items from the concourse that address the main opinions of the topic while adding 

additional statements that my arise after assessing current statements. They further clarify 

that in the structured approach, this group selects statements from the concourse “to 
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represent one or more dimensions of the concourse as these might apply to the subjective 

topic under study” (Barbosa et. al, 1998, p. 1035). In this study, the researcher created 

themes based on the literature utilizing a structured approach. In order to measure the 

participants’ viewpoints regarding doctoral program choice for African Americans, a 

concourse of 75 statements was constructed. Q-sets of which contain 20-100 statements are 

generally considered satisfactory but the number is generally dictated by the subject matter 

(Watts & Stenner, 2005; Barbosa et. al, 1998; Brown, 1996). Barbosa et. al (1998) offer that 

participants are more at ease with smaller Q-sorts and that studies have supported “that the 

number of factors or attitudinal groups resulting from the analysis does not change with the 

use of a small Q-sample, if it represents all the existing ideas” (p. 1035).  

  Selecting the P-Set.  The P-Set includes all the participants who will complete the 

Q-Set. There is some variation among scholars as to how many individuals constitute the 

ideal number in a P-Set. Simons (2013) argues that the most important factor is that the 

group represents the range of viewpoints on the subject being studied. The P-Set should be 

selected based on the relevance of each participant to the focus of the research. This is 

important as the statements in the Q-Set are subjective and self-reflecting. Individuals should 

be selected for the Q-Set based on their ability to contribute a greater understanding to the 

research. 

For this study, the P-Set was comprised of African Americans who are currently 

enrolled or who graduated from a for-profit doctoral program in education. Because of their 

overall low numbers in doctoral study, there are a limited number of participants to invite to 
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this study. Q-Methodology is of benefit in this situation since it does not require a large 

sample size to obtain subjectivity in the study (Watts & Stenner, 2005). 

Q-Sorting.  The Q-Sort is administered once the Q-Set is finalized. In the Q-Sort 

process, participants rank order statements from the Q-Set using a Q-Sort Grid. This 

guideline explained in detail the process of sorting the statements online regarding the factors 

that impact African American doctoral program choice. “Participants are asked to place the 

statements into the grid according to prespecified ‘conditions of instruction’” (Shemmings, 

2006, p. 151). This “condition of instruction” is a guide participants are to utilize to sort the 

Q-Set items. There are 80 statements being ranked from -7 to 7. 

 

Population 

 
 In order to gain a better understanding of the factors that influence African American 

doctoral students’ choice of institutions, individuals who have engaged in this process from 

an applicant’s perspective will be utilized for this study. This group includes current doctoral 

students as well as individuals who have completed their doctoral degrees at a for-profit 

institution. Individuals who have recently engaged in the doctoral program choice process 

may be able to provide valuable perspectives regarding the factors influencing program 

choice for African American doctoral students. Participants will be gathered utilizing social 

media groups designated for African American doctoral students. 

Sample 

 
 Access to the desired sample can be difficult to obtain. Therefore, a purposeful, 

convenience sample will be used. Participants in the sample will be chosen who specifically 
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fit the characteristics desired for this study. This included individuals who self-identified as 

African American and were currently enrolled in a doctoral program at a for-profit institution 

or had graduated from one of these programs. However, because access to a large sample of 

these individuals is difficult to obtain, a convenience sample will be used. The researcher will 

utilize personal contacts, as well as social media groups on LinkedIn and Facebook to access 

a viable sample. Because of the nature of social media, snowball sampling is likely to occur 

as potential subjects share information regarding the study with others. 

 Q-Methodology does not require a large sample size to expose the subjectivity of a 

subject. Watts and Stenner (2005) state  

 Large numbers of participants are not required for a Q methodological study. 

 Q methodology aims to reveal (and to explicate) some of the main viewpoints 

 that are favoured by a particular group of participants. It probably does this 

 most effectively when the participant group contains between 40 and 60  

 individuals (Stainton Rogers, 1995). This is only a ‘rule-of-thumb’, however, 

 for highly effective Q studies can be carried out with far fewer participants (p. 79). 

The goal of the researcher was to have 40-50 individuals participate in the sample.  

Instrumentation 

 
 Reviewing the literature addressing the doctoral program selection process of African 

Americans aided the researcher in creating the concourse. Based on the literature, 75 

statements were initially developed. As noted in Appendix J, some statements were 

developed directly from the literature while others were based on the interpretation of the 
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researcher after reviewing the literature and other resources such as news articles and other 

media outlets. Approximately half of the initial concourse came directly from the literature.  

The other half was developed from the researcher’s interpretations. They were then assigned 

a category that best connected with the relevancy of the topic. These were categorized under 

the following themes:  admissions requirements, institutional traits, attitudes of others, self-

efficacy and experiences. To insure statements would be understood and well received, the 

final sort list was given to a group higher education experts. The group suggested including 

statements that sought to gauge the influence the end goal of receiving a doctoral education 

had on the decision making process. Five additional statements were added to satisfy this 

suggestion and were categorized under the heading of goals.  This brought the total number 

of statements to 80. 

 After reviewing the 80 statements in the concourse, they were grouped into larger 

categories based on conceptual similarities. The final themes that manifested from these 

groups include:  admissions requirements, institution traits, attitudes of others, self-efficacy, 

experiences and goals. These groups are described below. 

Admissions Requirements:  Statements in this group represent the criteria institutions 

use to gather information and make decisions regarding admissions for applicants.  

Institution Traits:  This collection of statements describes the characteristics unique to 

the institutions in which the student applied. 
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Attitudes of Others:  This grouping contains statements that reflect the concerns from 

outside individuals and not directly from the student themselves.  

Self-Efficacy:  The individual’s belief in their own abilities is assembled in the 

statements under this section. 

Experiences:  Statements in this compilation express opinions regarding the 

individual’s academic and professional life. 

Goals:  Under this heading were statements that were created to capture thoughts 

around the purpose of subjects’ pursuit of the doctoral degree. 

Data Collection 

 
 Upon approval by the North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board 

(IRB), data was collected to determine the factors that influenced African American doctoral 

student institution selection. The study utilized Q-Methodology to analyze the data collected. 

This method of analysis supports the use of a smaller collection of knowledgeable 

participants to impart their opinions and ideal on a particular subject. This is done through 

ranking a collection of statements developed to address a given topic.  

Potential participants were found using African American focused social media 

groups on Facebook and LinkedIn. The link for the survey was distributed through these 

social media sites as well as via direct messages. Once individuals received the link and 

decided to participate in the study, an explanation of the research and detailed instructions 

were provided via the web link. Participant responses were then selected for inclusion based 
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on whether or not they meet the requirements sought by the researcher. Data collection began 

when the researcher posted and emailed the statement sort and questionnaire to potential 

candidates with instructions on how to complete the Q-sort. Instructions were minimal as not 

to influence the participants thus compromising the study.  

Once participants were confident of their ability to complete the card sort, they were 

free to begin the statement sort process privately online. All the data was collected online and 

stored electronically under a password-protected account to insure confidentiality of the 

participants and their responses. Once participants completed the card sort process, they were 

each asked to complete a series of open-ended questions. These open-ended questions 

assisted in providing the researcher with insight to the additional meaning of the final sort. 

The purpose of this segment of data collection was to help the researcher gain a clearer 

understanding of any experiences or thoughts that incited the participants to sort the 

statements in the way they did.  

Data Analysis 

 
 The data analysis section is categorized into the pre-data analysis, data analysis and 

ending with how the interpretation will occur. 

Pre-data analysis. Observing the differences between Q and R factor analysis 

provides some insight as to why it is a preferred method of research in this instance. Watts 

and Stenner (2012) suggests that Q methodology allows the researcher to observe 

correlations between persons instead of correlations between tests or variables as in R 

methodology. In other words, instead of describing a population of people with R, Q 
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methodology allows us to describe a population of viewpoints held by individuals allowing 

the researcher to explore preferences and motives of behavior. In addition, Q factor analysis 

does not require the large number of subjects as R requires (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

The data will be examined for entry accuracy, errors and missing data. To do this, 

descriptive statistics will be used. The demographics of the sample population will be 

collected and reported. In addition, the means, standard deviations, frequency and percentage 

will be shared.  

Analysis and interpretation.  The final step in the assessment utilizing Q-

Methodology is factor analysis. Q-Factor analysis allows the researcher to measure the 

attitudinal patterns in relation to the subject matter in the study. Simons (2013) explains that 

groups of individuals who group statements together in comparable ways are identified 

through factor analysis. De Graaf and Van Exel (2009) explain  

If each individual had specific likes and dislikes, Stephenson (1935) argued, the 

Profiles of the respondents would not correlate; if, however, significant clusters 

of correlations existed, they could be factorized and described as common 

viewpoints (or tastes, preferences, dominant accounts, typologies, etc.), and 

individuals could be measured with respect to them (p. 65). 

The analysis of the Q-sorts is a purely technical and objective procedure that is sometimes 

referred to as the scientific base of Q (De Graaf & Van Exel, 2009; Brown, 1993). A 

correlation matrix of all Q sorts representing the level of (dis)agreement between the 

individual sorters is calculated first (De Graaf & Van Exel, 2009). De Graaf and Van Exel 
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(2009) explain that a factor analysis is then performed to the correlation matrix in order to 

identify the number of naturally occurring clusters of Q sorts by virtue of dissimilarity or 

similarity with the purpose of concluding how many different Q sorts are in evidence. The 

authors go on to assert that participants with similar viewpoints on the topic will share the 

same factor. The next step involves determining a factor loading for each sort which 

expresses the extent to which each Q sort is associated with each factor (De Graaf &Van 

Exel, 2009). “The number of factors in the final set depends on the variability in the elicited 

Q sorts” (De Graaf & Van Exel, p. 76).  

 The next step in the analysis is known as factor rotation. To arrive at the final set of 

factors, a rotation of the original set of factors can be objective or theoretical. Objective 

rotations are based on a statistical principle. Theoretical rotations can be “driven by 

theoretical concerns, some prior knowledge or preconceived idea of the investigator; or an 

idea that came up during the study” (De Graaf & Van Exel, pp. 76-77). The researcher is able 

to sort through and examine the respondents’ opinions from a variety of angles. The rotation 

serves to shift the perspective of the observation, not to affect the consistency of sentiment or 

the relationships between the Q sorts.  

 The last step in this process involves calculating the factor scores and difference 

scores. This must occur before factors can be explained and interpreted. “A statement’s 

factor score is the normalized weighted average statement score (Z-score) of the respondents 

that defined that factor. Based on their Z-scores, statements can be attributed to the original 

quasi-normal distribution, resulting in a composite (or idealized) Q sort for each factor” (De 
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Graaf & Van Exel, p. 77). Their factor scores on a factor’s composite Q sort and difference 

scores indicates relevant statements that should be taken note of by the researcher when 

describing and interpreting a factor. Characterizing statements are those that are ranked at the 

extreme ends of the composite sort of a factor. These are used when producing the initial 

description of the composite point of view represented by that factor. “The distinguishing and 

consensus statements can be used to highlight the differences and similarities between 

factors. Finally, the explanations Q sorters gave during the follow-up interview can be 

helpful in the interpretation of the factors” (De Graaf & Van Exel, p. 77). 

Summary 

 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods that will be employed in the 

proposed study. The researcher hopes to accomplish through this study some defining 

concepts on the African American doctoral program selection process. Because of the limited 

access to this population, Q-Methodology was selected as a method of data collection and 

assessment for this proposed study. This methodology does not require a large sample size 

since it rests on the assumption that a limited amount of opinions, beliefs and viewpoints 

exist for a given subject. The methodology allows for the use of quantitative and qualitative 

methods to create a rich description of the respondents. If developed properly, the researcher 

will have a clearer understanding of the principal viewpoints that exist within the 

participants. 
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Chapter Four: Data Analysis 

 

Introduction 

 
 This chapter presents the results from the data analysis of the Q sorts to answer the 

research questions proposed. Seventeen African Americans, who are current students or 

graduates of doctorate programs in education from for-profit institutions completed the Q-

sort to determine what factors impacted their decision to pursue their doctoral degrees at for-

profit institutions. Participants sorted a concourse of 80 statements based on the factors that 

can influence program choice among aspiring doctoral students. An introduction to Q-

methodology was furnished in Chapter 3, which was followed in the conducting of this 

research. Q-methodology allows for subjectivity in attitudes and viewpoints held by 

individuals who have expertise in a given subject to be uncovered by the researcher. It 

focuses on participants’ first-person viewpoints and allows for a holistic summary of those 

viewpoints (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Brown (1996) asserts that the purpose of Q-

methodology is to “reveal subjective structures, attitudes, and perspectives from the 

standpoint of the person or persons being observed” (p. 565).  

 This chapter presents the demographics of the sampled population, the correlation 

between the sorts, descriptions of the factor analysis, factor rotation, factor arrays, defining 

statements, and the factor interpretations. Based on the information from the data analysis, 

each factor is described. 
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Overview of Analysis 

 
Q-Assessor was the online instrument used to collect and analyze the data. In 

addition, SPSS was also used to analyze the data. Created by Stan Kaufmann, the Q-Assessor 

software is designed specifically to collect and analyze data collected in Q Methodology 

studies. After the data was collected from participants and the survey was closed, an analysis 

of the data was conducted using Q-Assessor which included a correlation matrix, factor 

analysis, rank statement totals for each factor, normalized factor scores, descending array of 

differences between factors, factor Q-sort values for each statement, factor Q-sort values for 

statements sorted from most disagreement to most agreement, factor characteristics, standard 

errors for differences in normalized factor scores, and distinguishing statements for factors 

and consensus statements that do not distinguish between any pairs of factors. The data set 

was also analyzed in SPSS version 22 to calculate descriptive statistics, one-way ANOVA, 

and frequencies. 

The correlation matrix “allow us to ascertain the degree of agreement, or 

disagreement, between the entire set of item rankings produced by any two persons” whereas 

“we can conduct a direct and holistic comparison of their respective Q sorts” (Watts & 

Stenner, 2012, p. 22). Brown (1993) explains that factor analysis examines the correlation 

matrix and determines “how many different families (factors) there are” (p. 111). He goes on 

to explain that the factor loadings “express the extent to which each Q sort is associated with 

each factor” (p. 111). Brown (1993) recommends a centroid factor analysis for factor 

extraction. There were 7 original unrotated factors but one had no significant loading. A 

centroid factor analysis was performed with 6 factors, but 2 had no significant loading. A 
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centroid factor analysis was then performed on the current study which extracted 4 factors 

which all loaded significantly. In determining a significant factor loading for factors after an 

extraction, Watts and Stenner (2012) noted “A significant factor loading at the 0.01 level can 

be calculated using the following equation”, 2.58 x (1/√N), where N is the number of items in 

the Q set (p. 107). Brown (1993) suggests that after calculating standard error (1/√N), 

“correlations are generally considered to be statistically significant if they are approximately 

2 to 2.5 times the standard error” (p. 109). For this study, the standard error was calculated at 

1/√80 = 0.11180339887. Therefore, significant factor loading was calculated between 2 x 

(0.11180339887) = ±.22 and  2.58 x (0.11180339887) = ±0.29. A varimax rotation was 

included in the factor analysis for this study. Watts & Stenner (2012) stated “Varimax is an 

excellent means of revealing a subject matter from viewpoints that almost everybody might 

recognize and consider to be of importance” (p. 126). Z scores are calculated in order to 

standardize the factor scores. Z scores can be converted into a single factor array that is a 

“single Q sort configured to represent the viewpoint of a particular factor” (Watts & Stenner, 

p. 143). Using the statement loadings for each factor group, themes were developed and 

ssigned.  

P Set Demographics 

 
 The purpose of the sort was to determine the factors that influence the doctoral 

program choice process of African American students at for-profit institutions. In this study, 

17 participants completed the Q sort. In addition to the sort, supplemental questions about the 

sort and demographic information were requested. 13 of the 17 participants completed the 
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supplemental questions where demographic information was completed. All participants 

were current students or graduates of a for-profit institution. The majority of respondents 

were female (11) representing 64.7% of the q-set as Table 2 illustrates. The remaining 

subjects identified as 2 males (11.8%) and 4 unknown (23.5%). The age range for the 

participants ranged from 29-60 years old, with the average age being 42.46 years old 

(sd=8.31). The participants’ marital status included 7 (41.2%) married, 3 (17.6%) divorced, 2 

(11.8%) single, 1 (5.9%) separated, and 4 (23.5%) did not report marital status (Table 3).  

 

 

Table 2 

Breakdown of Gender for Sampled Population 

 

 Gender         Frequency   Percentage 

 Female    11       64.7% 

 Male      2       11.8% 

 Unknown     4       23.5% 

 

 

 

Table 3   

 
Breakdown of Martial Status for Sampled Population 

 

Group    Frequency  Percentage 

Divorced 3 17.6% 

Married 7 41.2%           

Separated 1   5.9%  

Single 2 11.8%  

 Unknown 4  23.5%  
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Table 4  

 
Educational Backgrounds of Sampled Population 

 

Description   Undergraduate   Master’s         2
nd

 Master’s* 

HBCU     4         2            0         

Non-HBCU    9        11            0 

Private     5         5                           1       

Public     8         8                                     0 

For-profit    5         4            1 

Not for profit    8         9            0 

Note: 4 participants did not complete the interview section therefore their education 

information is unknown. *One participant obtained 2 master’s degrees.    

 

 

The sampled population represented varied education backgrounds as well. Participants were 

asked about their undergraduate and master’s level institutions. The majority of participants 

shared that they attended predominantly white, public, not-for-profit undergraduate 

institutions (35%, n=6). Table 4 provides a detailed breakdown of both the undergraduate 

and master’s institutions as provided by the participants. Regarding their master’s degrees, 

most respondents indicated that they attended predominantly White, public institutions (35%, 

n=6). Nine of the 17 respondents currently attended or graduated from Argosy University (5) 

with Capella University a close second (4) as illustrated in Table 5. Majors among the 

participants were scattered across five major areas with nine specific titles. The six major 

areas were Adult Education, Curriculum and Instruction, Educational Leadership, Higher 

Education and Organizational Leadership. Table 6 illustrates how the participants were 
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distributed across majors. The distribution was fairly even with three categories all securing 

three participants (Adult Education, Educational Leadership and Higher Education). 

Participants in the study were very focused on their future career aspirations. Almost of half 

of the respondents (9) indicated an interest in moving into administration at the dean’s level 

or higher in higher education or principal or higher in K-12 education (See Table 7). Three 

individuals indicated a desire to move into faculty or faculty and administrative positions.  

 

Table 5  

 
Institutions Where Participants Enrolled 

 

Institution     Frequency  Percentage      

Argosy University    5 29.4% 

Capella University 4 23.5% 

Jones International University 1   5.9% 

Walden University 3 17.6% 

Unknown 4 23.5% 

 

 

Table 6  

 
Majors of Participants 

Major  Frequency   Percentage 

Adult Education   

 Adult Education 1   5.9% 

Adult Education & Higher Learning 1   5.9% 

Adult Education Leadership 1   5.9% 

Curriculum & Instruction 1   5.9% 

Educational Leadership  

 Educational Leadership 2 11.8% 

 Educational Leadership& Administration 1   5.9% 

Higher Education Leadership 3 17.6% 

K-12 Education Leadership 1   5.9% 

Organizational Leadership 2 11.8% 

Unknown 4 23.5% 



70 

 

 

Table 7  

Career Goals of Participants 

Career Goal       Frequency  Percent 

Administration 

 Administration K-12 1 5.9% 

 Administration Community College 1 5.9% 

 Chief Diversity Officer 1 5.9% 

 Dean of Students 1 5.9% 

 Dean of Students/Vice President of Student Affairs 2 11.8% 

 Higher Education Administration 1 5.9% 

 University President 1 5.9% 

 Vice President/Provost 1 5.9% 

Faculty 

 Principal/Faculty 1 5.9% 

 Tenured Faculty/Administration 1 5.9% 

 Tenured Faculty 1 5.9% 

Policy Development 1 5.9% 

Unknown  4 23.5% 

 

 

 

Correlations Between Sorts 

 
 Correlation statistics are displayed in the correlation matrix. This illustrates the initial 

measure of association between variables (Watts & Stenner, p. 201). Kline (2004) as cited in 

Watts & Stenner (2012) stated that correlation statistics measure “the degree of agreement 

between two sets of scores [which have been gathered] from the same individuals” (p. 8). 

The larger the correlation, then the greater the association between the two variables will be. 

A positive number represents an agreement between the sorts while a negative number 

represents disagreement between the two. A perfect, positive correlation would be recorded 

as +1.00 while a perfect, negative correlation would be recorded as -1.00 (Brown, 1993). 

Zero scores represent no association between the two sorts (Brown, 1993). 
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 The purpose of this study was to determine the factors that influenced the decision 

making process for African American doctoral students who choose to attend for-profit 

institutions. A 80-statement concourse was presented to 17 current and former students from 

for-profit institutions. Using the Q-Assessor online statement sort software, participant 

perceptions regarding factors influencing the decision making process were identified. These 

were then clustered into factors that represent the various perspectives of doctoral students 

and graduates regarding their choice to attend a for-profit institution. From that, a correlation 

matrix was generated through the online software reflecting the 17 individual Q sorts (see 

Table 8). How each participant correlated with each of the sorts completed by the other 

participants is reflected in the correlation matrix.  

The larger the positive correlation, the larger the number displayed in the matrix in 

Table 8. Q-Assessor produced 136 correlations amongst the sorts. The strongest positive 

correlation was at .64 between sort number 1 (female, 38, divorced, Jones International 

University) and sort number 5 (male, 40, married, Walden University). This indicates that the 

two participants ranked statements in a more comparable fashion than any other combination 

of participants. The strongest negative correlation was between sort 4 (female, 50, divorced, 

Walden University) and 13 (female, 45, married, Argosy University) at -.14. Zero scores 

representing no association between sorts were found between sort 4 and sort 10 as well as 

sort 7 and sort 15. 
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Table 8  

Correlation Matrix of all Sorts 

 

Sort  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

  

1  -- .37 .40 .19 .64 .44 .24 .43 .07 .25 .31 .37 .18 .40 .25 .44 .34 

2    -- .24 .11 .33  .27 .09 .16 .22  .04 .01 .28   0 .21 .06 .34 .45 

3      -- .05 .34 .20 .28 .36 .09 .18 .33 .36 -.11 .31 .11 .34 .33 

4       -- .05  -.03 .01 .07 -.01   0  -.12 .08 -.14 -.11 -.12 .08 .08 

5         -- .53 .18 .51 .07 .21 .35 .50 .02 .48 .18 .51 .46 

6           -- .20 .34 .20 .31 .31 .44 .22 .33 .17 .40 .39 

7            -- .18 .01 .09 .22 .20 -.04 .11   0 .30 .22 

8           -- .07 .34 .29 .56 .03 .38 .21 .34 .39 

9                 -- .04 -.03 .18 .17 .11 .14 .15 .09  

10                -- .28 .43 .15 .29 .35 .09 .36 

11                 -- .24 .11 .28 .30 .19 .28 

12                -- .21 .41 .33 .32 .36 

13                    -- .21 .25 .03 -.03 

14                    -- .35 .50 .24 

15                     -- .09 .10 

16                     -- .48 

17                      -- 

Note:  Correlation is significant at the .01 level 
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Factor Analysis and Factor Rotation 

 
 Factor analysis is used to extract correlations between persons as opposed to 

correlations between tests or variables in Q methodology (Watts & Stenner, 2012). For this 

study, standard error has been calculated at SE = 1/√N = 1/√80 = 0.111. As previously 

mentioned, correlations are considered statistically significant if they fall between 2 and 2.58 

times the standard error. In this study, 2(0.111) = .222 = ±.22 and 2.58(0.111) = .286 = ±.29. 

The factor loadings are illustrated in Table 9. 

Brown (1993) recommends that a centroid factor analysis is performed. In this study, 

a varimax rotation was performed to carry out the centroid factor analysis extraction. Q-

Assessor utilizes this method. The factors that are extracted tell us how many correlating 

groups exist in the study. Using Q-Assessor, seven factors were originally provided. After 2 

centroid factor analyses were performed, the factor analysis resulted in four factors being 

extracted which all loaded significantly. Based on their responses, the Q factor analysis 

results show factored participants in four different groups. The demographics will be 

illustrated in each table as A, B, C, or D. One respondent, number 6, was found significant 

across more than one factor and is excluded from the calculations. The largest of the factors, 

Factor A had 10 subjects (sorts 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14 and 17) load significantly. Two 

subjects loaded significantly to Factor B (sorts 13 and 15) and three subjects loaded 

significantly to Factor C (sorts 2, 9 and 16). Sort 4 was the only sort to load significantly to 

Factor D. One subject (6) significantly loaded across more than one factor. This can occur 

when respondents choose statements that are ranked high or deemed significant in several 

groups making it difficult to factor that individual into one group. This respondent did not 
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have items that distinguished them into a specific group. There was limited text provided in 

the post-sort interview to be able to better understand the perspective of the individual. In this 

case, since the respondent had loadings across many of the areas, it was not examined 

further. The factor loadings for the entire factor rotation are represented in Table 9. 

 

Table 9 

Factor Loadings of Subject Responses 

 

Respondent Gender  Age  Factor  Factor  Factor        Factor  

 A B C                D 

 12 Female 38 .64 

 8 Female 29 .63 

 1 Female 38 .63 

 5 Male 40 .61 

 3 Unknown Unknown .55 

 17 Female 34 .50 

  10 Female 39 .47 

  14 Female 44 .47 

  11 Female 48 .46 

 7 Male 60 .31 

 13 Female 45  .56 

  15 Female 36  .54 

 16 Unknown Unknown                         .64 

 2 Unknown Unknown    .55 

 9 Unknown Unknown    .26 

 4 Female 50    .25 

Eigenvalues   3.32 1.10 1.70 0.19 

% Total Variance  19.52 6.27                10.01   1.12 

Note: Participant 6 (female, age 51) loaded significantly across more than one factor and is 

not included in the table above. 
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Table 10  

 
Marital Status for Participants in Factored Groups 

 

Status   Group A   Group B  Group C  Group D 

 f % f % f % f % 

Divorced 2  20 0 0 0 0 1  100 

Married 4   40 2  100 0 0 0 0 

Separated 1  10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Single 2  20 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unknown 1  10 0 0 3 0 0 0 

Note:  Participant 6, who was found by Q-Assessor to be significant across more than one 

factor, is not included in the table above. 

 

 

 

Table 11 

 
 Institutions Enrolled for Factored Groups 

 

Institution    Group A Group B Group C Group D       

    f % f % f % f % 

Argosy University 3  30 1 50 0 0 0 0 

Capella University  3  30  1 50  0 0  0 0 

Jones International University 1  10  0 0  0 0  0 0 

Walden University  2  20  0 0  0 0  1  100 

Unknown  1  10  0 0  3 100  0 0 

Note:  Participant 6, who was found by Q-Assessor to be significant across more than one 

factor, is not included in the table above. 
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Table 12 

 
Majors of Participants in Factored Groups 

 

Major Group A  Group B Group C  Group D 

 f % f % f % f % 

Adult Education 1   10 0   0 0   0  0   0 

Adult Education  

& Higher Learning 0    0 0   0 0   0 1    100 

Adult Ed. Leadership 1   10 0   0 0   0 0   0 

Curriculum & Instruction 1   10 0   0 0   0 0   0 

Educational Leadership 1   10 1   50 0   0 0   0 

Educational Leadership 

& Administration 0    0 1   50 0   0 0   0 

Higher Ed. Leadership 3   30 0   0 0   0 0   0 

K-12 Ed. Leadership 1   10 0   0 0   0 0   0 

Organizational Leadership 1   10 0   0 0   0 0   0 

Unknown 1   10 0   0 3  100 0   0 

Note:  Participant 6, who was found by Q-Assessor to be significant across more than one 

factor, is not included in the table above. 
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Table 13 

 

Future Career Goals of Participants in Factored Groups 

 

Group  Career Goal     Frequency  Percent 

 A Administration K-12 1 10% 

  Administration Community College 1 10% 

  Chief Diversity Officer 1 10% 

  Dean of Students 1 10% 

  Dean/VP of Student Affairs 1 10% 

  Policy Development 1 10% 

  Principal/Faculty 1 10% 

  Tenured Faculty/Administration 1 10% 

  Vice President/Provost 1 10% 

  Unknown 1 10% 

 B Higher Education Administration 1 50% 

  University President 1 50% 

 C Unknown 3 100% 

 D Tenured Faculty 1 100% 

Note:  Participant 6, who was found by Q-Assessor to be significant across more than one 

factor, is not included in the table above.  

 

 
Factor Arrays 

 
 Before interpretation begins, Watts and Stenner (2012) offer that 

 …it is usual to convert the z scores for each individual item into a single factor  

array. A factor array is, in fact, no more or less than a single Q sort configured 

to represent the viewpoint of a particular factor (p. 140). 

Factor scores are weighted according to how strongly they correlate with a given factor. In 

this study, participants were asked to sort the concourse statements based on relevance from 

+7 (most impacted) to -7 (least impacted) in regards to their influence on the participants’ 

decision making process to attend a for-profit institution for doctoral study. Factor scores are 

displayed in whole numbers similar to these scores that help simplify the comparison 
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between factor arrays. This allowed the researcher to visual how the 80 statements ranked in 

each of the 4 factors presented. Individual statement scores allow the researcher to 

differentiate factors from one another.  

Themes were created based on the factor arrays that generated from the study. Table 

10 illustrates the factor arrays for all 80 statements for all 4 factors. Anchor statements in the 

factor arrays indicate which statements were placed in the +7 (most impacted) and -7 (least 

impacted) slots. These statements indicate what participants felt most impacted and least 

impacted their decision to attend a for-profit institution for doctoral study.  

For participants in Factor A, statements 53 (The program format fit my schedule best) 

and 24 (The delivery of my academic program of interest was appealing to me) ranked as 

most impactful (+7). On contrast, statements 49 (My supervisor recommended this 

institution) and 39 (My parents attended this institution) ranked as least impactful (-7). Factor 

B participants indicated that the most impactful statements as number 50 (I believed I could 

be successful at this institution) and 71 (During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged 

by the faculty to attend this institution). Least impactful were statements 18 (Doctoral 

institution is similar to where I obtained my masters degree) and 17 (Doctoral institution is 

similar to where I obtained my baccalaureate degree). Statements number 24 (The delivery 

of my academic program of interest was appealing to me) and 29 (Attending this institution 

allows me to stay close to my family) were most impactful for participants in Factor C. Factor 

C participants found that statements 10 (Writing sample required) and 17 (Doctoral 

institution is similar to where I obtained my baccalaureate degree) least impactful in their 

decision making process. Most impactful to Factor B were statements 35 (Time to complete 
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the program) and 4 (Supervisors for letters of recommendation required) while statements 13 

(The application process was not intimidating) and (Minimum GRE score is needed) were 

least impactful. When observing all the statement rankings, one can note that 5 or more 

categories between the factors separated many of the statements. One statement seemed to 

positively resound with all four factors. Statement 76 (Obtaining a degree from this 

institution will help me with career advancement) ranked high across all factors (Factor A, B 

& C: +6 and Factor D: +5).  

 

 

Table 14 

Factor Arrays 

Number Statement Factor Factor Factor    Factor 

 A B C D 

 53 The program format fit my schedule best 7 4 2 5

 24 The delivery of my academic program of interest 7 3 7 0 

  was appealing to me 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help 6 6 6 5 

  me with career advancement 

 33 There were diverse course offerings at this 6 0 2 -3 

  institution 

 25 The length of the academic program was 6 -3 2 6 

  appealing to me 

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 5 7 6 -4 

 30 Attending this institution allows me to work 5 4 5 4 

  with going to school 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close 5 -4 7 1 

  to my family 

 28 Financial aid was available for me to attend 4 5 2 1 

 22 This institution has a strong academic reputation 4 4 1 -5 

 80 The degree, regardless of where I obtain it, will 4 1 3 3 

  get me what I want 

 35 Time to complete the program 4 -1 1 7 

 77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me 3 5 6 0 

  as long as I received the  
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Table 14 continued 

 

 54 I was confident that I would be admitted to this 3 1 3 2 

  institution 

 34 Sensitivity to the needs and interests of people 3 -1 -2 2 

  of color was evident 

 73 My job experience was taken into consideration 3 -2 5 0 

  for admissions 

 65 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at 3 -2 0 -1 

  this institution 

 20 Academic reputation is similar to where I 3 -4 0 1 

  obtained my masters degree 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this 2 5 1 -3 

  institution 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution 2 4 -1 -6 

 60 I was confident about my GPA 2 3 -2 3 

 21 This institution has national recognition in my 2 2 2 -4 

  field of study 

 26 The cost of the program was appealing to me 2 -1 4 -2 

 45 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be 2 -1 1 -3 

  in who recommended this institution 

 13 The application process was not intimidating 2 -1 1 -7 

 36 One or more of my past faculty members 2 -1 0 1 

  recommended this institution 

 19 Academic reputation is similar to where I 1 2 1 -3 

  obtained my baccalaureate degree 

 44 I know people in similar positions I aspire to  1 2 1 -3 

  be in who attended this institution  

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores 1 2 -1 -6 

 47 Individuals I work with recommended this 1 2 -3 -2 

  institution 

 23 The class size of this institution was appealing to 1 1 2 1 

  me 

 70 My pre-doctoral program experiences were taken 1 0 0 -4 

  into consideration for admissions 

 12 Application deadline 1 0 -3 2 

 66 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a 1 -2 4 -4 

  traditional, not for profit institutions 

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained 1 -7 4 3 

  my masters degree 

 37 One or more of my faculty members attended 0 3 -6 -2 

  this institution 

 32 There were graduate assistantships available  0  2 -6 1 
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 Table 14 continued  

 

  6 Minimum GRE score is needed 0 1 0 -7 

 62 I believe a high GPA is a critical part of the 0 0 3 4 

  admissions requirements to get into a traditional  

  school 

 59 I believe GRE scores are a huge part of the 0 -2 -5 3 

  admissions requirements to get into a traditional  

  school 

 11 Application fee 0 -3 3 -1 

 79 My employer just wants me to have the degree, 0 -3 2 -2 

  where I obtained it was not a concern 

 69 During my internship experience, I was 0 -3 -2 0 

  encouraged by other interns to attend this  

  institution 

 78 My employer will pay for my degree so cost was 0 -3 -2 -2 

  not a concern 

 14 Interview requirements 0 -6 -2 3 

 41 I have friends who have recommended this -1 3 -1 0 

  institution 

   2 Need letters of recommendation -1 2 -2 3 

   5 GRE for admission -1 1 -1 -1 

 74 During my job experience, I was encouraged by -1 1 -1 -1 

  my supervisor to attend this institution 

 10 Writing sample required -1 1 -7 2 

 75 During my job experience, I was encouraged by -1 0 -4 -1 

  colleagues to attend this institution 

 63 I felt my relationships with former faculty would -1 -1 -4 -1 

  help me be admitted to this institution 

 52 I did not believe I would have as much support -1 -4 2 6 

  at a traditional, not for profit institution 

 16 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my -1 -6 -5 -1 

  masters degree 

   7 Personal statement required for admission -2 6  0 0 

 72 During my pre-doctoral program, I was -2 3 -3 2 

  encouraged by peers to attend this institution 

 38 My parents recommended this institution -2 1 -3 -5 

 15 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my -2 0 0 4 

  baccalaureate degree 

 31 I would have to move to attend another -2 0 -3 -6 

  institution 

 27 This program offered graduate assistantships -2 -2 1 2 
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Table 14 continued 

 

  64 I felt my relationships with former faculty -2 -2 -2 -2 

  would not help me be admitted to a traditional,  

  not for profit  institution 

 17 Doctoral institution is similar to where I -2 -7 1 1 

  obtained my baccalaureate degree 

 71 During my pre-doctoral program, I was -3 7 0 0 

  encouraged by the faculty to attend this  

  institution 

   9 Specific questions for personal statement -3 6 -1 1 

  requires answering 

   1 Minimum GPA score required -3 1 3 4 

 68 During my internship experience, I was -3 -1 0 0 

  encouraged by my superiors to attend this  

  institution 

 48 My supervisor attended this institution -3 -2 -7 1 

 43 My spouse/partner attended this institution -3 -3 -2 -1 

  4 Supervisors for letters of recommendation -4 0 -1 7 

  required 

   3 Past faculty members for letters of -4 0 -3 -2 

  recommendation required 

 51 I did not believe I could be successful at a -4 -4 5 5 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration -4 -6 -6 6 

  for admissions 

 56 I was confident in taking the GRE -5 3 -1 0 

   8 Length of personal statement is mandated -5 0 0 -5 

 58 I was not confident I would gain admission to a -5 -5 -4 -3 

  traditional school because of my GRE scores 

 42 My spouse/partner recommended this institution -6 2 -4 -2 

 61 I was not confident I would gain admission to a -6 -1 4 2 

  traditional school because of my GPA 

 55 I was not confident that I would be admitted to a -6 -5 3 -1 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 49 My supervisor recommended this institution -7 -2 -5 0 

 39 My parents attended this institution -7 -5 -1 2 
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Defining Characteristics 

 
 Table 11 displays the defining characteristics with composite reliability and standard 

error of factor scores as calculated by Q-Assessor. The number of defining variables conveys 

the number of participants who had significantly similar perceptions to others grouped in that 

factor. There were 10 in Factor A, 2 in Factor B, 3 in Factor C and 1 in Factor D. As 

previously noted, one subject loaded significantly across more than one factor and is not 

counted in the calculations. The composite reliability shows the likelihood that subjects 

would perform the same sort if given the opportunity to do it again and would factor into the 

same groups. Composite reliability was strongest for Factor A (.98) and Factor C (.92), 

though the other two factors also showed strong correlations as well (see Table 11). 

 

Table 15  

Defining Characteristics with Composite Reliability and Standard Error of Factor Scores 

Characteristics    Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D 

Number of Defining Variables 10 2 3 1 

Composite Reliability .98 .89 .92 .80 

Standard Error of Factor Scores .16 .33 .28 .45  

 

 

Distinguishing Statements 

 
 By comparing z-scores, Q-Assessor was able to calculate distinguishing statements 

for each factor. Distinguishing statements are used by the researcher to ascertain which 

statements from the concourse are distinctive to each of the four factors. For Factor A, 6 

distinguishing statements were identified by the software and are reflected in Table 16. Table 
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20 presents the 14 distinguishing statements for Factor B. 13 statements were distinguished 

for Factor C and are displayed in Table 24. Finally, 8 statements are exhibited in Table 28 for 

Factor D. These statements offer insight regarding how statement selections defined one 

factor. Also of assistance in interpreting the factors are those statements that were ranked 

highest and lowest by each group. Tables 20, 23, 26 and 29 show the highest rated statements 

for each of the 4 factors. The lowest rated statements for each of the 4 factors are reflected in 

Tables 21, 24, 27, and 30. These statements are also known as anchor statements. They are 

the statements found at +7 and -7 points of each factor array. They reflect what can be 

interpreted as the most impactful (+7) and least impactful (-7) factors that contribute to the 

decision making process for each group.  

 

 
Factor Interpretation 

 
 After gathering and analyzing all this data, the researcher discovered four different 

factors regarding the decision making process for African American doctoral students at for-

profit institutions. These four factors have been labeled: (A) The Balance and Convenience 

Factor, (B) The Interpersonal Connectedness Factor, (C) The Convenience and Self-Efficacy 

Factor and (D) The Comfort and Confidence Factor. These labels were created based on 

information gathered from analyzing the distinguishing statements, highest rated statements, 

lowest rated statements and post-sort questionnaires. Statements in the concourse we 

developed and grouped in 6 different areas (see Appendix I). The concourse area was also 

considered in the analysis. The remainder of this section will provide more in-sight on each 

of the four factors listed above. 
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 Factor A: The balance and convenience factor.  The majority of subjects (10) in 

this study loaded into this factor. The gender breakdown for this group was 70% female (7), 

20% male (2) and 10% unknown (1). This group was most diverse regarding marital status 

with all possibilities represented; divorced (2), married (4), separated (1), single (2) and 

unknown (1). Ages ranged from 29-60 with a mean age of 41.1 years old. They represented 

all 4 institutions in the study (Argosy, Capella, Jones International and Walden) and all the 

areas of study (majors) were represented. Their career interests were varied across 

administration, policy and faculty. Factor A was also responsible for most of the variance in 

the study (19.52%).  

 After reviewing the factor arrays, distinguishing statements, highest/lowest rated 

statements and the post-sort interview data, this group valued the convenience of a for-profit 

school as it related to life balance over the other factors. Subjects in this grouping placed 

high value on how the program offered at the for-profit institution conveniently fit into their 

lives. Many of the highest ranking statements by this group came from the concourse area of 

institutional traits. The highest ranking statement (+7) with the highest z-score (2.455) from 

the balance and convenience group was #24, “The delivery of my academic program of 

interest was appealing to me”. Included in the top five statements were two other statements 

from the institutional traits group, #25 “The length of the academic program was appealing to 

me”(+6)  and #33 “There were diverse course offerings at this institution” (+6). The other 

anchor statement receiving at +7 further spoke to this group’s desire for ease “The program 

format fit my schedule best” (#53, self-efficacy).  
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 Many of the post-sort interviews also supported the idea of convenience and balance 

being a motivating factor for applying to a for-profit institution. Participant 12, who had the 

highest loading (.64) in Factor A noted that most relevant for her was “offering a diversity of 

programs, delivery method and how it fit my schedule”. Participant 1 and Participant 8 had a 

factor loading of .63. Participant 8 shared the following 

 The program format fit my schedule best-being online really fit my schedule 

 because I travel a lot with my job. My decision to attend a for-profit was not  

 about not being confident in attending a traditional program. It was all about  

 convenience and accessibility considering my position at the time. 

Participant 8 also indicated that time to complete the program heavily influenced her decision 

to attend. Participant 5, with the fourth highest factor loading (.61), indicated that 

convenience in his life was also the main motivating factor. He states, “For me, I had decided 

that I would pursue my degree so the process of picking a school came down to if I could fit 

it in my life”. Participant 17, who ranked sixth in the factor loadings (.50), continued to 

support this theme of convenience. She affirms, “The online environment allowed me the 

flexibility that was necessary to balance work, personal, and school”. Proximity to her 

residence was indicated by Participant 10 who had the seventh highest loading (.47). 

Participant 14 also had a factor loading of .47 and offered these comments regarding the 

importance of convenience and balance in her decision making process 

 Many schools are offering online options for doctorate degrees/or hybrid classes. 

 I looked at schools that had the major and was geared best for working  

 professionals. I was working full time already and I need to find an institution  
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 that was designed specifically for working professionals. 

Participant 7 was our lowest factor loading (.31) but continued the theme of convenience 

among the group. As our oldest subject (age 60), he stressed that “Because of my age, time of 

program completion is critical”.  

 The two highest-ranking statements (#24 and #53) stress the need for this group to 

find convenience as it relates to their lives in their pursuit of doctoral training. Table 14 

shows the statement loadings and Z-scores for Factor A. Six of the top ten statements all 

relate to the convenience of the program (#24, 53, 25, 29, 30, and 35). This suggests that the 

format of the academic program heavily influenced their decision to apply and attend. 

Offering online and hybrid courses as well as when classes were offered are of the upmost 

importance to this group. The ability to stay close to family and continue to work also aligns 

with their values in searching for a doctoral program. Finally, the amount of time the 

institution suggests it will take to complete the degree was also an important factor. 

 Unexpectedly, the distinguishing statements for most of the factors eluded more to 

what did not impact their decisions than to what did impact the decisions. There were 6 

distinguishing statements for Factor A. Only one statement was also included in the highest-

ranking statements for this factor, which was statement #33 “There were diverse course 

offerings at this institution” with a z-score of 1.928. Of the other 5 statements, most of them 

fell close to the neutral area or least impacted on the sort grid. Statement #65 “I felt I could 

afford the tuition and expenses at this institution” (rank 3), #18 “Doctoral institution is 

similar to where I obtained my masters degree” (rank 1), and #66 “I felt I could afford the 

tuition and expenses at a traditional, not for profit institution”  (rank 1) were also represented 
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in the distinguishing statements. These three statements fell in the neutral area of the sort grid 

suggesting they were considered in the decision making process, but did not strongly 

influence one way or another. Rounding out the distinguishing statements were #1 

“Minimum GPA score required” (rank -3) and #61 “I was not confident I would gain 

admission to a traditional school because of my GPA”(rank -6). The ranking of these 

statements suggest that subjects in this group were confident that they were strong academic 

candidates for study at any institution, so their ability to be successfully academically was 

not a factor influencing their decision to attend a for-profit institution. While two of the 

subjects attending for-profit institutions for both there baccalaureate and masters degrees, the 

subjects attended traditional, not for profit institutions for their one or both of their previous 

degrees. Two subjects completed undergraduate degrees at historically Black universities 

(Spelman College and Paine College) and the others attended predominantly White 

institutions (1 from the University of Iowa, Eastern Illinois, Youngstown State, and Long 

Island State). Masters degrees were from the University of Iowa, University of Phoenix, 

Illinois State, University of South Florida, Youngstown State, Winthrop, San Jose State and 

Keller Graduate School of Management. The convenience presented by the for-profit 

institutions these individuals chose to attend seems to have been the most impactful in 

making their decision to attend. 
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Table 16 

Distinguishing Statements, Rank, and Z-Score for Factor A 

Number Statement                Z-Score          Rank 

 33 There were diverse course offerings at this institution 1.928  6 

 65 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at this 0.809  3 

  institution 

 66 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a 0.194  1 

  traditional, not for profit institution  

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my -0.047  1 

  masters degree 

 1 Minimum GPA Score Required -.0890 -3 

 61 I was not confident I would gain admission to a -1.337 -6 

  traditional school because of my GPA  

Note. Significant at p <.05 

 

 

 

Table 17  

 
Highest Rated Statements for Factor A with Z-Score and Rank 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score

  

 24 The delivery of my academic program of interest was 7 2.455 

  appealing to me  

 53 The program format fit my schedule best 7 2.407 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing 6 1.938 

  to me 

 33 There were diverse course offerings at this institution 6 1.928 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me 6 1.884 

  with career advancement 

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 5 1.803 

   29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my  5 1.79 

  family 

 30 Attending this institution allows me to work with going 5 1.739 

  to school 
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Table 18  

Lowest Rated Statements for Factor A with Z-Score and Rank 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 39 My parents attended this institution -7 -1.892  

 49 My supervisor recommended this institution -7 -1.592 

 61 I was not confident I would gain admission to a  -6 -1.337 

  traditional school because of my GPA 

 55 I was not confident that I would be admitted to a -6 -1.169 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 42 My spouse/partner recommended this institution -6 -1.010 

 

 

 

Table 19 

 
 All Statements, Rank and Z-Scores for Factor A Participants 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 24 The delivery of my academic program of interest was 1 2.455 

  appealing to me  

 53 The program format fit my schedule best 2 2.407 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing 3 1.938 

  to me 

 33 There were diverse course offerings at this institution 4 1.928 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me 5 1.884 

  with career advancement 

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 6 1.803 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my  7 1.79 

  family 

 30 Attending this institution allows me to work while going 8 1.739 

  to school 

 35 Time to complete the program 9 1.676 

   80 The degree, regardless of where I obtain it, will get me 10 1.656 

  what I want   

 22 This institution has a strong academic reputation 11 1.575 

 28 Financial aid was available for me to attend 12 1.322 

 34 Sensitivity to the needs and interests of people of color 13 1.165 

  was evident 

 77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long 14 1.163 

  as I received the  

 73 My job was taken into consideration for admissions 15 1.038 
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Table 19 continued 

 

 54 I was confident that I would be admitted to this  16 1.023 

  institution  

 20 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 17 1.018 

  masters degree 

 65 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at this  18 0.809 

  Institution 

 60 I was confident about my GPA 19 0.660 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution 20 0.659 

 21 This institution has national recognition in my field of 21 0.629 

  Study 

 13 The application process was not intimidating 22 0.447 

 26 The cost of the program was appealing to me 23 0.271 

 45 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who 24 0.262 

  recommended this institution 

 36 One of more of my past faculty members recommended 25 0.212 

  this institution 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this institution 26 0.198 

 66 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a  27 0.194 

 19 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 28 0.150 

  baccalaureate degree 

 23 The class size of this institution was appealing to me 29 0.129 

 44 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who  30 -0.005 

  attended this institution 

 47 Individuals I work with recommend this institution 31 -0.006 

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 32 -0.047 

  masters degree 

 12 Application deadline 33 -0.051 

 70 My pre-doctoral program experiences were taken into 34 -0.074 

  consideration for admissions 

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores 35 -0.085 

 14 Interview requirements 36 -0.147 

    69 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 37 -0.150 

  other interns to attend this institution 

   6 Minimum GRE score is needed 38 -0.201 

 11 Application fee 39 -0.217 

 78 My employer will pay for my degree so cost was not a 40 -0.252  

 59 I believe GRE scores are a huge part of the admissions 41 -0.275 

  requirements to get into a traditional school  

 62 I believe a high GPA is a critical part of the admissions 42 -0.293 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 
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Table 19 continued 

 

 37 One or more of my faculty members attended this  43 -0.350 

  Institution 

 79 My employer just wants me to have the degree, where I 44 -0.353 

  obtain it was not a concern 

 32 There were graduate assistantships available 45 -0.365 

 10 Writing sample required 46 -0.420 

   2 Need letters of recommendation 47 -0.504 

 16 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my masters  48 -0.512 

 75 During my job experience, I was encouraged by  49 -0.514 

  colleagues to attend this institution 

 63 I felt my relationships with former faculty would help 50 -0.544 

  me be admitted to this institution 

 74 During my job experience, I was encouraged by my  51 -0.547 

  Supervisor to attend this institution 

 52 I did not believe I would have as much support at a  52 -0.563 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 41 I have friends who have recommended this institution 53 -0.582 

   5 GRE for admission 54 -0.604 

 17 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 55 -0.614 

  Baccalaureate degree 

   7 Personal statement required for admission 56 -0.615 

 31 I would have to move to attend another institution 57 -0.646 

 27 This program offered graduate assistantships 58 -0.703 

 64 I felt my relationships with former faculty would not 59 -0.704 

  help me be admitted to a traditional, not for profit 

  institution 

 38 My parents recommended this institution 60 -0.713 

 15 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my  61 -0.740 

  baccalaureate degree 

 72 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by 62 -0.740 

  peers to attend this institution 

   71 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by 63 -0.807 

  the faculty to attend this institution 

   9 Specific questions for personal statement requires  64 -0.853 

  answering 

 43 My spouse/partner attended this institution 65 -0.886 

   1 Minimum GPA score required 66 -0.890 

 48 My supervisor attended this institution 67 -0.916 

 68 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 68 -0.918 

  Superiors to attend this institution 
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Table 19 continued 

 

 3 Past faculty members for letters of recommendation  69 -0.936 

  Required 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for  70 -0.942 

  Admissions 

 51 I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional, 71 -0.949 

  not for profit institution 

   4 Supervisors for letters of recommendation required 72 -0.960 

   8 Length of personal statement is mandated 73 -0.994 

 58 I was not confident I would gain admission to a  74 -1.003 

  school because of my GRE scores 

 56 I was confident in taking the GRE 75 -1.006 

 42 My spouse/partner recommended this institution 76 -1.010 

 55 I was not confident that I would be admitted to a 77 -1.169 

 61 I was not confident I would gain admission to a  78 -1.337 

  traditional school because of my GPA  

 49 My supervisor recommended this institution 79 -1.592 

 39 My parents attended this institution 80 -1.892  

 

 

 

 Factor B: The interpersonal connectedness factor.  Factor B had 2 (12.5%) of the 

16 subjects loaded to this group representing 6.27% of the variance revealed in this study. 

Both participants were married females. They represented Argosy University and Capella 

University and both fell under the general umbrella of Education Leadership regarding their 

major. Participant 13 was 45 years old and Participant 15 was 36 years old. In addition, they 

were both aspiring to rise in the ranks of higher education administration after completing 

their degrees, with one desiring a university presidency. Both subjects in this factor were 

very similar in nature demographically.  

 After a review of the factor arrays, distinguishing statements, highest/lowest rated 

statements, and post-sort interviews, individuals that loaded onto Factor B were heavily 

influenced by a feeling of connectedness brought on by their relationships with others. For 
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this group, statements that were ranked the highest included #71 “During my pre-doctoral 

program, I was encouraged by the faculty to attend this institution” (z-score 2.066) and #50 

“I believed I could be successful at this institution” (z-score 1.738), both at a rank of 7. 

Ranking at 6, the statements #7 “Personal statement required for admission” (z-score 1.898) 

and #9 “Specific questions for personal statement requires answering” (z-score 1.715) 

suggests that the participants were most impacted by their ability to share their experiences 

and personal reasons for pursuing the doctoral degree with the for-profit admissions offices. 

The influence of other and the recognition of past experiences heavy influenced this group. 

The consideration of past experiences and the influence of past faculty members allowed 

individuals in this group to feel connected to the institutions thus creating a sense of 

belonging before attending. Rounding out the highest ranking statements for this group were 

#76 “Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me with career advancement” and #77 

“Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long as I received the ” both with z-

scores of 1.546. 

 There were 14 statements identified as distinguishing statements by the Q-Assessor 

software. Some of this group’s highest ranking statements were included (#71, 7, and 9). In 

addition, another statement that ranked +5 suggesting it most impacted the choice was #46 

“Individuals I work with have attended this institution” (z-score 1.490). Statement #37 “One 

or more of my faculty members attended this institution” (z-score 1.139) was ranked at 3 

which indicates it too had some influence on the subjects decision to attend. This suggests 

that the subjects’ peers at work also influenced their ability to connect with the institution 

prior to applying. In their post-sort interview answers, both indicated that they were currently 
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employed at institutions of higher education. Participant 13 is employed at Benedictine 

University and Participant 15 at Fort Valley State University. Participant 15 provided more 

in-depth explanations in her post-sort questionnaire and added, “The reputation and peer 

influence of Capella influenced my choices”. She also indicated that her doctoral institution 

was “Recommended by [my] supervisor and peers”. This was the first time either participant 

pursued their education at a for-profit institution as indicated in the post-sort interview 

though this did not create any apprehension in their decision to attend. This is indicated in the 

distinguishing statements #17 “Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 

baccalaureate degree” (z-score -2.263) and #18 “Doctoral institution is similar to where I 

obtained my masters degree” (z-score -2.474) both sorted to -7. Others influenced individuals 

in Factor B, which made them feel a sense of connectedness to the institution even though 

they had no previous experience with educational pursuits at for-profit institutions. 

 

Table 20  

Distinguishing Statements, Rank, and Z-Score for Factor B 

Number Statement               Z-Score          Rank 

 71 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by the 2.066 7 

  faculty to attend this institution 

 7 Personal statement required for admission 1.898 6 

 9 Specific questions for personal statement requires 1.715 6 

  answering 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this institution 1.490 5 

 37 One or more of my faculty members attended this 1.139 3 

  institution 

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores 0.731 2 

 42 My spouse/partner recommended this institution 0.534 2 

 38 My parents recommended this institution 0.450 1 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing to me -0.731 -3 
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Table 20 continued 

 

 20 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my -0.984 -4 

  masters degree 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my -0.998 -4 

  family 

 14 Interview requirements -2.094 -6 

 17 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my -2.263 -7 

  baccalaureate degree 

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my -2.474 -7 

  masters degree 

 Note. Significant at p <.05 

 

 

Table 21  

Highest Ranked Statements for Factor B with Z-Score and Rank 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 71 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged  7 2.066 

  by the faculty to attend this institution  

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 7 1.926 

   7 Personal statement required for admission 6 1.898 

   9 Specific questions for personal statement requires  6 1.715 

  answering 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me 6 1.546 

  with career advancement 

 77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long  5 1.546 

  as I received the  

 28 Financial aid was available for me to attend 7 1.504 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this institution 8 1.490 

 22 This institution has a strong academic reputation 9 1.321 
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Table 22 

 Lowest Ranked Statements for Factor B with Z-Score and Rank 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my -7 -2.474 

  masters degree 

 17 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my -7 -2.263 

  baccalaureate degree 

 14 Interview requirements -6 -2.094 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for -6 -1.504 

  admissions 

 16 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my masters -6 -1.743 

  degree 

  

  

 

Table 23 

 
 All Statements, Rank and Z-Scores for Factor B Participants 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 71 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged  1 2.066 

  by the faculty to attend this institution  

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 2 1.926 

   7 Personal statement required for admission 3 1.898 

   9 Specific questions for personal statement requires  4 1.715 

  answering 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me 6 1.546 

  with career advancement 

   77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long  6 1.546 

  as I received the  

 28 Financial aid was available for me to attend 7 1.504 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this institution 8 1.490 

 22 This institution has a strong academic reputation 9 1.321 

 53 The program format fit my schedule best 10 1.279 

 30 Attending this institution allows me to work with going 11 1.153 

  to school 

 37 One of more of my faculty members attended this  13 1.139 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution 13 1.139 

 41 I have friends who have recommended this institution 15 0.942 

 60 I was confident about my GPA 15 0.942 

 24 The delivery of my academic program of interest was 16 0.914 
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Table 23 continued 

 

 72 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged 17 0.900 

  by peers to attend this institution 

 56 I was confident in taking the GRE 18 0.829 

 21 This institution has national recognition in my field 19 0.801 

  of study 

 32 There were graduate assistantships available 20 0.787 

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores 21 0.731 

   2 Need letters of recommendation 22 0.604 

 19 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 23 0.576 

  baccalaureate degree 

 44 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who  24 0.548 

  Attended this institution 

 42 My spouse/partner recommended this institution 25 0.534 

 47 Individuals I work with recommended this institution 26 0.506 

 38 My parents recommended this institution 27 0.450 

   5 GRE for admission 28 0.408 

 23 The class size of this institution was appealing to me 29 0.394 

    1 Minimum GPA score required 30 0.380 

 80 The degree, regardless of where I obtain it, will get me 31 0.365 

  what I want 

 10 Writing sample required 32 0.211 

 74 During my job experience, I was encouraged by my 33 0.197 

  supervisor to attend this institution 

     6 Minimum GRE score is needed 35 0.183 

 54 I was confident that I would be admitted to this  35 0.183 

  institution  

     8 Length of personal statement is mandated 36 0.028 

 15 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my baccalaureate 37 0.014 

  degree 

     3 Past faculty members for letters of recommendation 39 -0.014 

  required 

     4 Supervisors for letters of recommendation required 39 -0.014 

 33 There were diverse course offerings at this institution 41 -0.028 

 75 During my job experience, I was encouraged by 41 -0.028 

  colleagues to attend this institution 

 62 I believe a high GPA is a critical part of the admissions 42 -0.155 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 

 12 Application deadline 45 -0.169 

 31 I would have to move to attend another institution 45 -0.169 

 70 My pre-doctoral program experiences were taken into 45 -0.169 

  consideration for admissions 
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Table 23 continued 

 

 63 I felt my relationships with former faculty would help me 46 -0.197 

  be admitted to this institution 

 36 One or more of my past faculty members recommended 47 -0.323 

  this institution 

 61 I was not confident I would gain admission to a 48 -0.380 

  traditional school because of my GPA 

 34 Sensitivity to the needs and interests of people of color 51 -0.394 

  was evident 

 35 Time to complete the program 51 -0.394 

 68 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 51 -0.394 

  my superiors to attend this institution 

 45 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who 52 -0.408 

  recommended this institution 

 13 The application process was not intimidating 53 -0.422 

 26 The cost of the program was appealing to me 55 -0.534 

 64 I felt my relationships with former faculty would not help 55 -0.534 

  me be admitted to a traditional, not for profit institution 

 59 I believe GRE scores are a huge part of the admissions 57 -0.548 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 

 65 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at 57 -0.548 

  this institution 

 27 This program offered graduate assistantships 59 -0.562 

 49 My supervisor recommended this institution 59 -0.562 

 66 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a 60 -0.590 

  traditional, not for profit institutions 

 48 My supervisor attended this institution 61 -0.604 

 73 My job experience was taken into consideration for 62 -0.618 

  admissions 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing to me 63 -0.731 

 11 Application fee 64 -0.759 

 79 My employer just wants me to have the degree, where I 65 -0.773 

  obtained it was not a concern 

 69 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 66 -0.787 

  other interns to attend this institution 

 78 My employer will pay for my degree so cost was not a 67 -0.900 

  concern 

 43 My spouse/partner attended this institution 68 -0.942 

 52 I did not believe I would have as much support at a 69 -0.970 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 20 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 70 -0.984 

  masters degree 
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Table 23 continued 

 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my 71 -0.998 

  family 

 51 I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional,  72 -1.139 

  not for profit institution  

 39 My parents attended this institution 73 -1.363 

 55 I was not confident that I would be admitted to a 74 -1.476 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 58 I was not confident I would gain admission to a 75 -1.490 

  traditional school because of my GRE scores 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for 76 -1.504 

  admissions 

 16 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my masters 77 -1.743 

  degree 

 14 Interview requirements 78 -2.094 

 17 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 79 -2.263 

  baccalaureate degree 

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 80 -2.474 

  masters degree 

 

 

 

 Factor C. The convenience and self-efficacy factor.  There were three individuals 

who factored into this group. Unfortunately none of them completed the post-sort interview 

questions so there is no demographic data or deeper explanations of their sorts available.  

 Much like the subjects in Factor A, the subjects in Factor C also wanted the 

convenience offered by the for-profit institution. However, after reviewing the data presented 

in the factor loadings, distinguishing statements, highest and lowest rated statements, another 

theme arose. The importance of convenience was also coupled with the sense that they could 

be successful at the for-profit institution as opposed to a not for profit institution. Similar to 

other groups, these individuals’ top three rated statements involved the convenience in terms 

of fitting into their lifestyle as well as their confidence in being successful. They ranked 
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statements #24 “The delivery of my academic program of interest was appealing to me” (z-

score 2.53), #29 “Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my family” (z-score 

1.738) and #50 “I believed I could be successful at this institution” (z-score 1.584). These 

were ranked +7, +7 and +6 respectively. The next highest z-score with a ranking of +6 was 

given to statement #77 “Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long as I 

received the credentials” (1.541). Rounding out the top 5 rated statements was #76 

“Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me with career advancement” (z-score 

1.489).  

 Convenience seemed to be the motivating factor here, though the ranking of other 

statements also indicate a similarity with the Factor D as well. A lack of confidence in the 

academic ability was indicated in statements found rated in the top 10 for this group. Factor 

C participants indicated through statements #51 “I did not believe I could be successful at a 

traditional, not for profit institution” (z-score 1.476), # 73 “My job experience was taken into 

consideration for admissions” (z-score 1.324) and #61 “I was not confident I would gain 

admission to a traditional school because of my GPA” (z-score 1.277). The high ratings for 

these statements indicate that a possible lack in confidence in being admitted and being 

successful if admitted at a traditional, not for profit school could also contribute to the 

concentration on just obtaining the credentials regardless of the institution. 
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Table 24 

 Distinguishing Statements, Rank, and Z-Score for Factor C 

Number Statement      Z-Score Rank 

 66 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a 1.244 4 

  traditional, not for profit institutions 

 26 The cost of the program was appealing to me 1.238 4 

 55 I was not confident that I would be admitted to a 0.944 3 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 11 Application fee 0.901 3 

 79 My employer just wants me to have the degree, 0.888 2 

  where I obtained it was not a concern 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing 0.634 2 

  to me 

 39 My parents attended this institution -0.496 -1 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution -0.308 -1 

 60 I was confident about my GPA -0.534 -2 

 32 There were graduate assistantships available -1.534 -6 

 37 One or more of my faculty members attended this -1.635 -6 

  institution 

 48 My supervisor attended this institution -2.479 -7 

 10 Writing sample required -1.772 -7 

Note. Significant at p <.05 

 

 

 

Table 25  

 
Highest Ranked Statements for Factor C with Z-Score and Rank 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 24 The delivery of my academic program of interest was 7 2.53 

  appealing to me 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my 7 1.738 

  family 

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 6 1.584 

 77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long 6 1.541 

  as I received the credentials 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me with 6 1.489 

  with career advancement 

 51 I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional, not 5 1.476 

  for profit institution 
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Table 25 continued 

  

 30 Attending this institution allows me to work with going 5 1.331 

  to school 

 73 My job experience was taken into consideration for 5 1.324 

  admissions 

 

 

 

Table 26 

 Lowest Ranked Statements for Factor C with Z-Score and Rank 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 48 My supervisor attended this institution -7 -2.479 

 10 Writing sample required -7 -1.772 

 37 One or more of my faculty members attended this -6 -1.635 

  institution 

 32 There were graduate assistantships available -6 -1.534 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for -6 -1.501 

  admissions 

 

 

 

Table 27  

 
All Statements, Rank and Z-Scores for Factor C Participants 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 24 The delivery of my academic program of interest was 1 2.53 

  appealing to me 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my 2 1.738 

  family 

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 3 1.584 

 77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long 4 1.541 

  as I received the credentials 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me with 5 1.489 

  career advancement 

 51 I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional, not 6 1.476 

  for profit institution 

 30 Attending this institution allows me to work with going 7 1.331 

  to school 
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Table 27 continued 

 

 73 My job experience was taken into consideration for 8 1.324 

  admissions 

 61 I was not confident I would gain admission to a 9 1.277 

  traditional school because of my GPA 

 66 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a 10 1.244 

  traditional, not for profit institutions 

 26 The cost of the program was appealing to me 11 1.238 

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 12 1.144 

  masters degree 

 62 I believe a high GPA is a critical part of the admissions 13 1.137 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 

 54 I was confident that I would be admitted to this  14 1.087 

  institution  

 80 The degree, regardless of where I obtain it, will get me 15 1.041 

  what I want 

   1 Minimum GPA score required 16 1.033 

 55 I was not confident that I would be admitted to a 17 0.944 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 11 Application fee 18 0.901 

 53 The program format fit my schedule best 19 0.895 

 21 This institution has national recognition in my field of 20 0.893 

  study 

 79 My employer just wants me to have the degree, where 21 0.888 

  I obtained it was not a concern 

 52 I did not believe I would have as much support at a 22 0.841 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 28 Financial aid was available for me to attend 23 0.84 

 23 The class size of this institution was appealing to me 24 0.741 

 33 There were diverse course offerings at this institution 25 0.688 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing to me 26 0.634 

 22 This institution has a strong academic reputation 27 0.610 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this institution 28 0.499 

 19 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 29 0.412 

  baccalaureate degree 

 13 The application process was not intimidating 30 0.382 

 17 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 31 0.362 

  baccalaureate degree 

 35 Time to complete the program 32 0.334 

 44 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who 33 0.300 

  attended this institution 

 27 This program offered graduate assistantships 34 0.298 
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Table 27 continued 

 

 45 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who 35 0.143 

  recommended this institution 

 70 My pre-doctoral program experiences were taken into 36 0.005 

  consideration for admissions 

 20 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 37 -0.084 

  masters degree 

 65 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at this 38 -0.104 

  institution 

   8 Length of personal statement is mandated 39 -0.137 

 71 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by 40 -0.147 

  the faculty to attend this institution 

   7 Personal statement required for admission 41 -0.194 

 68 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 42 -0.242 

  my superiors to attend this institution 

   6 Minimum GRE score is needed 43 -0.249 

 15 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my baccalaureate 44 -0.280 

  degree 

 36 One or more of my past faculty members recommended 45 -0.293 

  this institution 

   9 Specific questions for personal statement requires 46 -0.298 

  answering 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution 47 -0.308 

   5 GRE for admission 48 -0.342 

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores 49 -0.395 

 74 During my job experience, I was encouraged by my 50 -0.441 

  supervisor to attend this institution 

 56 I was confident in taking the GRE 51 -0.448 

 39 My parents attended this institution 52 -0.496 

 41 I have friends who have recommended this institution 53 -0.504 

   4 Supervisors for letters of recommendation required 54 -0.506 

 60 I was confident about my GPA 55 -0.534 

 64 I felt my relationships with former faculty would not 56 -0.550 

  help me be admitted to a traditional, not for profit  

  institution 

 78 My employer will pay for my degree so cost was not a 57 -0.598 

  concern 

 34 Sensitivity to the needs and interests of people of color 58 -0.644 

  was evident 

 43 My spouse/partner attended this institution 60 -0.698 

 14 Interview requirements 60 -0.698 
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Table 27 continued 

 

 69 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 61 -0.792 

  other interns to attend this institution 

   2 Need letters of recommendation 62 -0.827 

 72 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by 63 -0.883 

  peers to attend this institution 

 12 Application deadline 64 -0.888 

 47 Individuals I work with recommended this institution 65 -0.894 

 31 I would have to move to attend another institution 66 -0.904 

   3 Past faculty members for letters of recommendation 67 -0.998 

  required 

 38 My parents recommended this institution 69 -1.089 

 63 I felt my relationships with former faculty would help 69 -1.089 

  me be admitted to this institution 

 42 My spouse/partner recommended this institution 70 -1.097 

 58 I was not confident I would gain admission to a 71 -1.153 

  traditional school because of my GRE scores 

 75 During my job experience, I was encouraged by 72 -1.181 

  colleagues to attend this institution 

 16 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my masters 73 -1.183 

  degree 

 59 I believe GRE scores are a huge part of the admissions 74 -1.298 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 

 49 My supervisor recommended this institution 75 -1.438 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for 76 -1.501 

  admissions 

 32 There were graduate assistantships available 77 -1.534 

 37 One or more of my faculty members attended this 78 -1.635 

  institution 

 10 Writing sample required 79 -1.772 

 48 My supervisor attended this institution 80 -2.479 

 

 

 

 Factor D. The comfort and confidence factor.    Factor D only had one respondent 

load and represented 1.12% of the variance. The lone respondent was female, divorced and 

50 years old. She is pursuing her degree at Walden University in Adult Education and Higher 

Learner. She has a desire to become a tenured faculty member at a public university. What 
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was most striking about Participant #4 is what seemed to be a lack of confidence. Her two 

highest ranking statements were tied with a z-score of 2.097. Statement #35 “Time to 

complete the program” and statement #4 “Supervisors for letters of recommendation 

required” were representing the concourse areas institutional traits and admissions 

requirements respectively. In a three way tie for second highest ranking statements were #52 

“I did not believe I would have as much support at a traditional, not for profit institution”, # 

25 “The length of the academic program was appealing to me” and #67 “My internships were 

taken into consideration for admissions”. Although not in the top five highest rated 

statements, her next top three (all tied at 1.498) continued to speak to what seems to be a lack 

of confidence in being successful elsewhere. These statements were #76 “Obtaining a degree 

from this institution will help me with career advancement”, #51 “I did not believe I could be 

successful at a traditional, not for profit institution” and #53 “The program format fit my 

schedule best”.  

 Although some of her statements suggest that convenience was a factor, many suggest 

that a lack of confidence was more influential. The concern with letters from a supervisor and 

internships being considered for admission indicate a possible insecurity with the strength of 

her academic and professional credentials. Statements #52 and #51 speak directly to the 

subject’s anxiety regarding her ability to be supported and successful at a not for profit 

institution. In addition to these statements, the subject also rated three statements (tied with a 

z-score of 1.198) that continued to support this observation. These were statements #62 “I 

believe a high GPA is a critical part of the admissions requirements to get into a traditional 

school”, #1 “Minimum GPA score required” and #15 “Doctoral institution is where I 
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obtained my baccalaureate degree”. Participant #4 completed both her bachelors and masters 

degrees at the University of Phoenix. Her doctoral degree will be from Walden University. 

She did not provide much information in the post-sort interviews, so no further analysis can 

be done to look deeper into this assumption.  

 

 

Table 28 

 Distinguishing Statements, Rank, and Z-Score for Factor D 

Number Statement                Z-Score         Rank 

   4 Supervisors for letters of recommendation required 2.097 7 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for  1.798 6 

  admissions 

 15 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my baccalaureate 1.198 4 

  degree 

  14 Interview requirements 0.899 3 

  59 I believe GRE scores are a huge part of the admissions 0.899 3 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 

 39 My parents attended this institution 0.599 2 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my  0.300 1 

  family 

 77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long as 0.000 0 

  I received the credentials 

  19 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my -0.899 -3 

  baccalaureate degree 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this institution -0.899 -3 

 21 This institution has national recognition in my field of -1.198 -4 

  study 

  50 I believed I could be successful at this institution -1.198 -4 

 22 This institution has a strong academic reputation -1.498 -5 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution -1.798 -6 

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores -1.798 -6 

 6 Minimum GRE score is needed -2.097 -7 

  13 The application process was not intimidating -2.097 -7 

Note. Significant at p <.05 
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Table 29  

 
Highest Ranked Statements for Factor D with Z-Score and Rank 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 35 Time to complete the program 7 2.097 

   4 Supervisors for letters of recommendation required 7 2.097 

 52 I did not believe I would have as much support at a 6 1.798 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing to me 6 1.798 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for 6 1.798 

  admissions 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me 5 1.498 

  with career advancement 

 51 I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional, 5 1.498 

  not for profit institution 

 53 The program format fit my schedule best 5 1.498 

 

 

  

Table 30  

 
Lowest Ranked Statements for Factor D with Z-Score and Rank 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 13 The application process was not intimidating -7 -2.097 

 6 Minimum GRE score is needed -7 -2.097 

 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution -6 -1.798 

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores -6 -1.798 

 31 I would have to move to attend another institution -6 -1.798 
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Table 31 

 
 All Statements, Rank and Z-Scores for Factor D Participants 

 

Number   Statement    Rank  Z-Score 

 35 Time to complete the program 2 2.097 

   4 Supervisors for letters of recommendation required 2 2.097 

 52 I did not believe I would have as much support at a 5 1.798 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 25 The length of the academic program was appealing to me 5 1.798 

 67 My internships were taken into consideration for 5 1.798 

  admissions 

 76 Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me 8 1.498 

  with career advancement 

 51 I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional, 8 1.498 

  not for profit institution 

 53 The program format fit my schedule best 8 1.498 

 30 Attending this institution allows me to work with going 12 1.198 

  to school 

 62 I believe a high GPA is a critical part of the admissions 12 1.198 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 

   1 Minimum GPA score required 12 1.198 

 15 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my 12 1.198 

  baccalaureate degree 

 18 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 18 0.899 

  masters degree 

 80 The degree, regardless of where I obtain it, will get me 18 0.899 

  what I want 

 60 I was confident about my GPA 18 0.899 

 14 Interview requirements 18 0.899 

 2 Need letters of recommendation 18 0.899 

 59 I believe GRE scores are a huge part of the admissions 18 0.899 

  requirements to get into a traditional school 

 61 I was not confident I would gain admission to a 26 0.599 

  traditional school because of my GPA 

 54 I was confident that I would be admitted to this 26 0.599 

  institution 

 27 This program offered graduate assistantships 26 0.599 

 39 My parents attended this institution 26 0.599 

 34 Sensitivity to the needs and interests of people of color 26 0.599 

  was evident 

 72 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by 26 0.599 

  peers to attend this institution 
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Table 31 continued 

 

 12 Application deadline 26 0.599 

 10 Writing sample required 26 0.599 

 29 Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my 35 0.300 

  family 

 28 Financial aid was available for me to attend 35 0.300 

 23 The class size of this institution was appealing to me 35 0.300 

 17 Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my 35 0.300 

  baccalaureate degree 

 20 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 35 0.300 

  masters degree 

 36 One or more of my past faculty members recommended 35 0.300 

  this institution 

   9 Specific questions for personal statement requires 35 0.300 

  answering 

 32 There were graduate assistantships available 35 0.300 

 48 My supervisor attended this institution 35 0.300 

 24 The delivery of my academic program of interest was 45 0.000 

  appealing to me 

 77 Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long 45 0.000 

  as I received the credentials 

 73 My job experience was taken into consideration for 45 0.000 

  admissions 

 71 During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by  45 0.000 

  the faculty to attend this institution  

   7 Personal statement required for admission 45 0.000 

 68 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 45 0.000 

  my superiors to attend this institution 

 56 I was confident in taking the GRE 45 0.000 

 41 I have friends who have recommended this institution 45 0.000 

 69 During my internship experience, I was encouraged by 45 0.000 

  other interns to attend this institution 

 49 My supervisor recommended this institution 45 0.000 

 55 I was not confident that I would be admitted to a 54 -0.300 

  traditional, not for profit institution 

 11 Application fee 54 -0.300 

 65 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at this 54 -0.300 

  institution 

   5 GRE for admission 54 -0.300 

 74 During my job experience, I was encouraged by my  54 -0.300 

  supervisor to attend this institution  

 43 My spouse/partner attended this institution 54 -0.300 
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Table 31 continued 

 

 63 I felt my relationships with former faculty would help me 54 -0.300 

  be admitted to this institution 

 75 During my job experience, I was encouraged by 54 -0.300 

  colleagues to attend this institution 

 16 Doctoral institution is where I obtained my masters 54 -0.300 

  degree 

 26 The cost of the program was appealing to me 62 -0.599 

 79 My employer just wants me to have the degree, where 62 -0.599 

  I obtained it was not a concern 

 64 I felt my relationships with former faculty would not 62 -0.599 

  help me be admitted to a traditional, not for profit 

  institution  

 78 My employer will pay for my degree so cost was not a 62 -0.599 

  concern 

 47 Individuals I work with recommended this institution 62 -0.599 

     3 Past faculty members for letters of recommendation 62 -0.599 

  required 

 42 My spouse/partner recommended this institution 62 -0.599 

 37 One or more of my faculty members attended this 62 -0.599 

  institution 

 33 There were diverse course offerings at this institution 68 -0.899 

 46 Individuals I work with have attended this institution 68 -0.899 

 19 Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my 68 -0.899 

  baccalaureate degree 

 44 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who 68 -0.899 

  attended this institution 

 45 I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who 68 -0.899 

  recommended this institution 

 58 I was not confident I would gain admission to a 68 -0.899 

  traditional school because of my GRE scores 

 50 I believed I could be successful at this institution 72 -1.198 

  traditional school because of my GRE scores 

 66 I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a 72 -1.198 

  traditional, not for profit institutions 

 21 This institution has national recognition in my field of 72 -1.198 

  study 

 70 My pre-doctoral program experiences were taken into 72 -1.198 

  consideration for admissions 

 22 This institution has a strong academic reputation 75 -1.498 

   8 Length of personal statement is mandated 75 -1.498 

 38 My parents recommended this institution 75 -1.498 
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Table 31 continued 

 

 40 I have friends that attended this institution 78 -1.798 

 57 I was confident about my GRE scores 78 -1.798 

 31 I would have to move to attend another institution 78 -1.798 

 13 The application process was not intimidating 80 -2.097 

   6 Minimum GRE score is needed 80 -2.097 

 

 

Summary 

 
 Chapter 4 presented the results of this study that had the mission of determining what 

factors influenced the decision making process of African Americans who chose to pursue 

doctoral degrees at for-profit institutions. The results presented here include the correlation 

of individual statement sorts, factor analysis, factor arrays and z-scores. Q-Assessor was 

utilized in order to collect the data and analyze the data along with SPSS. There were four 

factors that were created as a result of the data collection and analysis. From these, four 

factor themes were recognized. These were the Balance and Convenience Factor, the 

Interpersonal Connectedness Factor, The Convenience and Self-Efficacy Factor and the 

Comfort and Confidence Factor. To develop the themes, distinguishing statements, highest 

and lowest rated statements, post-sort interviews and participant demographics were 

employed.  
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Chapter Five: Conclusions, Recommendations, and Summary 

 
Introduction 

 
 Few studies have examined the perceptions of doctoral students that impact the 

decision making process for doctoral studies. Even fewer studies have examined the 

perceptions that impact African American doctoral students decision making to attend a for-

profit institutions. Decision making when placed in the context of university selection, also 

known as college choice, has been studied for the most part in relation to undergraduate 

students. African Americans and doctoral students tend to be populations that are not often 

popular subjects of research. The lack of research on the concepts that impact the decisions 

making process, combined with this under research population provides an opportunity for 

the current research to better understand college choice from the perception of the student. It 

is important to highlight that students’ perceptions are so important because they are their 

own personal realities. 

 Chapter 1 developed an understanding for the context of the study and presented a 

solid understanding of the purpose of the research. The problem statement that showed the 

need for this study and the how highly important the topic is was presented. An exploration 

of the theoretical framework the three-phase model of college choice developed by Hossler 

and Gallagher’s (1987) was presented. Although this model was developed to address the 

decision making process of undergraduates, it had been utilized as a theoretical framework in 

previous studies focusing on graduate students. The research questions were developed to 

meet the purpose of the study that seeks to develop and overarching better understanding of 
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the perceptions of African American doctoral students attitudes toward the items that impact 

decision making to attend for-profit institutions. 

 This study examined the opinions of current and former doctoral African American 

students at for-profit institutions regarding their decision making process for choosing to 

attend their institution. In order to do so, current doctoral students and graduates were invited 

to participate in the study. Three research questions framed the current study: 

1. What influences the decision making process for African American doctoral  

program choice?.  

2. Do African American students share the same perspectives on the influences on 

doctoral program choice at for-profit institutions? 

3. What are the highest and lowest rated items for each group of students based on what 

influences African American doctoral program choice? 

The results can be used in doctoral program admissions to market programs to potential 

African American doctoral students. Results should be reviewed and adapted for the not 

profit universities as well. The will allow not for profit universities better understanding of 

the for profit completion in the market place. Doctoral program directors, faculty and 

admissions staff at not for profit institutions should consider the findings of this study in 

order to develop program delivery formats and marketing plans that will attract African 

Americans. By focusing on the influences indicated by subjects in this study and building 

programs from this foundation, institutions could began to increase the number of African 

American applicants and enrolled students. Again, it is important to note that using these 

suggestions would not sacrifice the quality of delivery of the program. The current study 
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provides insight by which admissions and program delivery standards can be established at 

institutions that seek to increase the number of African Americans enrolled in their graduate 

programs. If a goal of an institution is to create an academic environments that is inviting and 

supportive for all, and African Americans in particular, a better understanding of the 

perceptions that influence African American students who choose for-profit institutions 

needed to be determined in order to modify current program formats and marketing 

strategies.  

 An extensive review of the literature was provided in Chapter 2. As mentioned 

previously, there is very little research on African American doctoral students and even less 

on those who pursue their education at for-profit institutions. The literature review included a 

discussion of the scarcity of African Americans in doctoral education and what the means for 

the face of the academy. In addition to the scarcity among students, particular attention was 

given to the areas of faculty and administrative positions noting how this shortage translates 

into those areas. It was surprising to find through the literature review that the second highest 

institution as it relates to awarding African Americans doctoral degrees was a for-profit 

university. An important discovery found in the literature was a plethora of factors that were 

found to impact African Americans as it relates to the graduate admissions process and 

factors after acceptance that impact success and persistence. In addition to reviewing the 

literature on African Americans and doctoral education, an exploration into college choice 

and graduate students was done. The literature uncovered external influences, demographic 

differences and institutional factors that impact the decision making of graduate students in 

regards to the institutions they apply to and attend. The review of the literature also took a 
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look into for-profit institutions, critical race theory and stereotype threat. The services 

offered, the program delivery and marketing approach taken by for-profit institutions impacts 

perspective students as well. The bounded rationality model of decision-making was 

investigated to explore how decision makers may make assumptions regarding their options 

and possibilities. These can then impact the rationality of their choices. Critical race theory is 

considered as a lens in which we can observe how universities my exclude or marginalize the 

experiences and value that people of color bring to the academy thus impacting the 

recruitment of those populations. Lastly, stereotype threat was take into account in an effort 

to understand how internal factors can have a bearing on the decision making process. After 

the review of the literature, many of the concourse statements were then developed to reflect 

what was found as possible factors influencing aspiring African American doctoral students, 

 Chapter 3 introduces the methodology utilized in this study. Q-methodology was 

explained in detail in regards to the collection, analysis and interpretation of data using this 

method. Q-Assessor, an online software tool, was used for the collection and analysis of data 

in the survey. SPSS was also utilized. Q-Assessor was employed to provide ease of use for 

participants in the collection of individual Q-sorts as well as post-sort interview questions. 

 A detailed analysis of the data collected through Q-Assessor was provided in Chapter 

4. Demographic information regarding the 17 participants who elected to participate in the 

study was provided in order to present a general understanding of the similarities and 

differences between subjects. The subsequent factor rotation and factor analysis is presented 

as well as a description of the 4 factors that were produced as a result. In order to further 

understand and describe the factors, the information collected through the post-sort interview 
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questions was used. Based on the review of all the analysis information, the four factors were 

given names to describe each. These were A) The Balance and Convenience Factor, B) The 

Interpersonal Connectedness Factor, C) The Convenience and Self-Efficacy Factor, and D) 

The Comfort and Confidence Factor. This chapter will present the conclusions and 

recommendations that resulted from the interpretation of the four factors. 

Conclusions 

 
 In the past, the literature provided insight that academic departments at both public 

and private not for profit universities are often left on their own to develop and execute 

effective marketing plans for their doctoral programs. Traditional approaches to marketing as 

well as program delivery and student support are often left unchanged. The literature has 

shown that these traditional approaches tend to attract the traditional pool of students, in 

which, African Americans are at a much lower rate than is acceptable. For African 

Americans that do decide to pursue doctoral education, there are several factors that 

influence where they decide to obtain that education. The literature provided a list of over six 

factors that were used to select a sample of 80 statements to represent the factors that 

influence student selection for graduate education.  

 As previously discussed, the number of African Americans who complete their 

doctoral degree is scarce. With fewer African American students graduating with doctorates 

it will then have a direct impact on the number of African Americans who will hold upper 

level university administrative offices, as well as, faculty positions in traditional, not for 

profit institutions both public and private. This lack of diversity in academia should be of 

concern that should be addressed by our institutions of higher learning. It should be the goal 
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of universities throughout the country to attract more African Americans and other 

underrepresented groups to create a more balanced demographic. More African Americans in 

the academy as students, faculty and upper level administrators create a pathway for others to 

follow.  

 The lack of research regarding African American doctoral students and their college 

choice further blur the image of how institutions of higher education can attract and retain 

this population. Without understanding the students’ perceptions toward the factors that 

impact their choice of doctoral education, it is not possible to make changes to attract and 

retain more students. The result of what seems to be a double-edged sword, Hall and Allen 

(1982) wrote “Black graduate and professional students at predominantly-white colleges and 

universities have been a neglected area of study due in large part to their historically small 

numbers on these campuses” (p. 56). Without this knowledge department chairs, faculty and 

admissions staff will continue to fail in any efforts to increase the number of African 

Americans pursing doctoral degrees. The perceptions obtained from the current study can 

play a role in helping clarify and define what factors influence college choice for African 

American doctoral students at for-profit institutions. Cross (1981) indicated three categories 

of barriers to learning for adults:  situational, institutional, and dispositional. Situational 

barriers can arise from an individual’s life and include such examples as job responsibilities, 

childcare issues, push back from friends and family, and others.  Institutional barriers tend to 

“exclude or discourage working adults from participating in educational activities” (Cross, p. 

98).  Examples of institutional barriers include program completion time, program delivery 

methods, inconvenient scheduling and such.  Lastly, dispositional barriers relate to self-
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perceptions the learner has about himself or herself. This can include a lack of confidence in 

academic ability.  Findings in this study align with the perceived barriers to learning Cross 

(1981) presented and should be considered if institutions have a desire to attract more 

African American students to their programs. This study can also assist traditional, not for 

profit institutions by guiding them to more successful recruiting tools, admissions policies 

and program development. The results of this study should be used as guidelines to update or 

restructure current recruitment and persistence efforts for African American doctoral 

students.  

 Attiyeh and Attiyeh (1997) suggested that national admissions data “justify ongoing 

concerns about the limited participation of certain demographic groups in doctoral 

education” (p. 525). These concerns are still prevalent 18 years later. Attiyeh and Attiyeah 

(1997) also advise that admit rates are  

 …the outcome of two interdependent selection processes:  individuals 

 selecting the institutions to which they apply based on their preferences, 

 perceptions of institutions, and prospects for admission; and institutions 

 selecting students to admit based on their own standards, the size and strength 

 of their applicant pools, and their assessment of applicants’ talents  (p.530) 

The current study was conducted because of the same concerns addressed by Attiyeh and 

Attiyeh. In addition, this study provides results that give insight to Attiyeh and Attiyeh’s first 

interdependent factors regarding individuals’ selection processes through the factor themes 

which allow for a collective look at what influences college choice for for-profit doctoral 

students. Each factor theme provides a combination of influences to consider regarding how 
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individuals select the institutions to which they apply based on their preferences, perceptions 

of institutions, and prospects for admission. The factor themes should not be considered 

absolute, but should be looked upon as a guide along with the high and low rated statements. 

A combination of highly rated statements can provide insight on an individual’s decision 

making process for college choice regarding their doctoral program.  

 Regarding research question one (What influences the decision making process for 

African American doctoral program choice?) primary themes were derived from examining 

the rankings of the concourse statements. The concourse statements, unspecified to the 

participants, were grouped into the subject areas of admissions requirements, institutional 

traits, attitudes of others, self-efficacy, experiences and goals (see Appendix J). It was 

hypothesized that admissions requirements would have an impact on the probability that 

African American doctoral degree seekers will apply to for-profit doctoral programs instead 

of traditional, not for profit institutions. As shown in Tables 17, 21, 25, and 29 the highest 

ranking statements reveal the most impactful influences as indicated by the study 

participants. For Factor A, the highest ranking statements fell under the concourse areas of 

institutional traits (24, 25, 33), self-efficacy (53) and goals (76). Statements for Factor B 

were classified under the areas of experiences (71), self-efficacy (50), admissions 

requirements (7, 9), and goals (76, 77). Institutional traits (24, 29), self-efficacy (50) and 

goals (76, 77) most impacted the decision making process for Factor C. Lastly, institutional 

traits (35, 25), admissions requirements (4), and self-efficacy (52, 51) were the areas where 

Factor D found statements that most influenced their decision making process.  
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 For participants across all factor loading, personal goals and self-efficacy were areas 

that influenced their decision to apply to a for-profit institution (personal goals ranked +5 in 

Factor D). More specifically, “Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me with 

career advancement” was ranked highly across all four factors. The ability to connect their 

career goals with the outcome of attending the institution was influential in their decision 

making process. In addition, self-efficacy statements were highly ranked across each factor. 

Statements such as “I believed I could be successful at this institution” and “The program 

format fit my schedule best” speaks to the participants believe in their abilities being a match 

for rigor of that particular program as well as the way in which the program format aligned 

with the participants’ lifestyle requirements. Institutional traits were found to be influential in 

3 of the 4 factor loadings. Program delivery, length of academic program, ability to stay close 

to family, diverse course offerings and completion time were significant factors in the choice 

of attending for-profit institution. While admissions requirements were identified by two of 

the factors as instrumental in the process, they revolved around the submission of personal 

statements and recommendation letters form supervisors. These results did not support the 

initial hypothesis and illuminate other influences that should be considered if institutions are 

evaluating their current marketing, recruitment, admissions and program delivery.  

 In response to research question two (Do African American students share the same 

perspectives on the influences on doctoral program choice at for-profit institutions?), four 

themes were discovered through the evaluation of the data. It is worth noting that some 

themes spanned across all or some of the factors, while others were concentrated within one 

factor or group of participants. The shared items shows there are some items that are similar 
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among the participants. It was anticipated that African Americans would share similar 

perceptions on the factors that influence doctoral program choice, particularly around shared 

characteristics like age, gender, etc. The first theme derived from the responses of Factor A 

participants is that of convenience as it relates to balance within their lives. This proved to be 

an overarching theme for all the factor loadings. This does tend to agree with the anticipated 

results that some perceptions are similar. Many adults seeking to pursue doctoral credentials 

must balance the responsibilities of home and work along with their studies. The emergence 

of this theme could be related to the complex nature of the lives of these adults and the need 

to find programs that minimalize these types of difficulties. Convenience in program delivery 

is a predominant theme that should be considered by doctoral programs regardless of the type 

of institution as long as it does not impact quality of the program. However, making the 

program fit the working professionals schedule such as a weekend deliver would be an 

appropriate modification from the traditional format. As programs try to attract new 

generations of learners, they should become more open minded to alternative modes of 

delivery to accommodate busy lifestyles. The expression of the need for such is not 

surprising in the current study. Another theme discovered was interpersonal connectedness 

and this was unique to the Factor B. Through discussions and encouragement from former 

faculty members, supervisors and peers, this group found a connection with their for-profit 

institution before applying. This connection was one that resulted in a development of the 

institution having a perception of high value. Convenience and Self-Efficacy was the 

overarching theme for Factor C.  This group wanted the convenience found in the program 

delivery but also communicated some self-doubt in their ability to pursue their credentials 
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elsewhere. Obtaining the credentials necessary for advancement was also evident in this 

factor and Factor A, B, and D groupings. As expressed in many adult learning theories, adult 

learners are self-directed and generally have a sense of why they are pursuing education. In 

this case, participants expressed a desire to earn doctoral credentials that would help them 

advance in their careers. The fourth group, Factor D, would be identified as the comfort and 

confidence or lack of confidence factor. The individual in this factor strongly expressed a 

lack of confidence when deciding to attend a traditional non-profit. This theme also showed 

up in other factors, but none as prevalent as in Factor D. This theme showed a self-perception 

that did not favor acceptance or success at a tradition, not for profit institution. While there 

were several statements that found commonality in their factor rankings, there are some areas 

that warrant greater attention than others. As we recall, there were only 2 males (11.8%) in 

the study and the age range was 29 to 60 with the average age being 42.46 (sd=8.31). There 

were no groups that shared group similarities based on the gender or age of the participant in 

the study. The groups included different demographic characteristics for the participants. 

 In response to research question three (What are the highest and lowest rated items 

for each group of students based on what influences African American doctoral program 

choice?), Tables 32, 33, 34 and 35 detail the highest ranking statements and lowest ranking 

statements per factor loading. It was anticipated based on the literature that admissions 

requirements will have the greatest impact on why applicants choose for-profit institutions 

for doctoral studies. This hypothesis was not supported by the results of the current study as 

detailed below.  
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Table 32 

Factor A Influences on Decision Making, High/Low Ratings 

 High Low 

24 The delivery of my academic program  39 My parents attended this institution 

 of interest was appealing to me 

53 The program format fit my schedule 49 My supervisor recommended this  

 best  institution 

25 The length of the academic program  61 I was not confident I would gain  

 was appealing to me  admission to a traditional school  

   because of my GPA 

33 There were diverse course offerings 55 I was not confident that I would be 

 at this institution  admitted to a traditional, not for  

   profit institution 

76 Obtaining a degree from this  42 My spouse/partner recommended  

 institution will help me with career  this institution 

 advancement 

 

 

 

 

Table 33   

Factor B Influences on Decision Making, High/Low Ratings 

 High Low 

71 During my pre-doctoral program, I  18 Doctoral institution is similar to  

 was encouraged by the faculty to attend  where I obtained my masters degree 

 this institution 

50 I believed I could be successful at this 17 Doctoral institution is similar to   

 institution  where I obtained my baccalaureate 

   degree 

  7 Personal statement required for   14 Interview requirements  

 admission   

  9 Specific questions for personal  67 My internships were taken into 

 statement requires answering  consideration for admissions  

76 Obtaining a degree from this  16 Doctoral institution is where I   

 institution will help me with career  obtained my masters degree 

 advancement 

77 Where I obtained my degree did not  

 matter to me as long as I received the  

 credentials 
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Table 34  

Factor C Influences on Decision Making, High/Low Ratings 

 High Low 

24 The delivery of my academic program  48 My supervisor attended this  

 of interest was appealing to me  institution 

29 Attending this institution allows me to 10 Writing sample required  

 stay close to my family   

50 I believed I could be successful at this 37 One or more of my faculty members  

 institution  attended this institution  

77 Where I obtained my degree did not 32 There where graduate assistantships 

 matter to me as long as I received the  available  

76 Obtaining a degree from this  67 My internships were taken into  

 institution will help me with career  consideration for admissions 

 advancement 

 

 

Table 35   

 
Factor D Influences on Decision Making, High/Low Ratings 

 

 High Low 

35 Time to complete the program  13 The application process was not  

   intimidating 

  4 Supervisors for letters of    6 Minimum GRE score is needed  

 recommendation required   

52 I did not believe I would have as much 40 I have friends that attended this  

 support at a traditional, not for profit  institution  

 institution 

25 The length of the academic program 57 I was confident about my GRE  

 was appealing to me  scores 

67 My internships were taken into 31 I would have to move to attend  

 consideration for admissions  another institution 

 

The most common statement with regard to each factor was statement 76 (Obtaining a degree 

from this institution will help me with career advancement). Statement 76 was ranked +6 in 

Factors A, B, and C and +5 in Factor D. Statement 24 (The delivery of my academic program 
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of interest was appealing to me) was ranked the highest by both Factor A and Factor C both 

with +7. Statement 25 (The length of the academic program was appealing to me) ranked +6 

with Factor A and Factor D. Factor B ranked statement 50 at +7 while Factor C ranked it +6 

(I believed I could be successful at this institution). Both Factors B and C ranked Statement 

77 (Where I obtained my degree did not mater to me as long as I received the credentials) +6. 

The statements ranked high on all or most groups suggest a need for programs to align with 

personal career goals, lifestyle schedules, and their own sense of ability to succeed. The 

statements provided above are indicators of what is important to perspective doctoral 

students and should be reviewed together when trying to understand the motivation regarding 

college choice.  

 Tables 32, 33, 34, and 35 also illustrate the lowest ranking statements of the 4 factors. 

Based on the results of the current study, the influence of others did not fair favorably across 

3 of the 4 factors (A, C and D). Statements 39 (-7), 49 (-7), and 42 (-6) were grouped under 

the area attitudes of others were ranked lowest by Factor A. Factor C ranked statements 48 (-

7) and 37 (-6) lowest in this area while Factor D ranked statement 40 at -6. This could be that 

the respondents did not know any graduates of for-profit institutions or simply did not allow 

the experiences of others to influence their decision. Factor A rated statements 55 (I was not 

confident that I would be admitted to this institution) and 61 (I was not confident I would 

gain admission to a traditional school because of my GPA) -6 indicating that participants in 

this group did not have a lack of confidence in ability regarding admissions to for-profits or 

not for profit institutions. On the contrary, Factor D ranked statement 57 (I was confident 

about my GRE scores) at -6 suggesting that there was some concern regarding how 



    

 

 

128 

performance on the GRE would weigh in admissions decisions. Factor D supports this 

assumption in ranking statement 6 (Minimum GRE score is needed) at -7. Since the for-profit 

institution does not require GRE scores, it did not have a strong impact on the participant’s 

decision to apply. Factor B rated statements regarding institutional traits low as they relate to 

the similarity to previous institutions they attended. Statements 18 (Doctoral institution is 

similar to where I obtained my masters degree) and 17 (Doctoral institution is similar to 

where I obtained my baccalaureate degree) were both ranked -7 for this group. While there 

was some concern regarding admissions requirements, particularly regarding GRE scores, 

indicated by Factor D it cannot be suggested that they have the greatest impact on why these 

applicants chose to attend a for-profit institution for doctoral study. 

 African Americans are being successfully recruited for admission to for-profit schools 

to pursue doctoral studies (Hall, 2010; Ruch, 2003). Other studies have suggested that GRE 

and GPA requirements serve as a disincentive for African Americans and other marginalized 

groups (Hall, 2010; Ruch, 2003). The results of the current study suggest that for most 

respondents, neither GRE scores nor GPA requirements were of concern as they applied for 

admission to their doctoral studies. Most participants felt confident in their academic 

pedigrees. Previous studies suggest that spousal influence as well as family and work 

considerations is key in college choice for graduate students (Kallio, 1995; Lei & Chuang, 

2010; Olson & King, 1995). The study supports these suggestions as they relate to the 

convenience of program delivery noted by respondents. It also supports studies that have 

suggested that older, working adults are influenced by institution proximity, flexible class 
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schedules and program requirements as well as the ability to work full time (Kallio, 1995; 

Lei & Chuang, 2010).  

 Some studies have focused specifically on the influences on college choice as they 

relate to people of color and African Americans specifically. Multiple studies have suggested 

that academic accreditation, graduate assistantships and diversity of course offerings are 

influences in the decision making process regarding ethnicity (Lei & Chuang, 2010; 

Morelon-Quainoo et. al, 2009; Poock & Love, 2001). None of these were provided as 

influences in the current study with the exception of diversity of course offerings which was 

rated +6 by Factor A (statement 33, There were diverse course offerings at this institution). 

The study did support the idea that African Americans tend to be more concerned with time 

required to complete the academic program (Lei & Chuang, 2010; Webb & Allen, 1994). 

 Q methodology has not been previously employed to study college choice among 

African American doctoral students. The current study supports the use of Q methodology in 

educational studies and higher education in particular. The current study has used Q 

methodology to further the effort to develop a model that describes doctoral college choice 

for African Americans. In addition, the current study has contributed to the methodology of 

Q. The study has successfully contributed indispensable information toward the research 

areas of doctoral college choice, African American doctoral students, and Q methodology. 

Limitations 

 
 The current study was designed to explore the factors that influence doctoral college 

choice for African Americans at for-profit institutions. The study focused exclusively on 
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African American doctoral students at for-profit institutions. As such, the results may not be 

generalized to all African American doctoral students, doctoral students of other ethnicities, 

other graduate students, students at not for profit institutions or other doctoral students at for-

profit institutions. A broader range of participants may have resulted in larger factor loadings 

if other doctoral students or students at not for profit universities had been invited to 

participate in the study.  

 Doctoral students often carry a heavy academic load in addition to their familial and 

work commitments. This could have influenced the willingness of individuals to participate 

in the study. Participants were recruited through social media which made it much more 

difficult to attract participants than anticipated. The lack of participation moved the 

researcher to find alternative means for sharing the invitation to participate. This included 

personal contacts that were asked to share within their social media networks as well. 

Although some connections were made with individuals at for-profit institutions, none 

developed into viable resources for recruiting candidates. It was also difficult to gain access 

to some of the groups designated for current students and graduates of specific institutions on 

social media. Most required a personal affiliation with the group. If the study is to be 

replicated in the future, it is suggested that the researcher have an inside connection to the 

social media groups specifically targeting these demographics. 

 Based on the number of views the study received compared to the completion rate, 

the number of statements in the concourse seemed to be a limitation of the study. This seems 

to have been a deterrent for some that may have qualified for the study. In addition, 5 

participants contacted me directly or through a mutual acquaintance to indicate they were 
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having difficulty with the survey. These issues ranged from understanding the directions to 

issues with screen resolution. It was discovered that most computer screens had a smaller 

resolution and therefore the first sort boxes (+7) did not appear on the user’s screen without 

scrolling to the right. Once discovered, this information was added to the instructions. 

However, it did not seem to alleviate the problem for some respondents. Future studies 

should reduce the number of statements in the concourse based on the findings of this study, 

which should resolve these issues. 

Implications for Practice 

 
 It is important to note that not all factors that influence college choice will be the 

same for every individual. Admissions committees, graduate coordinators and marketing 

professionals seeking to increase African American applicants to their doctoral programs 

should consider the influences indicated in the study. Institutions consider that today’s 

potential African American students are looking for doctoral programs that offer convenience 

while obtaining the credentials they need to excel in their career choices. Doctoral programs 

should also consider ways they can connect with potential applicants in ways that 

communicate their value in the educational landscape. The majority of participants did not 

indicate that they felt concerned with their ability to be admitted to and successful in any 

doctoral program regardless of the type of institution. However, programs could find it 

beneficial to use faculty, alumni and current students to connect with potential applicants in 

order to create a feeling of belonging and a sense of value for their programs. While some 

indications of admissions requirements were given as influences, doctoral programs should 
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offer some transparency in how these factors go into the admissions decisions to help ease 

the anxiety around these issues. Previous research indicates that GRE scores may not be the 

best predictor of success for African Americans and other underrepresented populations. It 

may be worth considering why these are still used as a unit of measurement. While the GRE 

did not seem to be a major concern in Factor A, B, or C, the GRE was a concern for Factor 

D, which may indicate deterrence for those students who are impacted by the comfort and 

confidence factor. Morey (2004) writes 

 Most notably, higher education has gone from an elite, mainly private system 

 to an open, public system of mass education. One important shift has been  

 the entrance of non-traditional students, including adult students and those 

 from underrepresented groups…The emergence of for-profit higher education 

 will cause both increased differentiation in higher education and at the  

 same time bring about changes in traditional higher education (p. 147). 

Traditional, not for profit institutions will need to learn from this study and the examples of 

flexible program delivery for-profit institutions have developed in order to attract more 

underrepresented groups. In addition, institutions should consider new, innovative marketing 

approaches to reach underrepresented applicants. As indicated previously, for-profit 

institutions are doing a much better job at recruiting, admitting and graduating African 

American doctoral students. An evaluation of current practices is warranted if other 

institutions are truly committed to diversifying their graduate student bodies as well as the 

future of administrators and the professoriate. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

 
 There are many opportunities for future research can move forward in understanding 

African American doctoral college choice. Expanding the study or creating a separate study 

that includes African Americans at not for profit institutions can help to create a more 

inclusive view of the influences and, hopefully, move toward a model of college choice for 

doctoral students. Studies that focused on specific fields of study outside of the field of 

education as this study did would also be helpful. Females heavily populated this study and 

while there was no significant difference found with the males in the study, it would be 

beneficial to perform the study using a gender exclusive approach with men and women 

studied separately. This study did not take into account whether respondents were current 

students or graduates. Future studies should be done one exclusive of the other or, at the very 

least, adding a post-sort interview question that asks this information so differences and 

commonalities can be seen between the two populations. Future research studies should take 

the findings of the current study in order to move toward the development of a doctoral 

college choice model.  

 Research was found to be scarce for African Americans in general, not just for 

doctoral students. Future studies can also explore the influences on college choice for masters 

level students and for adult learners who are pursing baccalaureate degrees. Separations can 

be made for those at for-profit and not for profit institutions in order to compare findings and 

work toward an all-encompassing approach to recruiting, admitting and retaining African 

Americans in all areas of higher education. 
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 Participants from the current study had very ambitious career goals that covered 

upper level administrative positions, tenured faculty roles and policy makers. Adams and 

DeFleur (2005) conducted a national survey to assess the acceptability of job applicants who 

had taken online coursework.  Their study found that individuals were less likely to hire 

those who took online courses as opposed to traditional program delivery.  As another future 

research endeavor, it would be beneficial to the field of research to survey those in charge of 

vetting and hiring upper level administrators and faculty to see if individuals with degrees 

from for-profit institutions are considered favorable for these positions. In addition, a survey 

of current upper level administrators and faculty members could also be conducted to 

identify where degrees were earned. Studies that survey job placement in education in 

regards to for-profit doctoral degrees in education should differentiate between K-12 

education and higher education in order to gauge if perceptions are different in the two 

arenas. 

Recommendations for Future Q Studies 

 
 There were several challenges which should be addressed before individuals consider 

using Q methodology in the future. Q-Assessor was the online software used to complete the 

q-sort. While the online method offered convenience and allowed the study to be sent to 

individuals anywhere, there were technical problems that arose that are difficult for the 

researcher to address because the survey is online and being distributed to individuals 

without direct contact. Several participants found the screen resolution issue frustrating and 

discouraging and while some reached out for assistance, it is unclear how many studies were 
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abandoned because of this. Because individuals have varied technological skill, it is difficult 

for the research to address concerns or explain possible solutions virtually. Because the study 

sampled adult learners of varied age and ability, some individuals were discouraged by the 

online process. Many individuals had no prior knowledge of Q methodology which seemed 

to also be intimidating for them. In the future, it is suggested that screen shots and step by 

step instructions are included in before the sort begins. Lastly, the number of statements in 

the concourse should be reduced. The current study utilized 80 concourse statements which 

created a large sort grid and problems that stemmed from the screen resolution cutting off the 

first slots. This made it frustrating for individuals who could not figure out on their own why 

they could not begin the sort. During the post-sort interviews, individuals who were not 

familiar with q-sort language seemed to have difficulty relating to what was being asked in 

regards to the term “card” and the number rankings (i.e. +7, -7, etc.). Rewording those 

questions in layman’s terms may prove more beneficial at extracting the information the 

researcher is seeking. 

Summary 

 
 Q methodology was utilized in the current student in order to explore what factors 

influenced African American doctoral students who chose to pursue degrees at for-profit 

institutions. 17 participants volunteered to complete the study. They were asked to rank 80 

statements in terms of their impact on their decision to apply to a for-profit institutions. The 

result of the sorts developed 4 factor groups. After a review of the ranking data and post-sort 

interview comments, it was determined that the factored groups fell into 4 different themes. 
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These were the Balance and Convenience Factor, the Interpersonal Connectedness Factor, 

the Convenience and Self-Efficacy Factor, and the Comfort and Confidence Factor. Some 

statements were shared between groups, but all 4 had distinctions that separated them from 

the others.  

 The current study reveals factors that influence doctoral college choice for African 

Americans at for-profit institutions. Graduate coordinators, admissions staff and marketing 

personnel at for-profit and not for profit institutions could utilize this information in an effort 

to make their programs more attractive to African Americans. Not only can the information 

be used to modify or restructure marketing and admissions, the results should be considered 

in regards to program delivery and format if institutions want to appeal to a larger, 

mordiverse audience. If the number of doctorates awarded to African Americans is going to 

increase, institutions must find an effective way to recruit, retain and graduate these 

individuals. This is needed so that individuals find role models they can identify with as well 

as forming a more diverse applicant pool for faculty and upper level administrative positions. 
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Appendix A. Institutional Review Board Approval 

    North Carolina State University is a land-grant university and a constituent  
    institution of the University of North Carolina 

Office of Research and 
Innovation 
Division of Research Administration 

 
 Campus Box 7514 
 Raleigh, North Carolina 27695-7514 
 919.515.8754 (phone) 
 919.515.7721 (fax) 

 
From: Jennifer Ofstein, IRB Coordinator  

  North Carolina State University 
                 Institutional Review Board 
 

Date:  September 29, 2014  
 

Title: Exploring Factors Influencing Prospective African American Doctoral Students at For-Profit 
Institutions 

 
IRB#: 5257  
 
Dear Melita Pope Mitchell, 

 
The research proposal named above has received administrative review and has been approved as 

exempt from the policy as outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations (Exemption: 46.101. b.2). 

Provided that the only participation of the subjects is as described in the proposal narrative, this project 

is exempt from further review. This approval does not expire, but any changes must be approved by 

the IRB prior to implementation. 

  NOTE: 
1. This committee complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of 

Federal Regulations. For NCSU projects, the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429. 

2. Any changes to the research must be submitted and approved by the IRB prior to     

implementation.  

3. If any unanticipated problems occur, they must be reported to the IRB office within 5    

business days.  

 

  Please forward a copy of this letter to your faculty sponsor, if applicable.  
  Thank you. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 Jennifer Ofstein  
      NC State IRB  
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Appendix B. Timeline 

 
 Written Comprehensive Exams Passed November 1, 2012 

 Completed Proposal for Chair June 26, 2014 

 Sent Proposal to Committee August 25, 2014 

 Dissertation Proposal September 8, 2014 

 IRB Submission September 23, 2014 

 IRB Approval #5257 September 29, 2014 

 IRB Revision Document Submitted October 24, 2014 

 IRB Revision Approved October 27, 2014 

 Request for Participants Posted to Social Media November 1, 2014 

 Data Collection November 1-December 30, 2014 

 Analyze Data/Write Chapter 4 December 31, 2014-February 9, 2015 

 Write Chapter 5 February 9-February 16, 2015 

 Dissertation Defense Passed March 16, 2015  
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Appendix C. Budget 

 
 Q-Assessor Subscription ($500/month for 2 months)  $1000.00 

 SPSS Base GradPack 22 for Mac (6-month Rental)       $44.24  
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Appendix D. Participant Introduction Letter 

Greetings! My name is Melita Pope Mitchell and I am a doctoral student in Adult and 

Community College Education at North Carolina State University. My dissertation research 

topic is Exploring Factors Influencing Prospective African American Doctoral Students at 

For-Profit Institutions. You have been identified as a potential participant for study as you 

are a current student or graduate of a doctoral program in education at a for-profit university. 

The results of this study will aim to gain a better understanding of the factors that influence 

African American doctoral students’ choice of institutions. 

This study is being conducted by Melita Pope Mitchell, a doctoral student at North Carolina 

State University, under the supervision of Dr. James E. Bartlett II, Associate Professor of 

Leadership, Policy, Adult and Higher Education at North Carolina State University. 

Your participation in this study will require you to complete a ranking of statements 

encompassing the many factors that may contribute to the decision making process regarding 

college choice for African American doctoral students at for-profit institutions. It is estimated 

that this study can take approximately 20-35 minutes. 

PLEASE KEEP IN MIND THAT YOU MAY NEED TO SCROLL TO THE LEFT OR 

RIGHT IN ORDER TO SEE ALL THE SORT BINS IN THE SECOND SECTION OF THE 

SURVEY. You must add the 2 factors that “most impacted” and “least impacted” before you 

will be able to sort in any of the other bins. You can change positions of any of the 

statements in the bins at any time. 

The research team will do everything possible to ensure your privacy. Your final statement 

sorting and questionnaire responses will be kept confidentially. Your identity will not be 

revealed in any publications of the results of this study. 

Please contact me at mmmitch3@ncsu.edu for any questions or concerns that you may have. 

In addition, you have the option to contact the research supervisor, Dr. James E. Bartlett II at 

james_bartlett@ncsu.edu. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I appreciate your support. 

Sincerely, 

Melita Pope Mitchell 
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Appendix E. Q-Sort Guidelines 

 
Q-Sort Guidelines 

 

Sort the cards on a range of +7 to -7 from the factors that you feel most influenced your 

decision to apply to a for-profit university (+7) to those factors that least influenced your 

decision to apply to a for-profit university (-7). 

 

Instructions for completing the online sort: 

 

1. When you are ready to begin the online statement sort, click the active link found on the 

website. 

 

2. Once you have arrived at the website, you will take part in a series of steps that ask you to 

place virtual cards (statements) in various boxes based on your personal experiences and 

beliefs regarding your decision to apply to a for-profit university. 

 

3. Begin by reading all of the 80 cards provided in order to become familiar with the 

statements. 

 

4. When ready, drag each card to one of three virtual boxes at the bottom of the screen until 

all cards have been placed. These virtual boxes can be defined as: 

a. Category 1: (right hand side): Statements you believe influenced your decision. 

b. Category 2: (left hand side): Statements you believe did not influence your  

decision. 

c. Category 3: (middle): Statements that you are unsure about. 

 

5. Once all cards have been placed into one of three categories, you will be automatically 

taken to the next webpage where you will continue to rank the statements even further. 

 

6. Begin step 2 by taking the statements from Category 1 and place the top two cards that you 

believe most influenced your decision and place them in any order under the far right 

position (+7) as seen below. 

 

7. Next, take two cards from Category 2 and place them in any order under the far left 

position (-7). 

 

8. Return to Category 1 and choose three statements that represent the next most influential 

factors regarding your decision to attend a for-profit university and place them in any order 

under position (+6). Continue this process by performing the exact same steps for Category 2 

but position them under (-6). 

 

9. You should continue this process of moving towards the middle of the diagram. 



    

 

 

152 

Once you exhaust the cards from Category 1 and Category 2, you may then begin to 

place cards from the Category 3 pile. 

 

10. Upon completing the sorting process, you should have the following number of cards 

under each designated position: 

a. 2 Cards under positions +7 and -7. 

b. 3 cards under positions +6 and -6. 

c. 3 cards under positions +5 and -5. 

d. 4 cards under positions +4 and -4. 

e. 6 cards under positions +3 and -3. 

f. 8 cards under positions +2 and -2. 

g. 9 cards under positions +1 and -1. 

h. 10 cards under position 0. 

 

11. You are allowed to move the cards around during the sorting process until you are 

completely satisfied with your final layout. 

 

12. Once you are satisfied with your final sort, you will then be asked to confirm your 

decisions by clicking the continue link that is automatically displayed upon the placement of 

the final statement. 

 

13. Upon completion of the online card sort, you will have the opportunity to add comments 

regarding why you ranked the factors in the manner that you did or to add comments that 

clarify your choice. This will assist the researcher in understanding the influencing factors 

regarding each card sort. 

 

14. You will also be asked a series of demographic information. 

 

15. The last screen will notify you that you have finished the survey and you will click the 

“Submit data” button to end the survey. 
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Appendix F. Conceptual Sort Grid 

 

 

Least Impacted                                     Neutral or Not Relevant    Most Impacted 

-7 -6 -5

 

  

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1

 
 

-7 

+2 +3 +4 +5 +6 +7 

-7 -6 -5

 

  

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1

 
 

-7 

+2 +3 +4 +5 +6 +7 

-6 -5
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-7 

+2 +3 +4 +5 +6 
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-7 

+2 +3 +4 
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-7 

+2 +3 

-3 -2 -1 0 +1

 
 

-7 

+2 +3 

-2 -1 0 +1

 
 

-7 

+2 

-2 -1 0 +1

 
 

-7 

+2 

-1 0 +1

 
 

-7 
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Appendix G. Post Card Sort Questionnaire 

 
Post-Card Sort Questionnaire 

1. Please provide the number of one card that was placed under +7 and your explanation for 

doing so. 

 

Card# ______ 

 

Explanation: 

 

2. Please provide the number of one card that was placed under -7 and your explanation for 

doing so. 

 

Card# ______ 

 

Explanation: 

 

3. Please provide the number of one card that was placed under +5 and your explanation for 

doing so. 

 

Card# ______ 

 

Explanation: 

 

4. What specific statements were the most difficult to place?  Provide two examples and 

explain your thoughts.  

 

Card# ______      Card# ______ 

 

Explanation: 

 

5. In your opinion, what factors influenced or shaped the way in which you sorted the 

cards?  Please provide any information that you feel is relevant to this study. 

 

 

6. When performing this card sort, were there any topics or statements that you felt should 

have been included?  If so, please list below. 
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Appendix H. Subject Demographics 

 
Gender:  Male/Female (indicate M or F in box) 

Age:  (type in) 

Martial Status: (type in) 

Name of institution where you received your undergraduate degree: (type in) 

Name of institution where you received your master’s degree: (type in) 

Name of institution where you have received or are pursuing your doctoral degree: (type in) 

Degree you received/will receive:  Ph.D. or Ed.D 

Program/Major:  (type in) 

Are you currently employed in higher education? (Y or N) 

If so, where are you currently employed? 

What are your future career goals? (What position do you hope to attain?  Faculty?  

Tenure/Non-tenure track? Administration?) 
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Appendix I. Initial Concourse 

 
Concourse List 

-4 (least impacted my choice)    +4 (most impacted my choice) 

 

Admissions Requirements 

1. GPA required for program 

2. Minimum GPA score required 

3. Need letters of recommendation 

4. Asking past faculty members for letters of recommendation 

5. Asking supervisors for letters of recommendation 

6. GRE required for admission 

7. Minimum GRE score 

8. Personal statement required for admission 

9. Length of personal statement required 

10. Specific questions asked for personal statement 

 

Institution Traits 

11. Doctoral institution is where I obtained my baccalaureate degree 

12. Doctoral institution is where I obtained my masters degree 

13. Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my baccalaureate degree 

14. Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my masters degree 

15. Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my baccalaureate degree 

16. Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my masters degree 

17. This institution has national recognition in my field of study 

18. This institution has a strong academic reputation 

19. The class size of this institution was appealing to me 

20. The delivery of my academic program of interest was appealing to me 

 

Attitudes of Others 

21. One or more of my faculty members recommended this institution 

22. One or more of my faculty members attended this institution 

23. My parents recommended this institution 

24. My parents attended this institution 

25. I have friends that attended this institution 

26. I have friends who have graduated from this institution 

27. My spouse/partner recommended this institution 

28. My spouse/partner attended this institution 

29. I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who attended this institution 

 

 

 

Self-Efficacy 
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30. I believed I could be successful at this institution 

31. I believed I could be successful at any institution 

32. I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional, not for profit institution 

33. I did not believe I would have as much support at a traditional, not for profit 

institution 

34. The program format fit my schedule best 

35. I was confident that I would be admitted to this institution 

36. I was confident that I would be admitted to a traditional, not for profit institution 

37. I was confident in taking the GRE 

38. I was confident about my GRE scores 

39. I felt my relationships with former faculty would help me be admitted to this 

institution 

40. I felt my relationships with former faculty would not help me be admitted to a 

traditional, not for profit institution 

41. I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at this institution 

42. I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a traditional, not for profit institutions 

 

Experiences 

43. My internships were taken into consideration for admissions 

44. During my internship experience, I was encouraged by my superiors to attend this 

institution. 

45. During my internship experience, I was encouraged by other interns to attend this 

institution 

46. My pre-doctoral program experiences were taken into consideration for admissions 

47. During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by the faculty to attend this 

institution 

48. During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by peers to attend this institution 

49. My job experience was taken into consideration for admissions 

50. During my job experience, I was encouraged by my supervisor to attend this 

institution 

51. During my job experience, I was encouraged by colleagues to attend this institution 
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Appendix J. Concourse 

 
Concourse List 

-7 (least impacted my choice)    +7 (most impacted my choice) 

 

Admissions Requirements 

1. Minimum GPA score required (Hall, 2010; Lei & Chang, 2010; Ruch, 2003, Olson & 

King, 1995) 

2. Need letters of recommendation (Pruitt & Isaac, 1985) 

3. Past faculty members for letters of recommendation required (Pruitt & Isaac, 1985) 

4. Supervisors for letters of recommendation required (Researcher) 

5. GRE for admission (Hall, 2010; Ruch, 2003) 

6. Minimum GRE score is needed (Hall, 2010; Lei & Chang, 2010; Ruch, 2003, Olson 

& King, 1995) 

7. Personal statement required for admission (Pruitt & Isaac, 1985) 

8. Length of personal statement is mandated (Pruitt & Isaac, 1985) 

9. Specific questions for personal statement requires answering (Pruitt & Isaac, 1985) 

10. Writing sample required (Researcher) 

11. Application fee (Researcher) 

12. Application deadline (Researcher) 

13. The application process was not intimidating (Hall, 2010; Ruch, 2003) 

14. Interview requirements (Pruitt & Isaac, 1985) 

 

Institution Traits 

15. Doctoral institution is where I obtained my baccalaureate degree (Researcher) 

16. Doctoral institution is where I obtained my masters degree (Researcher) 

17. Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my baccalaureate degree 

(Researcher) 

18. Doctoral institution is similar to where I obtained my masters degree (Researcher) 

19. Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my baccalaureate degree 

(Researcher) 

20. Academic reputation is similar to where I obtained my masters degree (Researcher) 

21. This institution has national recognition in my field of study (Kallio, 1995) 

22. This institution has a strong academic reputation (Kallio, 1995) 

23. The class size of this institution was appealing to me (Kallio, 1995) 

24. The delivery of my academic program of interest was appealing to me (Kallio, 1995; 

Lei & Chuang, 2010) 

25. The length of the academic program was appealing to me (Kallio, 1995; Lei & 

Chuang, 2010) 

26. The cost of the program was appealing to me (Kallio, 1995; Olson & King, 1995) 

27. This program offered graduate assistantships (Morelan-Quainoo et. al, 2009; Hall & 

Allen, 1982) 
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28. Financial aid was available to attend (Morelan-Quainoo et. al, 2009; Hall & Allen, 

1982) 

29. Attending this institution allows me to stay close to my family (Kallio, 1995; Olson & 

King, 1995; Lei & Chuang, 2010) 

30. Attending this institution allows me to work with going to school (Kallio, 1995; 

Olson & King, 1995; Lei & Chuang, 2010) 

31. I would have to move to attend another institution (Researcher) 

32. There were graduate assistantships available (Morelan-Quainoo et. al, 2009; Hall & 

Allen, 1982) 

33. There were diverse course offerings at this institution (Researcher) 

34. Sensitivity to the needs and interests of people of color was evident (Poock & Love, 

2001) 

35. Time to complete the program (Webb & Allen, 1994; Lei & Chuang, 2010) 

 

Attitudes of Others 

36. One or more of my past faculty members recommended this institution (Researcher) 

37. One or more of my faculty members attended this institution (Poock, 1999; Kallio, 

1995; Jackson, 1985; Malaney, 1985, 1987; Moore, 1984) 

38. My parents recommended this institution (Researcher) 

39. My parents attended this institution (Poock, 1999; Kallio, 1995; Jackson, 1985; 

Malaney, 1985, 1987; Moore, 1984) 

40. I have friends that attended this institution (Poock, 1999; Kallio, 1995; Jackson, 1985; 

Malaney, 1985, 1987; Moore, 1984) 

41. I have friends who have recommended this institution (Researcher) 

42. My spouse/partner recommended this institution (Researcher) 

43. My spouse/partner attended this institution (Poock, 1999; Kallio, 1995; Jackson, 

1985; Malaney, 1985, 1987; Moore, 1984) 

44. I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who attended this institution 

(Researcher) 

45. I know people in similar positions I aspire to be in who recommended this institution 

(Researcher) 

46. Individuals I work with have attended this institution (Poock, 1999; Kallio, 1995; 

Jackson, 1985; Malaney, 1985, 1987; Moore, 1984) 

47. Individuals I work with recommended this institution (Researcher) 

48. My supervisor attended this institution (Poock, 1999; Kallio, 1995; Jackson, 1985; 

Malaney, 1985, 1987; Moore, 1984) 

49. My supervisor recommended this institution (Researcher) 

 

 

Self-Efficacy 

50. I believed I could be successful at this institution (Researcher) 

51. I did not believe I could be successful at a traditional, not for profit institution 

(Researcher) 
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52. I did not believe I would have as much support at a traditional, not for profit 

institution (Researcher) 

53. The program format fit my schedule best (Kallio, 1995; Lei & Chuang, 2010) 

54. I was confident that I would be admitted to this institution (Researcher) 

55. I was not confident that I would be admitted to a traditional, not for profit institution 

(Researcher) 

56. I was confident in taking the GRE (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983) 

57. I was confident about my GRE scores (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983) 

58. I was not confident I would gain admission to a traditional school because of my 

GRE scores (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983) 

59. I believe GRE scores are a huge part of the admissions requirements to get into a 

traditional school (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983) 

60. I was confident about my GPA (Lei & Chuang, 2010; Olson & King, 1995) 

61. I was not confident I would gain admission to a traditional school because of my 

GPA (Lei & Chuang, 2010; Olson & King, 1995) 

62. I believe a high GPA is a critical part of the admissions requirements to get into a 

traditional school (Lei & Chuang, 2010; Olson & King, 1995) 

63. I felt my relationships with former faculty would help me be admitted to this 

institution (Researcher) 

64. I felt my relationships with former faculty would not help me be admitted to a 

traditional, not for profit institution (Researcher) 

65. I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at this institution (Researcher) 

66. I felt I could afford the tuition and expenses at a traditional, not for profit institutions 

(Researcher) 

 

Experiences 

67. My internships were taken into consideration for admissions (Researcher) 

68. During my internship experience, I was encouraged by my superiors to attend this 

institution. (Researcher) 

69. During my internship experience, I was encouraged by other interns to attend this 

institution (Researcher) 

70. My pre-doctoral program experiences were taken into consideration for admissions 

(Researcher) 

71. During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by the faculty to attend this 

institution (Researcher) 

72. During my pre-doctoral program, I was encouraged by peers to attend this institution 

(Researcher) 

73. My job experience was taken into consideration for admissions (Researcher) 

74. During my job experience, I was encouraged by my supervisor to attend this 

institution (Researcher) 

75. During my job experience, I was encouraged by colleagues to attend this institution 

(Researcher) 
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Goals 

76. Obtaining a degree from this institution will help me with career advancement. 

(Based on feedback from higher education experts) 

77. Where I obtained my degree did not matter to me as long as I received the . (Based on 

feedback from higher education experts) 

78. My employer will pay for my degree so cost was not a concern. (Based on feedback 

from higher education experts) 

79. My employer just wants me to have the degree, where I obtained it was not a concern. 

(Based on feedback from higher education experts) 

80. The degree, regardless of where I obtain it, will get me what I want. (Based on 

feedback from higher education experts) 

 

 

 


