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ABSTRACT  
 

This dissertation builds a research agenda that explores how off-campus recruiting visits 

by public research universities may undermine access for underserved student populations. 

Mainstream educational explanations for racial and socioeconomic access inequality place the 

onus on students, families, and K-12 schools. At the same time, policy discourse on higher 

education access largely ignores how the enrollment management behaviors of universities also 

impacts access.  

An alternative explanation for socioeconomic and racial access inequality is that 

university enrollment priorities are biased against low-income students and Students of Color. 

Universities spend considerable resources identifying prospective students and traveling across 

the country to solicit admission applications from these students (Hossler & Bontrager, 2014; 

Stevens, 2007). Knowing which student populations are targeted by university recruiting efforts 

can yield credible indicators of university enrollment priorities.  

The two empirical studies in this dissertation analyze off-campus recruiting visits by 

public research universities. Recruiting visits were collected from “web-scraping” travel 

schedules from admissions websites and from issuing public records requests. These recruiting 

data are then merged to secondary data on the characteristics of high schools and communities.  

The first empirical study in Chapter 3 analyzes similarities and differences in off-campus 

recruiting patterns across six public research universities using simple descriptive statistics, 

linear probability models, and geospatial visualizations. The study draws on resource 

dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 

1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) to develop expectations about university recruiting behavior 

and whether patterns are linked to unfavorable state funding environments.  



 

 
 

12 

Findings for Chapter 3 suggest that most universities in the study make many more out-

of-state recruiting visits than in-state recruiting visits. Out-of-state visits tend to be concentrated 

within suburban, affluent, and predominantly white public high schools and private schools. 

Findings suggests that income and racial biases in recruiting visits persist even after controlling 

for other factors. Income bias is also evident within in-state recruiting visits, although to a lesser 

magnitude than out-of-state visits. While some in-state visits exhibited patterns of racial bias, 

this finding is not consistent across all universities in the study. Coinciding with academic 

capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), patterns of income and racial biases in recruiting visits 

across nearly all universities, including those with more favorable state funding environments, 

suggest that these patterns are only partly a function of universities’ unfavorable environmental 

conditions and resources.  

Grounded in the historical governing of space and its impact on where People of Color 

live (Hardy, Logan, & Parman, 2018; Rothstein, 2018), Chapter 4 investigates the racial bias 

found in out-of-state recruiting visits in-depth through a geographical lens. This second empirical 

study examines the spatial distributions of recruiting visits by four universities across sub-

metropolitan areas of different racial and income compositions in the Los Angeles and Dallas 

metropolitan areas. Focusing on the spatial and intersecting relationships between race, income, 

and academic achievement, the guiding research question for this second empirical study is “are 

Communities of Color and white communities with comparable income and achievement 

characteristics equally as likely to receive recruiting visits?” 

Chapter 4 draws on critical geography’s concept of place (Agnew, 2011) and critical race 

theory’s whiteness as property (Harris, 1993) to contextualize average probabilities for the 

likelihood of high schools receiving a visit calculated in Chapter 3. Rather than treating schools 
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as abstract spaces that are uprooted and removed from the racial and political places in which 

they are located, the study contextualizes recruiting visits within metropolitan areas and within 

real communities to explore whether recruiting efforts spatially discriminate against 

Communities of Color.  

Using spatial descriptive statistics and geospatial visualizations, the study finds racial and 

geographic disparities in the location of recruiting visits within the Los Angeles and Dallas 

metropolitan areas. Findings suggest that white communities are more likely to receive a 

recruiting visit than Communities of Color, despite having comparable income and educational 

achievement characteristics. Racial biases also intensify when analyzing which schools receive 

more than one recruiting visit and which schools are visited by multiple universities.  Together, 

findings for Chapter 4 reveal that universities spatially redline Black and Latinx communities 

across all income levels located within the center of the Los Angeles and Dallas MSAs.  

Chapter 5 discusses the contributions of these studies to broader literatures, draws 

implications for policy and practice, and proposes a future research agenda. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
“There are red, yellow, and green schools,” the admissions recruiter stated, as we 

discussed my research interest in the recruiting practices of public universities for a class paper. 

They described a color-coded system that acted as a guide for the number of visits their office 

recommended making to schools within their assigned region. Red schools, they explained, were 

visited once if at all. Yellow schools received a couple of visits. However, for green schools, 

they were encouraged to visit frequently enough to build close relationships with counselors and 

students. 

I asked about high schools in the local area. Many of the upper-middle class high schools 

in predominantly white neighborhoods on the northern part of the city were “green schools.” 

Many of the predominantly Latinx high schools located in some of the poorest neighborhoods on 

the south side of the city were “red schools.” 

Sunnyside High School, my alma mater, is one of those “red schools.” Sunnyside High 

School is located six miles south of the University of Arizona, in one of the poorest areas of the 

city. Nearly 95% of students enrolled at Sunnyside are Latinx and nearly 77% of students qualify 

for free or reduced lunch (National Center for Education Statistics). 

I graduated from Sunnyside High School at the top of my class, having taken every 

honors and AP course offered, and with aspirations of going to college, but I was not recruited 

by any university. University recruiters never visited Sunnyside or advertised college fairs 

nearby. I never received any glossy brochures or campus viewbooks in the mail. 

The specific focus of my dissertation is grounded within a larger research agenda that 

explores how university enrollment management policies and practices, such as the example of a 

school color-coded system for recruiting visits, are raced and classed. This introductory chapter 
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makes a case for analyzing one specific enrollment management practice: off-campus recruiting 

visits. Section one motivates the focus on public research universities and situates analyzing off-

campus recruiting visits within the broader discourse on higher education racial and 

socioeconomic access inequality. The section also motivates an argument for analyzing the direct 

organizational behavior of public research universities as an explanation for access inequality 

(e.g. off-campus recruiting visits), rather than studying enrollments or the behavior of students. 

Drawing on these arguments, I propose a research agenda that focuses on analyzing which 

student populations are targeted by university off-campus recruiting efforts as a credible 

indicator of university enrollment priorities. 

In section two, I argue that higher education scholarship needs to better recognize and 

critically analyze the importance of geography in the study of access inequality. Drawing from a 

larger “geography of opportunity” (Galster & Killen, 1995) literature that explores how social 

and economic opportunities are unequally spatially distributed, a growing number of studies 

analyze the role of higher education institutions in perpetuating the limited access opportunities 

of marginalized communities (Dache-Gerbino, Kiyama, & Sapp, 2018; Hillman, 2016). I review 

higher education studies that apply a spatial lens to understanding access inequality and address 

how analyzing the recruiting efforts of public research universities makes a unique contribution 

to this literature. 

Section three makes a case for combining organization theories with critical perspectives 

for studying the enrollment management behavior of public universities. Organization theories, 

such as resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and neo-institutional theory 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), are useful in theorizing and predicting the behavior of 

organizations. However, these theories assume that organizations are rational and neutral 
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structures and that organizational practices are shaped primarily by resource needs and 

environmental changes. These limitations highlight the need to draw from critical perspectives 

that historicize and politicize the enrollment management behavior of public research 

universities (Ray, 2019). Critical perspectives, such as academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 

1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) and critical race theory’s concept of whiteness as property 

(Harris, 1993), can contextualize the enrollment management behavior of public research 

universities to explore recruiting efforts as classed and raced practices. 

Finally, section four motivates two empirical studies within this research agenda. Chapter 

2 motivates the use of data science methods for exploiting unique sources of data that can help 

researchers investigate the enrollment management practices of colleges and universities. It also 

describes the data collected and used in these empirical studies. Chapter 3 analyzes similarities 

and differences in off-campus recruiting patterns across six public research universities. Using 

descriptive statistics (e.g., counts, medians, means), linear probability regression models, and 

geospatial visualizations, the chapter observes general relationships between the probability of 

receiving a visit and the characteristics of schools and communities (i.e. racial/ethnic makeup, 

income levels, and academic achievement). Taking a more spatial, in-depth exploration of the 

intersections between race and wealth, Chapter 4 examines and compares the spatial distributions 

of off-campus recruiting visits by four universities across sub-metropolitan areas of different 

racial and income compositions. Lastly, Chapter 5 summarizes results across both empirical 

studies and discusses implications for research, practice, and policy. 
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Off-Campus Recruiting Visits as Enrollment Priorities 

Enrollment Management at Public Research Universities 

The college admission process of public research universities has changed dramatically 

over the last few decades. The country experienced exponential growth in the number of 

traditionally-aged college students in the 1990s and early 2000s, allowing public universities to 

rely on a steady stream of student enrollments (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). 

Despite initial growth in college enrollments after the Great Recession, universities have 

experienced increased competition for students due to sharp drops in the college-age population 

nationwide coupled with systematic decreases in public support for higher education and 

significant declines in state appropriations in the last two decades (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). 

These changes led to the mass expansion of enrollment management as a core university 

structure and set of practices. Enrollment management integrates the activities of admissions, 

financial aid, marketing, and recruiting to achieve desired student enrollment outcomes 

(Cheslock & Kroc, 2012; Hossler & Bean, 1990). 

Much empirical literature has focused on analyzing the impact of enrollment 

management practices on achieving three enrollment goals: access, academic prestige, and 

revenue generation (Hossler & Bean, 1990). A substantial literature analyzes the use of 

institutional financial aid to influence the characteristics of incoming students (McPherson & 

Schapiro, 1998). A more recent trend of literature has explored the rise in non-resident 

enrollment at public universities. Jaquette & Curs (2015) found that state disinvestment leads 

public universities to increase non-resident student enrollments in order to grow tuition revenue 

and make up state funding cuts. Scholarship shows that nonresident students tend to be more 
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affluent and are less likely to be Black or Latinx than resident students (Jaquette, Curs, & 

Posselt, 2016). 

I focus on public research universities in the following empirical studies (Chapter 3 and 

Chapter 4) because scholarship suggests these institutions are most impacted by enrollment 

management practices (Gerald & Haycock, 2006). Public research universities also include the 

flagship and or land-grant university in each state. These universities are charged with the unique 

social responsibilities of providing “free or nearly as free” access to state residents and 

contributing to the economic and civic livelihood of their respective states (Gerald & Haycock, 

2006). Despite being founded to provide upward mobility for state residents, the enrollment 

management practices of public research universities have led to increasingly enrolling a student 

body that is unrepresentative of the socioeconomic and racial diversity of the states they serve 

(Gerald & Haycock, 2006; Posselt, Jaquette, Bielby, & Bastedo, 2012). 

 

Off-Campus Recruiting 

Mainstream educational explanations for racial and socioeconomic access inequality 

place the onus on students, families, and K-12 schools. Explanations include students’ 

sociocultural predispositions toward attending college, “achievement gaps” caused by under-

resourced primary and secondary schools, and students “undermatching” universities due to lack 

of information or lack of encouragement in applying to selective institutions (Beattie, 2002; A. 

Cabrera & Nasa, 2000; Hoxby & Avery, 2013; Sean F. Reardon & Galindo, 2009; Schmit, 

Vesper, & Hossler, 1999). 

Meanwhile, this discourse on access inequality portrays universities as caring deeply 

about access and are applauded for adopting policies (e.g. need-based financial aid) to redress the 
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“under-representation” of low-income students and students of color (e.g., Santos, Cabrera, & 

Fosnacht, 2010; Rendon, Novack, & Dowell, 2005). However, decades of research on 

organizational behavior shows that formal policy adoption is often a symbolic effort rather than a 

substantive effort to solve the problem (e.g. Davis, 2005; Weber, Davis, & Lounsbury, 2009), 

suggesting a need to analyze more than just the adoption of policies as indicators of university 

commitments to increase access. 

The enrollment management behavior of universities also impacts access. Figure 1.1 

depicts the “enrollment funnel,” a conceptual tool used by the enrollment management industry 

to describe the stages of the admissions process from identifying prospective students to 

enrollment. While the majority of academic scholarship on enrollment management behaviors 

focus on studying the final stages of the funnel (e.g., Doyle, 2010; Karabel, 2005; McPherson & 

Schapiro, 1998), market research suggests that the university enrollment management officers 

are much more focused on earlier stages of the funnel in attempting to identify and target 

prospective students (Noel-Levitz, 2017). 

I argue that an alternative explanation for access inequality is that university enrollment 

priorities are biased against low-income students and Students of Color. Universities are very 

purposeful about which students they pursue and spend considerable resources in crafting their 

incoming class of students (Hossler & Bontrager, 2014; Stevens, 2007). Theories of 

organizational behavior suggest that the allocation of resources is a better indicator of 

organizational priorities than rhetoric or policy adoption (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Weber et al., 

2009). Therefore, knowing which student populations are targeted by university recruiting efforts 

can yield credible indicators of university enrollment priorities. 
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Geography and Access Inequality 

Geography of Opportunity 

A large interdisciplinary literature focuses on the “geography of opportunity” (Galster & 

Killen, 1995), which investigates how “where individuals live affects their opportunities and life 

outcomes” (Rosenbaum, 1995, p. 231). Much research has shown how critical opportunities 

needed for upward social mobility are unequally spatially distributed across the country. For 

example, unfair housing opportunities (Rosenbaum, 1995; Rothstein, 2018), fewer jobs (Kain, 

1968, 1992; Stoll & Ihlanfeldt, 2000), lack of health facilities (Joseph & Phillips, 1985), and lack 

of access to healthy food retailers (Eisenhauer, 2001; M. Zhang & Ghosh, 2016) tend to be 

concentrated in low-income communities, particularly Communities of Color. 

 

Geography of College Opportunity 

Education scholars have recently started addressing the importance of geography in 

understanding how educational opportunities are a function of where students live. In his 

American Educational Research Association presidential address, Tate (2008) stated that 

educational researchers have a “civic responsibility” to investigate how the social, cultural, and 

economic characteristics of communities impact educational opportunities and outcomes 

(p. 408). Tate (2008) asserted the stakes were particularly high for educational scholars, as an 

unequal geography of educational opportunity, left unaddressed, continues to grow (Rusk, 1993). 

Within the sub-field of higher education, several studies explore how access to colleges 

and universities are unequally spatially distributed. Hillman (2016) finds that the number of local 

colleges and universities spatially varies along the racial and socioeconomic characteristics of 

neighborhoods. Since marginalized communities have fewer local colleges and universities 
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nearby, students’ college choices in these “education deserts” are limited. While an important 

contribution to understanding how geography impacts access, Hillman’s study fails to address 

how students’ college choices are also shaped by the choices of colleges and universities 

(Rhoades, 2014). More so, Hillman (2016) treats that the location of colleges as neutral, 

depoliticized places, and instead focuses on the distance students must travel in order to access 

higher education institutions. 

Dache-Gerbino et al. (2018) address the geography of college opportunity from the 

college and university perspective by politicizing the location of for-profit colleges in 

relationship to their largest student population: local, low-income, Latina students. Through 

interviews with Latina students, the authors find that because the Latinas in the study were less 

likely to go away for college and lived in areas with a high concentration of for-profit colleges, 

they became a target market for these colleges. 

While these studies highlight how geography reinforces access inequality, little research 

has explored how the behavior of colleges and universities reinforces the geography of unequal 

college opportunity. These studies assume that colleges and universities are immobile in 

providing access to local student populations (Hillman, 2016) or infer the enrollment 

management behavior of colleges based on their location (Dache-Gerbino et al., 2018). As 

described in detail in Chapter 2, the following empirical studies (Chapter 3 and Chapter 4) use 

recruiting data collected by “web-scraping” recruiting travel schedules from university 

admissions websites and by issuing public records requests. By merging these recruiting data to 

secondary data on schools and communities, the empirical studies that follow (Chapter 3 and 

Chapter 4) systematically investigate which schools and communities receive recruiting visits by 

public research universities and those that do not, yielding insights into how the enrollment 
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management priorities of public research universities perpetuate the geography of unequal 

college opportunity. 

 

Organization Theory and Critical Perspectives 

Mainstream Organization Theories 

Mainstream organization theories may be useful for predicting the enrollment 

management behavior of public research universities, although not without some limitations. I 

review two organization theories used throughout both empirical studies (Chapter 3 and Chapter 

4): neo-institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and resource dependence theory (Pfeffer 

& Salancik, 1978). These theories are used to ground the behavior of public research universities 

in relation to their competitive environments and within their resource needs. 

Neo-institutional theory. Neo-institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & 

Rowan, 1977) explores how cultural norms and rules shape organizations. The theory argues that 

organizations become more alike as they face pressures to adopt norms deemed legitimate by the 

external environment. Because organizations face pressure to adopt many goals demanded by 

many forces in the external environment (e.g. government regulations, rankings, accrediting 

agencies), some of which may be in conflict with one another, neo-institutional theory suggests 

that organizations resolve these multiple demands and possible conflicts by substantively 

adopting some goals and symbolically adopting others. Under “substantive adoption,” 

organizations devote scarce resources to achieving the goal. Under “symbolic adoption,” 

organizations adopt policies and structures that signal adoption of the goal to external 

stakeholders but do not achieve the goal. 
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For example, I argue that university statements and policy adoption may be symbolic 

commitments to access, whereas recruiting efforts are substantive commitments. Most often 

associated with statements by university administrators, university responses to addressing 

access inequality has largely focused on adopting policies (e.g. need-based financial aid, 

outreach programs, holistic admissions) (The White House, 2014a). But neo-institutional theory 

suggests that formal policy adoption is often a symbolic effort to appease external stakeholders 

without devoting substantial resources to solving the problem. Because universities spend 

considerable resources crafting their class (Hossler & Bontrager, 2014; Stevens, 2007), neo-

institutional theory suggests university recruiting efforts are better indicators of universities’ 

substantive commitments to access. 

Resource dependence theory. Resource dependence theory maintains that organizations 

require a stable flow of resources from their external environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 

Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) define “critical resources” as those that are necessary for 

organizational success yet have few substitutes. The theory’s fundamental assumption is that 

organizations are sensitive to the demands of external resource providers. Thus, external resource 

providers can influence the actions of the organization and can shift organizational values and 

mission. 

The theory proposes that organizations adopt one of three strategies when a critical 

resource declines: compliance, cooptation, or resource diversification (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 

Compliance refers to the organization accepting additional demands by the resource provider 

even if they do not align with the current organizational goals and mission. Compliance refers to 

convincing external resource providers to adopt current organizational goals and mission. When 

these strategies fail, organizations may engage in resource diversification. Resource 
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diversification refers to finding alternative resource providers in order to reduce dependence on 

one particular resource flow. As a result of resource diversification, organizational goals and 

mission shift again to align with to those of the new resource provider. 

For example, public research universities have historically depended on critical financial 

resources from state governments to educate residents and from the federal government to 

conduct research. This stable flow of resources contributed to a “public good mission” that 

viewed serving students and conducting scientific research that solves societal problems as 

central values of public universities. This public good mission translated in institutional priorities 

of enrolling economically disadvantaged students, underrepresented Students of Color, and 

academically talented students. Declines in critical resources from state and federal governments 

have driven universities to become increasingly dependent on student enrollments to generate 

revenue (Cheslock & Kroc, 2012). The replacement of governmental funding with tuition 

revenue generation created the “iron triangle of enrollment management,” which has shifted the 

public good mission of universities towards market-driven values and mission (Kraatz, 

Ventresca, & Deng, 2010). 

Limitations. Neo-institutional theory and resource dependence theory hold limitations for 

contextualizing the enrollment management behavior of public research universities. Resource 

dependence theory is situated within a broader literature that analyzes social phenomenon from a 

rational choice framework (Becker, 1976). The fundamental assumption of rational choice 

frameworks is that social interactions among actors (e.g., individuals, organizations) are 

economic transactions guided by actors’ rational choices when considering alternative options 

(Zey, 1998). The framework assumes that actors reach a decision rationally based on which 

option among many preferences will mostly likely maximize returns and minimize costs. The 
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assumptions of rational choice frameworks lie at the heart of modern theories of organizations 

that view organizations as rational actors and efficiency maximizers (Zey, 1998). 

Operating within a rational choice framework, resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978) assumes that organizations engage in welfare-maximizing, rational behavior and 

that organizational practices are shaped primarily by the complexity of resource needs. The 

theory would suggest that organizations engage in behavior that most efficiently achieves 

operational goals. Because enrollment management has been adopted as a core university 

structure in response to growing competition for students and significant declines in traditional 

sources of revenue (Kraatz et al., 2010), resource dependence theory predicts universities will 

engage in recruiting efforts that are most efficient in achieving the revenue dimension of the 

three enrollment management goals of access, prestige, and revenue (Cheslock & Kroc, 2012) by 

way of resource diversification. The theory, however, fails to acknowledge the role of cultural 

and ideological forces that shape organizational practices by rationalizing the pursuit of revenue. 

Within a rational choice framework, resource dependence theory portrays universities as rational 

and neutral actors working towards enrollment management goals while attempting to maximize 

resources. 

While Powell & DiMaggio (1991) argue that neo-institutional theory does not operate 

within a rational choice framework, the theory still holds some limitations in contextualizing the 

enrollment management behavior of public research universities. Powell & DiMaggio (1991) 

suggest that neo-institutional theory provides “cognitive and cultural explanations” of social 

phenomenon by focusing on organizations as units of analyses and on institutional norms as 

independent variables (p. 8). This shifts the focus of scholarship beyond individual rational 
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choices to organizational behavior that “cannot be reduced to aggregations or direct 

consequences of individual’s attributes or motives” (Powell & DiMaggio, 1991, p. 8). 

Neo-institutional theory assumes that organizational commitments, whether symbolic or 

substantive, are driven by needing to adapt to external environmental demands. However, the 

theory fails to embody and politicize the institutional rules and norms that organizations conform 

to in order maintain legitimacy. Drawing on the imagery of an iron cage, DiMaggio & Powell 

(1983) assume that organizational behavior is derived almost exclusively from organizational 

structure (e.g., when an institutional practice is adopted it becomes taken for granted and difficult 

to change or dismiss). Neo-institutional theory disembodies organizational behavior by failing to 

consider how organizational structure is raced and classed. Similar to feminist organizational 

studies that argue organizational structure and behavior are not gender neutral (Acker, 1990), 

they are also not class neutral or race neutral (Ray, 2019). Acker (1990) argues that the gendered 

nature of organizations is masked by neutralizing the embodied nature of work, as “ideal 

workers” are men. Similarly embodying the enrollment management behavior of public research 

universities, the following empirical studies (Chapter 3 and Chapter 4) explore how racial and 

socioeconomic access inequality are reproduced because they are built into the structure and 

practices of enrollment management. Like the ways in which conceptions of “ideal workers” in 

organizational structures and practices reproduce gender inequality, I argue that racial and 

socioeconomic access inequality is reproduced via conceptions of white students and affluent 

students as “ideal students” (Acker, 1990).  

To overcome the limitations of mainstream organization theories described in the 

previous section, the empirical studies in Chapter 3 and Chapter 3 supplement organization 



 

 
 

27 

theories with two critical perspectives: academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter 

& Rhoades, 2004) and whiteness as property (Harris, 1993). 

 

Academic Capitalism 

Academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), which 

draws from resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), speaks to the displacement 

of the public good mission of colleges and universities for a market-driven academic capitalist 

approach. Slaughter & Rhoades (2004) define academic capitalism as a regime in which the 

logics of capital, entrepreneurialism, and commercialism dominate higher education. It argues 

that colleges and universities pursue market and market-like activities aimed to generate revenue, 

which in turn drives treating education as a commodity to be capitalized on in profit-oriented 

activities. Examples of such activities include university industry partnerships, licensing, 

patenting, spin-off technology companies, as well as the strategic management of the admissions 

and financial aid processes (Bok, 2003). 

Academic capitalism overcomes some of resource dependence theory’s limitations. 

Slaughter & Rhoades (2004) argue that universities are “actors initiating academic capitalism, 

not just players being corporatized” (p. 12). Whereas resource dependence theory assumes that 

engaging in revenue generating activities is merely a function of resource needs, academic 

capitalism suggests that public research universities are not the victims of external marketization. 

Rather than pursuing revenue generation as a means to an end, Slaughter & Rhoades (2004) 

argue that public research universities actively pursue market and market-like activities and these 

activities permanently change the priorities of public universities away from the public good 

mission. 
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By grounding the recruiting efforts of public research universities within an academic 

capitalism framework, universities are more than neutral actors and recruiting is more than the 

rational pursuit of resources. Rather, academic capitalism suggests that universities exploit the 

“commercial potential of students” and target students “for the extraction of revenue” (Slaughter 

& Rhoades, 2004, p. 279). As such, I explore if and to what extent recruiting may operate under 

a market driven approach, where the revenue generation dimension of enrollment management 

goals is prioritized and the access and academic profile dimensions are relegated to minor 

priorities. Under this approach, universities would prioritize recruiting affluent students based on 

the revenue they can contribute to the organization. 

However, academic capitalism also holds limitations in understanding university 

recruiting efforts. The framework suggests that priorities to recruit affluent students are driven 

primarily by the shift to an academic capitalism regime and organizational values associated with 

generating revenue. The theory encourages formulations about social class for understanding 

what student populations recruiting efforts are likely to target, but ignores formulations about 

race. While social class can and does interact with race, academic capitalism fails to situate 

university enrollment management behavior within a historical context whereby educational 

“rights and opportunities were both conferred and withheld based almost exclusively on race” 

(DeCuir & Dixson, 2004, p. 28). Academic capitalism assumes enrollment management and 

recruiting practices operate under the colorblind pursuit of revenue, with raced effects being 

primarily due to the differential distribution of wealth among racial groups. 
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Critical Race Theory 

Critical race theory, specifically the tenet of whiteness as property (Harris, 1993), is used 

to explore recruiting as a raced practice. Grounded in the “legal legacy of slavery and the seizure 

of land from Native peoples”, Harris (1993) argues that law has come to embody and legitimize 

the tangible and economic benefits that accrue to people because they are white (p. 1724). 

“Specifically, the law has accorded ‘holders’ of whiteness the same privileges and benefits 

accorded holders of other types of property” (Harris, 1993, p. 1731). While property often 

describes tangible “things” or land owned by people, the tenet pulls on the legal definition of 

property as a right. As such, property rights encompass both ownership of tangible (e.g., land) 

and intangible (e.g., knowledge) property. Harris (1993) thus argues that whiteness is not solely a 

racial identity, but it is a form of property that the law privileges, values, and protects. 

Harris (1993) delineates these benefits into four “property functions of whiteness”: the 

rights of disposition, the right to use and enjoyment, reputation and status property, and the 

absolute right to exclude. The rights of disposition function refers to how the benefits of 

whiteness are only alienable to white individuals. The inalienability of whiteness to non-white 

individuals, Harris (1993) argues, enhances whiteness’ property value by ensuring it cannot be 

easily accessed. The right to use and enjoyment refers to the social, academic, and economic 

resources that white individuals are accorded “simply by virtue of their whiteness” (Harris, 1993, 

p. 1734). The reputation and status property refers to the reputational interest in being regarded 

as white and the legal protection of that elevated status. Harris (1993) argues this property is 

evident in the legal doctrine “that to call white person ‘Black’ is to defame her” (p. 1735). 

Similar to how whiteness as an identity is characterized by the exclusion of others that are not 

white rather than any inherent unifying characteristic, Harris (1993) argues that the absolute 
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right to exclude property function refers to possessors of whiteness being granted the “legal right 

to exclude others from the privileges inhering in whiteness” (p. 1736). 

In their foundational article, Ladson-Billings & Tate (1995) cite Harris (1993) in 

exploring the crucial role of property rights in understanding educational inequity. Specifically, 

they use Harris’ four property functions of whiteness to explain how privileges associated with 

whiteness secure white hegemony over education. This includes the ways in which whiteness is 

alienable by rewarding conformity to white norms or punishing violating white norms in school 

(e.g., dress codes) (Morris, 2005). The use and enjoyment of whiteness is also reflected in 

curriculum and who has control over it (Ladson-Billings, 2005). Denying access to schooling 

altogether and the creation and maintenance of segregated schools demonstrate the absolute right 

to exclude (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995). Lastly, Ladson-Billings & Tate (1995) apply the 

reputation and status function to schooling by suggesting that to identify a school as non-white or 

“urban” is to diminish its reputation or statues due to “disadvantaged” and “underprepared” 

discourses that cast Students of Color as deficient. 

I use the reputation and status function to explore if and to what extent whiteness as 

property operates within the recruiting practices of public research universities. The function of 

status and reputation suggests that deficit discourses that cast Students of Color as underprepared 

and lacking the motivation to succeed in college may be projected onto schools with large 

concentrations of Students of Color. Whiteness as property may then operate within recruiting 

practices through what I term recruitment redlining, where universities assume that all schools 

and communities with predominantly Students of Color are underprepared and will not recruit 

within these localities regardless of academic achievement and socioeconomic status. 
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Empirical Studies 

Above, I outline three content areas (i.e., off-campus recruiting efforts as indicators of 

enrollment priorities, addressing importance of geography in understanding access inequality, 

and contextualizing organizational behavior within critical perspectives) that constitute a 

research agenda for studying the recruiting behavior of public research universities using spatial 

and critical organizational lenses. I motivate two empirical studies within this research agenda. 

 

¿Suburbios o Barrios? Off-Campus Recruiting by Public Research Universities 

Chapter 3 grounds the first empirical study in contrast to mainstream policy debates 

about racial and socioeconomic access to higher education, which tend to focus on students, 

families, and K-12 schools. While recent higher education scholarship addresses the importance 

of geography in understanding how access to colleges and universities are a function of where 

students live (Dache-Gerbino et al., 2018; Hillman, 2016), they fail to investigate how students’ 

college choices (or lack thereof) are also shaped by the choices of colleges and universities 

(Rhoades, 2014). 

This first empirical study makes the argument that an alternative explanation for access 

inequality is that university enrollment priorities discriminate against low-income students and 

Students of Color. Additionally, Chapter 3 argues that knowing which students are targeted by 

recruiting efforts can yield credible indicators of university enrollment preferences. The study 

analyzes off-campus recruiting visits (e.g. visits to local high schools) by six public research 

universities as a means of gaining insight about university enrollment priorities, with an analytic 

focus on the racial, economic, and academic characteristics of localities that receive and do not 

receive visits. As the first empirical study systematically analyzing recruiting visits, the guiding 
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research question for this study is, “what are the similarities and differences in off-campus 

recruiting patterns across public research universities?” 

Chapter 3 draws on resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and academic 

capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) to develop expectations about 

university recruiting behavior. Resource dependence theory predicts that public research 

universities respond to declines in state appropriations by seeking alternative revenue sources 

(i.e., growing tuition revenue via enrollment management). Therefore, based on the theory, 

universities in states with less generous state appropriations are likely to focus recruiting efforts 

on affluent schools and communities, for both in-state and out-of-state visits. Whereas resource 

dependence theory assumes that university enrollment priorities are a function of current external 

conditions, the study draws on academic capitalism to suggest that the enrollment priorities of 

universities facing similar external conditions can differ depending on how deeply “market 

values” are adopted at each university. 

Using descriptive statistics (e.g., counts, medians, means), linear probability regression 

models, and geospatial visualizations, Chapter 3 observes general relationships between the 

probability of receiving a visit and characteristics (i.e. racial/ethnic makeup, income levels, and 

academic achievement) of schools and communities. 

 

Sub-Metropolitan Spatial Redlining in Public University Recruitment 

Chapter 4 is grounded in the historical context whereby contemporary racial inequality is 

the result of the governing of space, its impact on where People of Color live, and their unequal 

access to spaces affording them political and economic power (Hardy, Logan, & Parman, 2018; 

Rothstein, 2018). This second empirical study examines the spatial distributions of recruiting 
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visits across sub-metropolitan areas of different racial and income compositions in Los Angeles 

and Dallas. Focusing on the spatial and intersecting relationships between race, income, and 

academic achievement, the guiding research question for this second empirical study is “are 

communities of color and white communities with comparable income and achievement 

characteristics equally as likely to receive recruiting visits?” 

This study draws on critical geography’s concept of place (Agnew, 2011) and critical 

race theory’s whiteness as property (Harris, 1993). Harris (1993) implicitly engages in 

connections between race and space in using the notion of property to explain the benefits 

whiteness (Neely & Samura, 2011). I draw on the field of critical geography to move beyond 

studying the geography of college opportunity as space-based locations (i.e., the distance from a 

student’s home to the physical location of the university) to place-based locations (i.e., the 

socially constructed racial, social, economic, and political meaning attached to spatial locations) 

(Bell, 2007). Scholarship exploring relationships between spatial locations and race suggest that 

place serves to naturalize racial inequalities, whereby racial identity becomes linked to spaces 

(e.g. “ghettos”, “urban”, “inner city”, “suburbs”) (Neely & Samura, 2011). I connect the concept 

of whiteness as property with scholarship within the field of critical geography to analyze how 

notions of racialized and classed places shape universities’ geographic preferences for recruiting 

visits. 

My guiding research question and conceptual framework call for investigating spatial 

distributions within localities that are more complex than assuming a simple dichotomy between 

central city as poor communities of color and suburbs as affluent white communities. I thus 

examine “spatial cleavages” between the location of recruiting visits and particular racial/ethnic 

groups by income characteristics at lower levels of geography (e.g. “sub-metropolitan areas”) for 



 

 
 

34 

the Los Angeles and Dallas metropolitan areas (Stoll & Ihlanfeldt, 2000). Using spatial 

descriptive statistics and geospatial visualizations, Chapter 4 investigates whether Communities 

of Color are equally as likely to receive recruiting visits as white communities with comparable 

income and achievement characteristics.  
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Figures 

 
Figure 1.1: Enrollment Management Funnel 
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CHAPTER 2: DATA 
This chapter describes the collection of recruiting data using data science methodologies 

and public records requests. The recruiting data collected are part of a larger research project. 

Where appropriate, I distinguish any part of the data process for which I was not involved in the 

collecting, cleaning, or analyzing of the data using footnotes. 

 

Data Problem 

Empirical research on enrollment management behaviors, like recruiting, is often left out 

of policy debates about college access because data on these behaviors are difficult to obtain. 

While publicly available information may provide researchers with insights about these 

behaviors, scholarship in this research area is rare because this information is difficult to collect 

and transform into concrete data for analyses. 

The larger project from which my dissertation is based on, and for which I am Co-

Principal Investigator, overcomes this problem by using data science methodologies to collect 

and create recruiting datasets from information found on admissions offices’ websites and by 

issuing public records requests. 

 

Collecting Off-Campus Recruiting Data via Web-Scraping 

The larger project collects data on off-campus recruiting by colleges and universities. 

Many institutions advertise off-campus recruiting events on their admissions websites (e.g. travel 

schedules, “coming to your area” links). For example, Figure 2.1 shows part of a webpage that 

lists recruitment visits by the University of South Carolina during November 2016. Python, a 

general-purpose programming language (e.g., web-design, game development, data mining), was 

used to collect these recruiting data by web-scraping admissions websites. Python programs were 
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automated to “crawl” relevant pages on admissions websites and “scrape” all information 

containing recruiting events once a week from 1/1/2017 to 12/31/2017.1 

To select the analysis sample for the broader project, admissions websites for the 

following institutions were investigated: all public research-extensive universities as defined by 

the 2000 Carnegie Classification (N=102); all private universities in the top 100 of U.S. News 

and World Report National Universities rankings (N=58); and all private colleges in the top 50 

of U.S. News and World Report Liberal Arts Colleges rankings (N=47). All institutions that 

posted off-campus recruiting visits on their admissions website were included in the project 

sample. The resulting data collection project sample consists of 49 public research universities, 

49 private research universities, and 42 private liberal arts colleges.  

For each institution in the data collection sample, the entire university website was 

investigated for URLs containing data on off-campus recruiting events. This process was 

conducted independently by two members of the research team to avoid missing any relevant 

URLs. Programs also scraped data about participation in national college fairs from the National 

Association for College Admission Counseling (NACAC) website. Additionally, data about 

participation in “group travel tours” was also collected from websites advertising joint recruiting 

events by multiple universities (e.g. Peach State Tour by Georgia State University, Georgia 

Tech, and The University of Georgia). Since URLs containing data on off-campus recruiting 

events often change (e.g., a university creates a new URL or changes the formatting of an 

existing URL), this investigation process was completed for each university every 2 months and 

data collection scripts were updated accordingly.2 

                                                
1 I wrote the initial web-scraping programs that automate data collection, stored the data into SQL databases on a remote server. Additional 
programmers were hired to expand these efforts to automate programs for all universities in the project. 
2 Follow-up investigations after initial investigations were completed by research assistants 
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For the purposes of the empirical studies in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, a random sampling 

of universities is inappropriate because data on off-campus recruiting events are available for a 

non-random sample of universities. Thus, Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 use multiple case study 

research designs and cases are drawn from the larger project sample of public research 

universities that advertise off-campus recruiting events on admissions websites (N=49).  Case 

selection is discussed in detail within each empirical study.    

 

Defining Off-Campus Recruiting Events 

Off-campus recruiting events were categorized along the dimensions of event type, event 

host, and event location. Event type includes college fairs (in which representatives from 

multiple colleges attend), day-time representative visits to a high school (in which a 

representative from one college attends), group travel visits, formal admissions interviews, 

admitted student events, and committed student events. Event hosts include paid staff, paid 

consultants (e.g. regional recruiters contracted by several institutions), alumni, and current 

students. Event locations include high schools, community colleges, hotels, 

conference/convention centers, and other public places (e.g., cafes). 

For the larger project, off-campus recruiting events are defined as those focused on 

soliciting undergraduate admissions applications, hosted by paid personnel or consultants at any 

off-campus location. This definition excludes admitted and committed student events, but 

includes guidance counselor events. Additionally, formal one-on-one formal interviews were 

excluded because these events focused on determining the admission of one student rather than 

an open event soliciting applications from many prospective students. Events hosted by alumni 

or student volunteers were also excluded, as the following empirical studies suggest that duties 
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performed by paid staff are a better indicator of organizational priorities than duties performed 

by volunteers. 

 

Data Completeness  

Completeness of Web-Scraped Data 

The project does not claim to identify all off-campus recruiting events for institutions in 

the data collection sample. Based on prior research and conversations with admissions 

professionals, nearly all colleges and universities convene three broad types of off-campus 

recruiting events: (1) receptions/college fairs at hotels and convention centers; (2) evening 

college fairs at local high schools; and (3) day-time representative visits at local high schools. 

However, some institutions in the project sample did not post all three types of recruiting events 

on their website (e.g., posted evening college fairs at local high schools but not day-time visits to 

local high schools). When choosing sub-samples of institutions to analyze for the empirical 

studies in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, only public research universities that posted all three types of 

off-campus recruiting events on their website were considered (n=15).  

However, even if an institution posted the three types of off-campus recruiting events on 

their website, specific events may have been omitted. Given this potential for missing data, 

“scraping” data should be interpreted as “where universities say they go” rather than a complete 

account of all off-campus recruiting events.  

 

Public Records Requests  

Web-scraped recruiting data for the 15 public research universities that posted all three 

types of off-campus recruiting events on their website were also checked for “completeness” by 
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issuing public records requests to each university for all 2017 off-campus recruiting events3. As a 

courtesy, requests were first made to enrollment management vice presidents for each university. 

If the request was denied or ignored, a formal public records request was made if state statutes 

permitted.  

Table 2.1 provides a summary of the data collection sources (and data quality checks 

described below) for the 15 public research universities. As a courtesy, the analyses in the 

following chapters use “requested” data rather than “web-scraped” data if the university 

responded to requests, although broad patterns of findings are similar across both sources.  

 

Data Processing 

Several steps were taken to convert information collected from admissions webpages into 

tabular recruiting data. This process is illustrated in Figure 2.2, which was expanded and 

executed for all universities in the project sample in with the help of research team members. 

First, automated python programs web-scrape admissions webpages and store information as 

HTML text into Structured Query Language (SQL) databases on a remote server. Separate 

scripts then parse the HTML text into tabular data.4 Third, every event was “geocoded” by 

querying the Google Maps API to convert limited location information (e.g. Pearson High 

School, Roxboro, NC) into detailed geographic information for each event (e.g., full street 

address, latitude and longitude coordinates, county, city, state, zip code). Detailed geographic 

information was then used to merge recruiting data to secondary data. Requested data received 

from public records requests were also geocoded and merged to secondary data. 

                                                
3 While I was involved in the planning for making data requests, I was not directly involved in making the actual requests 
4 These scripts were written by consultants and other programmers 
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Secondary Data Sources 

Recruiting data are merged to secondary data on high school and community 

characteristics. Data on high schools come from several sources. School demographic data are 

constructed from National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) data. Specifically, the 

Common Core of Data provides data on public high schools, the Private School Universe Survey 

provides data on private high schools, and the Integrated Postsecondary Data System provides 

data on colleges and universities. Academic achievement data were also collected for high 

schools. Data on the number and proportion of students meeting or exceeding state exit 

examinations were collected at the school-level from the U.S. Department of Education EdFacts 

initiative. Lastly, Chapter 4 also uses SAT and ACT achievement data at the school level 

collected from the California State Department of Education and from the Texas Education 

agency.  

Data on communities come from the U.S. Census Bureau. Specifically, demographic and 

economic data aggregated to zip-code (Chapter 3) and census-tract levels (Chapter 4) were 

collected from the 2016 American Community Survey 5-year estimates. Each empirical study in 

the following chapters describes the need to use community data at either the zip-code or census-

tract level.  

 

Data Quality Checks 

Duplicate Events from Web-Scraping  

Several of the steps within data processing and merging required data quality checks. 

Institutions advertise recruiting events weeks prior to the event date and typically remove events 

from admissions websites after they have occurred. Because programs are automated to scrape 
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websites weekly, data collection includes multiple “scrapes” of the same event until it has 

occurred and is removed from the website. Events within each university happening on the same 

date and location were considered duplicates. This included events happening on the same day 

and location but at different times. For example, “chat with an admission counselor” events at 

coffee shops were often scheduled on the same day and location for a morning and evening 

session. These events were collapsed into one event. Another example includes recruiters 

attending different sessions at a national college fair on back-to-back days. These events were 

also collapsed into one event for the specific national college fair. Duplicate event records 

caused by automated weekly scrapings and those defined by multiple-time or multiple-day visits 

to the same event were removed after HTML was converted into tabular data.  

 

Geocoding 

There was variation in the location information provided for events across institutions. 

For events with limited information provided from admissions websites (e.g. “Holy Spirit 

Preparatory School, Atlanta, GA”), the geocoding querying process sometimes returned multiple 

possibilities for geographic location (e.g., Possible Address #1: “4465 Northside Dr. NW, 

Atlanta, GA 30327, USA”; Possible Address #2: “4449 Northside Dr. NW, Atlanta, GA 30327, 

USA”). For events returning multiple options during geocoding, our research team “human” 

geocoded these events by selecting the correct option after investigating the given recruiting 

event location. 
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NCES Merging 

For events located at high schools, recruiting events were linked to data from the NCES. 

Because there were variations in street address and school name formatting in NCES datasets, 

longitude and latitude fields provided for all school records were used for merging recruiting 

data to NCES datasets. 

The geocoding process returned more precise latitude and longitude coordinates than 

those provided in NCES datasets (geocoded coordinates provided 8 decimal points 

approximating a location to within 1 millimeter), making the merging based on exact match of 

coordinate points not possible. Due to this difference in precision, merging programs linked 

“nearest” pairs of coordinate points between recruiting data and NCES datasets based on shortest 

ellipsoidal distance. Merging was confirmed by exact matches on the following fields between 

recruiting events and NCES data: digits or “house numbering” within street address; city; state; 

zip code. 

Non-matches between recruiting events and NCES datasets were investigated by multiple 

members of the research team. Non-matches were most often the result of universities visiting 

independent schools. Because NCES does not provide data for independent schools, these events 

were categorized as community events rather than school events. Other non-matches were due to 

schools moving locations, closed schools, and lack of precision in NCES latitude and coordinates 

for some school records. 

 

High School Sample 

Public high schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the sample: (1) 

offers grades 9-12 and enrolls more than ten students in 12th grade; (2) located in the 50 U.S. 
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states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs; (3) is not a 

special education school, an alternative school, a virtual school, or an independent school; and 

(3) is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education. 

Private high schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the sample: (1) 

offers grades 9-12 and enrolls more than ten students in 12th grade; (2) located in the 50 U.S. 

states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs; (3) is not a 

special education school, an alternative school, an early childhood center, or an independent 

school.
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Tables 

Table 2.1: Summary of Data Collection Sources and Quality Checks Performed  
 NC 

State Rutgers Stony 
Brook Alabama Arkansas UC 

Berkeley 
UC 

Irvine Cincinnati CU 
Boulder Georgia Kansas UMass Nebraska Pitt South 

Carolina 
Web-scape data collection                
Scraped data on off-campus events Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Manually checked each event Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
                
Public records request data collection                
Requested data from university EM office Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Received data from university EM office N N N N N N N N N Y N N N N N 
                
State statutes permit requests 

Y N Y N N Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y N Y 

Made public records request to university 
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y 

Received public records data  
Y Y Y N N N Y Y Y -- Y Y N N N 

Manually checked each visit 
N Y Y -- -- -- Y Y Y Y Y Y -- -- -- 

 
               

Data used in empirical studies 
               

Web-scraped data is primary source 
Y N N Y Y Y N N N N N N Y Y Y 

Public records data is primary source 
N Y Y N N N Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N 
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Figures 

 

Figure 2.1: University of South Carolina Travel Schedule 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Office of Undergraduate Admissions

Admissions Events
Come meet us when we are in your area. 

United States—California
Trabuco Hills High School 
Thursday, November 3 at 12:22 PM 

Mission Viejo, CA

Tustin Unified College and Career Fair 
Monday, November 7 at 6:00 PM 

Tustin, CA

United States—Georgia
Augusta Preparatory Day School 
Thursday, November 3 at 12:45 PM 

Martinez, GA

United States—Kentucky
Cooper High School College Fair 
Thursday, November 17 at 8:00 AM 

Union, KY

Randall Cooper High School College Fair 
Thursday, November 17 at 8:00 AM 

Union, KY

Woodford County High School College Fair 
Thursday, November 17 at 6:30 PM 

Versailles, KY

Covington Latin High School College Fair 
Monday, April 3 at 6:30 PM 

Covington, KY

United States—Maryland
Mount Hebron High School 
Thursday, November 3 at 11:00 AM 

Ellicott City, MD

United States—Massachusetts
Newton South High School 
Friday, November 4 at 7:45 AM 

Newton Centre, MA

Dexter Southfield School 
Friday, November 4 at 9:00 AM 

Brookline, MA

Brookline High School 
Friday, November 4 at 10:20 AM 

Brookline, MA

Beaver Country Day School 
Friday, November 4 at 11:45 AM 

Chestnut Hill, MA

Boston Latin School 
Tuesday, November 8 at 2:15 PM 

Boston, MA

Walpole High School 
Tuesday, November 29 at 1:30 PM 

Walpole, MA

United States—New Jersey
Summit High School College Fair 
Wednesday, November 2 at 7:00 PM 

Summit, NJ
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Figure 2.2: Data Processing Chart 
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CHAPTER 3: ¿SUBURBIOS O BARRIOS? OFF-CAMPUS RECRUITING BY PUBLIC 
UNIVERSITIES5 

 
Socioeconomic and racial inequality in access to public research universities is a growing 

concern for scholars and policy advocates (Burd, 2018). These institutions were founded to 

provide upward mobility for state residents but increasingly enroll an affluent student body that 

is unrepresentative of the socioeconomic and racial diversity of the states they serve (Gerald & 

Haycock, 2006; Haycock, Mary, & Engle, 2010). Further, as state funding for public universities 

declined following the 2008 recession, many public research universities dramatically increased 

the enrollment of nonresident students (Jaquette & Curs, 2015), who tend to be more affluent and 

are less likely to identify as Black or Latinx6 compared to resident students (Jaquette et al., 

2016). 

Mainstream policy debates about access inequality highlight the “achievement gap” and 

“under-matching” by high-achieving, low-income students (The White House, 2014b, 2014a). 

These explanations place the responsibility on families and underresourced K-12 schools. 

Meanwhile, universities are applauded for adopting policies (e.g., need-based financial aid, 

holistic admissions, “outreach” programs) to increase access despite the “deficiencies” of 

students and K-12 schools and despite declines in state funding. However, decades of research 

on organizational behavior shows that formal policy adoption is often a symbolic effort to 

appease external stakeholders rather than a substantive effort to solve the problem (e.g. Davis, 

2005), suggesting that the adoption of policies as university pledges to increasing access should 

be viewed with healthy skepticism. 

                                                
5 This chapter is a collaborative empirical study co-authored by Ozan Jaquette and Crystal Han. “We” pronouns are used throughout the chapter 
to acknowledge this collaboration.  
6 We use Latinx as a non-binary alternative to Latino or Latina and in place of Hispanic within secondary data sources. 
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Moving beyond these mainstream explanations for access inequality, recent scholarship 

addresses the importance of geography in understanding how educational opportunities are a 

function of where students live (Dache-Gerbino et al., 2018; Hillman, 2016). These contributions 

draw from a larger “geography of opportunity” (Galster & Killen, 1995) literature that explores 

how social and economic opportunities are spatially distributed. Within higher education 

specifically, Hillman (2016) finds that the number of local colleges and universities spatially 

varies along the racial and socioeconomic characteristics of neighborhoods. Since marginalized 

communities have fewer local colleges and universities nearby, students’ college choices in these 

“education deserts” are limited. While this literature shifts the onus of access inequality away 

from students and K-12 schools, students’ college choices are also shaped by the choices of 

colleges and universities (Rhoades, 2014). The communities universities target when looking for 

prospective students are not necessarily those located next door. 

We argue that an alternative explanation for access inequality is that university 

enrollment priorities are biased against poor students and students of color, suggesting that the 

problem is university preferences rather than student deficiencies or lack of available universities 

nearby. Universities are very purposeful about which students they pursue and expend 

substantial resources crafting their class (Hossler & Bontrager, 2014; Stevens, 2007). Theories of 

organizational behavior argue that internal resource allocation is a better indicator of 

organizational priorities than rhetoric or policy adoption (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Weber et al., 

2009). Therefore, knowing which student populations are targeted by university recruiting efforts 

can yield credible indicators of university enrollment preferences. Unfortunately, few studies 

systematically analyze recruiting behavior because data on university recruiting are difficult to 

obtain. 
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This paper analyzes off-campus recruiting visits (e.g., visit to a local high school) by 

public research universities as a means of gaining insight about university enrollment priorities. 

As the first paper in a larger study, our goal is to explore behavior, rather than to test specific 

hypotheses. Therefore, our guiding research question is, “what are the similarities and 

differences in off-campus recruiting patterns across public research universities?” We collected 

data on recruiting visits by “web-scraping” data from university admissions websites (e.g., 

webpages advertising admissions representatives coming to a “neighborhood near you”) and by 

issuing public records requests. We merged these recruiting data to secondary data on high 

schools and communities. 

This paper is organized as follows. First, we provide background information about the 

“enrollment management” industry and review research on recruiting. Second, we utilize 

theories of organizational behavior to motivate the rationale for studying off-campus recruiting 

and to develop broad expectations about university recruiting behavior. Third, we describe data 

collection and methods. Fourth, we present results. Lastly, we discuss the implications of 

findings for policy. 

We find that most universities make more out-of-state visits than in-state visits – often 

double the number. Out-of-state visits focus on affluent, predominantly white public high 

schools and private schools. This income and racial bias persists after controlling for factors like 

enrollment size and student achievement. Universities that receive the least state funding have 

the biggest focus on out-of-state recruiting. Overall, results suggest that university enrollment 

priorities, and not just student “deficiencies” or lack of local college options, contribute to access 

inequality. The broader policy implication is that policy solutions to increase the socioeconomic 
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and racial diversity of access to college must transform university enrollment priorities rather 

than focus only on fixing student “deficiencies.” 

 

Background and Literature Review 

Background on Enrollment Management 

While scholarship and policy interventions to improve college access tend to focus on 

changing the behavior of students and K-12 schools (e.g., Castleman & Goodman, 2018; Cunha 

& Miller, 2014; Hoxby & Avery, 2013; Page & Scott-Clayton, 2016; The White House, 2014b) 

– the “demand side” of higher education – university enrollment priorities and “enrollment 

management behaviors” – the “supply side” – also affect access. Enrollment management (EM) 

is a profession that integrates techniques from marketing and economics in order to “influence 

the characteristics and the size of enrolled student bodies” (Hossler & Bean, 1990, p. xiv). EM is 

also a university administrative structure (e.g., “The Office of Enrollment Management”) that 

coordinates the activities of admissions, financial aid, and marketing and recruiting. The EM 

industry consists of professionals working within universities, the associations EM professionals 

belong to (e.g., National Association for College Admission Counseling), and the EM 

consultancies that universities hire (e.g., Hobsons, Ruffalo Noel Levitz). 

Figure 3.1 depicts the “enrollment funnel,” a conceptual tool the EM industry uses to 

describe stages in student recruitment in order to inform targeted recruiting interventions. The 

vast majority of scholarship on enrollment management behaviors focuses on the final stages of 

the enrollment funnel, specifically which applicants are admitted (e.g., Alon, 2009; Karabel, 

2005; Karen, 1990; Posselt, 2016) and the use of financial aid to convert admits to enrollees 

(e.g., Doyle, 2010; McPherson & Schapiro, 1998; Waddell & Singell, 2011). By contrast, the 
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enrollment management industry expends substantial resources on earlier stages in the funnel. 

“Prospects” are “all the potential students you would want to attract to your institution” 

(Campbell, 2017). “Inquiries” are prospects that contact the university, including those who 

respond to university solicitations (e.g., email, brochure) and those who reach out on their own 

(e.g., sending SAT/ACT scores to a university, completing a form on the admissions website). 

Due to the paucity of academic research, knowledge about how universities identify and 

target prospects in earlier stages of the enrollment funnel depends largely on market research by 

enrollment management consultancies that universities hire. Universities identify prospects by 

purchasing “student lists” from College Board and ACT (Noel-Levitz, 2017). Student lists 

contain contact details and background information (demographic, socioeconomic, and 

academic) about individual prospects. Universities control which prospects are included in a list 

by selecting on criteria such as zip code, race, and academic achievement. Noel-Levitz (2017) 

found that the median public university purchases 64,000 names annually. 

Once identified, prospects are plied with recruiting interventions aimed at soliciting 

inquiries and applications (Clinedinst & Koranteng, 2017; Noel-Levitz, 2018). Non-face-to-face 

interventions include email, mail (e.g., postcards, brochures), and texts. Face-to-face 

interventions include on-campus visits and off-campus visits. Additionally, universities utilize 

paid advertising (e.g., pay-per-click ads from Google, cookie-driven ads that target prospects 

who visit your website) and social media (e.g., Twitter, Instagram, YouTube) as a means of 

generating inquiries and creating positive “buzz” amongst prospects.7 

 

                                                
7 Given the the rise in “stealth applicants” who do not inquire before applying (Dupaul & Harris, 2012), social media enables universities to tell 
their story to prospects who do not contact the university and do not wish to be contacted. 
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Research on Recruiting 

Research on recruiting by universities is limited. Scholarship from economics tends to 

evaluate the access effects of specific interventions by specific universities. For example, B. 

Miller & Skimmyhorn (2018) evaluated the efficacy of alternative recruiting interventions (e.g., 

phone call, off-campus recruiting visit, campus visit invitation) at West Point. Experimental 

research by Dynarski, Libassi, Michelmore, & Owen (2018) found that aggressive outreach 

combined with the promise of four years of free tuition and fees dramatically increased 

applications and enrollment at the University of Michigan by high-achieving, low-income state 

residents. While this literature identifies promising “best practice” interventions, it provides no 

insight about which prospects are actually targeted by which recruiting interventions in less 

controlled settings. If university enrollment preferences are biased against low-income students 

or students of color, then universities are likely to adopt “best practices” ceremonially, if at all. 

Other studies analyze university recruiting behavior “in the wild.” Experimental audits 

evaluate how admissions officers respond to inquiries from (fictitious) prospects (Hanson, 2017; 

Thornhill, 2018). Thornhill (2018) sent fictitious email inquiries from black high school students 

to white admissions counselors, randomly assigning one of four “narratives” to each inquiry. For 

example, one narrative expressed an interest in environmental sustainability and another 

narrative expressed interest in organizing activities designed to combat racism (e.g., racial 

microaggressions, institutional racism). Thornhill (2018) found that white admissions officers 

were 26% less likely to respond to inquiries who expressed anti-racism interests. While these 

audits are a potent tool for identifying biases of admissions officers, these biases may not be 

representative of broader organization-level enrollment priorities. 
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Given that this paper focuses on off-campus recruiting visits, what role do these visits 

play in the broader enrollment funnel? Research by both EM consulting firms and by scholars 

describe off-campus recruiting as a means of simultaneously identifying prospects and 

connecting with prospects already being targeted through mail or email (e.g., Clinedinst & 

Koranteng, 2017; Noel-Levitz, 2016; Stevens, 2007).8 With respect to efficacy, market research 

by Noel-Levitz (2018) found that off-campus visits were the second highest source of inquiries 

(after student list purchases) for the median public university, accounting for 19% of inquiries. 

Off-campus visits were also the third highest source of enrollees (after “stealth applicants” and 

on-campus visits), accounting for 16% of enrollees. 

Several sociological case studies analyze off-campus recruiting as part of broader 

analyses of access and enrollment management (e.g., Holland, 2019; Khan, 2010; Stevens, 

2007). Stevens (2007) analyzed recruiting from the college’s perspective, working as a regional 

admissions recruiter for a selective liberal arts college as part of his ethnography on college 

admissions. During “travel season” – a mad dash between Labor Day and Thanksgiving – 

admissions officers visited select high schools throughout the country. Aside from meeting 

prospects, visits were valued as a means of maintaining warm relationships with guidance 

counselors at “feeder” schools because “the College’s reputation and the quality of its applicant 

pool are dependent upon its connections with high schools nationwide” (Stevens, 2007, p. 53). 

The College visited the same schools year after year because successful recruiting depends on 

long-term relationships with high schools. Further, the College tended to visit affluent schools, 

and private schools in particular, because these schools have the resources and motivation to host 

a successful visit and they enroll high-achieving students who can afford tuition. 

                                                
8 A trend over the last decade, particularly at public universities, has been the growth of “regional recruiters” who target specific metropolitan 
areas in the US and abroad (Whitney & Schmidt, 2015). 
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Holland (2019) analyzed high school recruiting visits from the perspective of students at 

two racially and socioeconomically diverse public high schools. High school visits – including 

college fairs, instant decision events, and small-group representative visits – influenced where 

students applied and where they enrolled. This finding was particularly strong for first-

generation students and students of color, who often felt that high school counselors had low 

expectations for their college prospects and were too quick to recommend attending a 

community college. This trust vacuum created enrollment opportunities for colleges that made 

these students “feel wanted” by speaking with them at their high school. By contrast, affluent 

students with college-educated parents tended to be more concerned about college prestige and 

less impressionable to overtures from colleges. Therefore, while Holland (2019) finds that 

underserved student populations are particularly affected by which colleges and universities take 

the time to visit their high school, prior research has not systematically investigated which high 

schools receive visits by which colleges and universities. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

Enrollment Priorities and Recruiting Behavior 

While the EM industry provides tools for identifying and targeting prospects, university 

enrollment priorities dictate which prospects universities pursue. “New institutional” theory 

(Meyer & Rowan, 1977) motivates the idea that university recruiting behavior is an indicator of 

enrollment priorities. Organizations are decomposed into the “technical level” responsible for 

producing outputs (e.g., teachers in schools, mechanics in auto shops), and the “managerial 

level” responsible for procuring inputs and directing the technical level (Thompson, 1967). 

Because productivity depends on the technical level focusing on a small number of stable goals, 
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the managerial level “buffers” the technical level from changing and competing with demands 

from the external environment. New institutionalism argues that organizations face pressure to 

publicly adopt goals demanded by external forces (e.g., increase access, move up in the rankings) 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). However, the technical level has finite 

resources and cannot efficiently pursue multiple goals. Therefore, when facing pressure to pursue 

many goals, organizations substantively adopt some goals and symbolically adopt others (Meyer 

& Rowan, 1977). Under substantive adoption, organizations direct resources in the technical 

level towards achieving the goal. Under symbolic adoption, organizations adopt policies and 

structures that send signals to external constituents but do not affect resource allocation in the 

technical level (Edelman, 1992; Weber et al., 2009). 

Applying these ideas, enrollment management – the process of recruiting a class that 

meets university enrollment priorities – is a core process of universities (Hossler & Bontrager, 

2014; Kraatz et al., 2010). In turn, university recruiting behavior represents an allocation of 

scarce resources from the technical level. This study focuses on off-campus recruiting visits by 

paid admissions staff, which require substantial expenditure in salary, benefits, travel, lodging, 

and employee time. We argue that analyzing the characteristics of schools and communities that 

receive recruiting visits compared to those that do not receive recruiting visits yields insights 

about which enrollment goals have been substantively adopted. 

The “iron triangle” of enrollment management provides analytic focus for our research. 

The iron triangle states that universities pursue the three broad enrollment goals of academic 

profile, revenue, and access (Cheslock & Kroc, 2012). “Academic profile” refers to enrolling 

high-achieving students – particularly with respect to SAT/ACT test scores – who help the 

university move up in the rankings. “Revenue” refers to students who generate high net tuition 
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revenue. For public universities, the “access” goal refers to access for state residents, first-

generation students, low-income students, and students of color from historically under-

represented racial/ethnic groups. The imagery of the iron triangle suggests trade-offs in the 

allocation of scarce resources: “most enrollment management policies […] do not advance all 

three objectives; instead they lead to gains in some areas and declines in others” (Cheslock & 

Kroc, 2012, p. 221). Enrollment managers view these trade-offs as an inevitable consequence of 

organizational priorities. Drawing on the iron triangle, this research examines the extent to which 

public research universities prioritize enrollment goals related to access, tuition revenue, and 

academic prestige, using recruiting behavior as an indicator of enrollment priorities. 

 

The external environment and university choices 

Resource dependence theory. We utilize resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978) and academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) 

to develop expectations about university recruiting behavior. Resource dependence states that 

organizations require a stable flow of resources from the external environment in order to survive 

and thrive. Therefore, organizations are sensitive to demands from external stakeholders who 

provide resources that are essential for organizational operations and cannot be easily obtained 

from other providers. These external resource providers can influence organizational actions and 

mission. Moreover, internal actors credited with garnering resources from these external resource 

providers hold the most power in internal decision-making. 

Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) describe several strategies organizations may adopt when an 

important resource declines or becomes uncertain. For example, compliance is the strategy of 

acquiescing to additional performance demands by the resource provider. Cooptation is a means 
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of socializing external resource providers to organizational goals by inviting them to participate 

in organizational activities (e.g., advisory boards). When these strategies fail to stabilize resource 

flows, or when the demands of resource providers become onerous, organizations often engage 

in resource diversification – the strategy of finding alternative resource providers – to reduce 

reliance on one particular resource provider. In turn, finding new resource providers causes 

organizational mission to change because the organization becomes sensitive to the demands of 

the new resource provider (Clark, 1956) and because internal decision-making power shifts 

towards actors most responsible for garnering these new resources. 

Public universities historically relied on financial resources from the state. Following the 

adage “he who pays the piper calls the tune,” reliance on state funding compelled public 

universities to pursue a “public good” mission defined by the state. This mission consisted of 

social mobility for meritorious state residents and research and human capital development that 

contributes to state economic and civic development. Historically, state funding rose during good 

economic times and fell following recessions. Over the past three decades, state funding became 

more volatile (J. A. Delaney & Doyle, 2011) and declined due to the passage of state “tax and 

expenditure limitation” laws and “supermajority requirements,” which made it difficult for states 

to increase spending (Archibald & Feldman, 2006). After the 2008 recession, appropriations fell 

dramatically and have not approached pre-recession levels despite prolonged economic recovery 

(Mitchell, Palacios, & Leachman, 2015). 

Resource dependence theory predicts that public research universities respond to 

prolonged uncertainty or decline in state appropriations by seeking alternative revenues. Given 

the volatility of federal research funding, most public research universities offset funding cuts by 

growing tuition revenue (Jaquette & Curs, 2015). In turn, increased tuition reliance creates a 
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financial incentive to enroll students who generate high net-tuition revenue, rather than 

prioritizing the state public good mission of equitable access for meritorious state residents. 

Therefore, we expect that universities in states with less generous state appropriations – and less 

generous state need-based grant aid – will focus in-state recruiting efforts on schools in more 

affluent communities because these students generate more net tuition revenue in that they do not 

require substantial need-based institutional aid. 

Public universities also have a financial incentive to grow nonresident enrollment when 

state funding declines because state policies that limit tuition price do not apply to nonresident 

tuition price (Zinth & Smith, 2012), which is often two to three times higher than resident price. 

Jaquette & Curs (2015) found that public research universities dramatically increased 

nonresident enrollment in response to declines in state appropriations. Growing demand from 

desired nonresident prospects depends on targeted marketing and recruiting efforts. Therefore, 

we expect that universities with less generous state appropriations will focus off-campus 

recruiting visits on affluent out-of-state high schools which enroll large numbers of students who 

can afford nonresident tuition. 

More specifically, we expect universities to target out-of-state communities with desired 

student populations they can reasonably expect to enroll. A handful of prestigious universities 

(e.g., University of Michigan) enjoy strong demand from high-achieving, out-of-state students 

(Adkisson & Peach, 2008; L. A. Zhang, 2007), who contribute to both revenue and academic 

achievement goals. By contrast, less prestigious universities (e.g., University of South Carolina) 

are more likely to attract students with lower achievement. Therefore, we expect prestigious and 

less prestigious universities to visit similar out-of-state schools, but to focus on different student 

populations within those schools. Further, we expect universities to avoid recruiting in regions 
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where they cannot reasonably attract students (e.g., University of Cincinnati may not be 

compelling to wealthy students from Los Angeles). Finally, we expect universities in states with 

strong nonresident enrollment caps (e.g., California) to make fewer out-of-state visits because 

these universities will avoid expending resources inciting out-of-state enrollment demand in 

excess of state caps. 

Academic capitalism. Academic capitalism, which draws from resource dependence 

theory, speaks directly to how the pursuit of alternative sources of revenue in higher education 

has displaced a public good mission for a market-driven approach (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Slaughter & Rhoades (2004) define academic capitalism as a 

regime in which the logics of capital, entrepreneurialism, and commercialism now dominate 

higher education. Universities pursue market and market-like activities aimed to generate 

revenue, which in turn drives treating education as a commodity to be capitalized on in profit-

oriented activities. This coincides with the growth in the internal decision-making power of 

actors responsible for growing tuition revenue and increasing prestige implied by resource 

dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). For example, Kraatz et al. (2010) argue that the 

growing decision-making power of enrollment managers is associated with a shift in 

organizational mission because the enrollment management industry is oriented to a “market 

logic” ideology that views students as customers and values revenues and prestige, as opposed to 

a “public good” ideology that views serving the state as the mission of the public university. 

Whereas resource dependence theory assumes that university priorities are a function of 

current external conditions, academic capitalism argues that past experience engaging in 

entrepreneurial activities permanently changes the priorities of public universities away from the 

public good mission of the state and towards a focus on prestige and revenue generation as an 
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end in itself. Resource dependence theory suggests that increasing state appropriations to 

previous levels of generosity compels universities to de-emphasize nonresident enrollment. By 

contrast, academic capitalism suggests that once universities have tasted the benefits of 

nonresident enrollment they are likely to continue pursuing nonresident students regardless of 

state funding. Therefore, academic capitalism suggests that the enrollment priorities of 

universities facing similar external conditions can differ depending on how deeply institutional 

leaders have adopted the “market logic” ideology. 

 

Research Methods 

This study uses a quantitative case study design to explore off-campus recruiting visit 

patterns by public research universities. While often considered a qualitative research design, 

case studies can focus exclusively on either quantitative or qualitative data analysis (Korzilius, 

2010; Yin, 2009). A “quantitative case study” refers to a case study where quantitative data are 

the primary source of evidence (Korzilius, 2010). More specifically, we utilize a multiple-case 

study design, which treats each university as a separate analysis, rather than as one observation 

within a large-N analysis (Yin, 2009). 

 

Data Collection 

Many universities advertise off-campus recruiting events on their admissions websites 

(e.g. “coming to your area” links). Python, a general-purpose programming language, was used 

to collect recruiting visit data by web-scraping university admission websites. Python programs 

were automated to “scrape” all information from URLs containing recruiting events once a week 

from 1/1/2017 to 12/31/2017, thereby capturing recruitment of spring juniors and fall seniors. 
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The data collection sample was drawn from the population of public research-extensive 

universities (2000 Carnegie Classification). Out of all public research-extensive universities 

(N=102), the project collected data for those that posted off-campus recruiting events on their 

admissions websites (N=49). For each university in the data collection sample, we investigated 

the entire university website, searching for URLs that contained data on off-campus recruiting 

events. This process was conducted independently by two members of the research team to avoid 

missing relevant URLs. Since URLs containing data on off-campus recruiting events often 

change (e.g., a university creates a new URL or changes the formatting of an existing URL), we 

completed this investigation process for each university about every 2 months. We also scraped 

data about participation in national college fairs from the National Association for College 

Admission Counseling (NACAC) website and data about participation in group travel tours. 

We also collected data from universities in our data collection sample by issuing requests 

to universities for information on all their 2017 off-campus recruiting events. As a courtesy, we 

first requested data from the enrollment management vice president. If our request was 

denied/ignored, we issued a public records request. Public records requests were denied by some 

universities due to state statutes that only permit public records requests from state residents. Of 

the six universities analyzed in this manuscript (rationale for case selection below), we received 

requested data from three universities. The other three universities refused or have not sent us 

data at the time of submitting this paper for publication. For universities that sent us data, the 

analyses below use “requested” rather than “scraped” data as a courtesy to universities. Broad 

patterns were similar across requested data versus scraped data and results based on scraped data 

are available upon request. 
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Defining Off-Campus Recruiting 

We categorize off-campus recruiting events based on event type, host, and location. 

Event type includes college fairs (in which multiple colleges attend), day-time high school visits, 

group travel visits, formal admissions interviews, admitted student events, and committed 

student events. Event hosts include paid staff, paid consultants (e.g., independent “regional 

recruiters” contracted by universities), alumni, and current students. Event locations include high 

schools, community colleges, hotels, conference/convention centers, and other public places 

(e.g., cafes). 

Our research defines off-campus recruiting events as those that focused on soliciting 

undergraduate admissions applications and were hosted by paid personnel or consultants at any 

off-campus location.9 This definition excludes admitted and committed student events, but 

includes guidance counselor events. We excluded formal one-on-one interviews because these 

are events that focused on determining the admission of one particular student rather than open 

events aimed at soliciting applications from many prospective students. We excluded events 

hosted by alumni or student volunteers because organizational theory argues that practices 

allocated to paid staff are better indicators of organizational priorities than those allocated to 

volunteers (Thompson, 1967). 

 

Data Processing and Data Quality 

We took a multi-step approach to processing information collected from admissions 

webpages and converting it into recruiting event data. First, automated Python scripts scrape all 

text from admission webpages, storing the information as HTML text in a Structured Query 

                                                
9 Or, event may be a virtual event (e.g., webinar, video call) with a target audience at a specific off-campus location (e.g., students from a 
particular high school). 
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Language (SQL) database on a remote server. Separate scripts parse the HTML text into tabular 

data. Third, we “geocode” recruiting events, converting limited location information (e.g., school 

name, city, state) into detailed geographic information for each event (e.g., latitude and longitude 

coordinates, county, city, state, full address, zip code) by querying the Google Maps Application 

Program Interface (API). 

As a data quality check, manually checked each recruiting event, ensuring that event 

“type” (e.g., public high school visit) was correctly categorized and that each event was merged 

to the correct secondary data source (e.g., the correct NCES school ID). We conducted this check 

for both scraped data and requested data. Appendix Table A3.1 summarizes data collection 

sources and quality checks. 

 

Case Study Sample 

We selected cases from the broader data collection sample (N=49) in two stages – first, 

data “completeness” and second, theoretical sampling. First, based on prior research (Holland, 

2019; Noel-Levitz, 2017, 2018; Stevens, 2007) and conversations with admissions professionals, 

we find that all universities convene three broad types of off-campus recruiting events: (1) 

receptions/college fairs at hotels/convention centers; (2) evening college fairs at high schools; 

and (3) day-time visits at high schools. Fifteen of the 49 universities we scraped posted all three 

broad types of off-campus recruiting events on their website. 

Second, we selected six of these 15 universities based on case study principles of 

theoretical sampling (Eisenhardt, 1989). Because our aim is to explore similarities and 

differences in recruiting efforts across public research universities, we use a “diverse” case study 

selection strategy (Seawright & Gerring, 2008). This strategy aims to capture the variation in the 
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population of interest by selecting cases across different dimensions of the population. We 

conducted detailed analyses (described below) for a total of 15 universities, but this study shows 

results for six cases that were selected to capture the variation of public research universities 

based on institutional characteristics (e.g., academic profile, enrollments, tuition price). Yin 

(2009) also advocates for a theoretically-driven case study research design. Our theoretical 

framework, which utilizes resource dependence theory and academic capitalism, argues that 

university enrollment priorities are a function of resource opportunities and pressures from the 

external environment as well as the ideologies and goals of internal actors. Therefore, we select 

cases to encompass variation in state funding, state demographic trends, legislative pressures, 

student enrollment demand, and prestige. 

Table 3.1 shows our six cases across selected dimensions. Figures for changes in revenue 

sources, enrollments, and state populations over time for each university can be found in 

Appendix Figures A3.1-A3.5. 

First, the University of Alabama (Alabama) experienced funding and enrollment shifts 

that represent an extreme example of trends happening at many public research universities. 

Since 2008, state funding declined substantially, while tuition revenue increased dramatically, 

driven by explosive growth in nonresident enrollment. 

The University of California, Berkeley (UC Berkeley), the most selective and prestigious 

university in the study, is one of the few nationally prestigious public universities in the country 

with strong nonresident demand. UC Berkeley also faces strong legislative pressures. After the 

state legislature introduced a bill to cap nonresident enrollment, the UC system voluntarily 

implemented a nonresident enrollment cap in 2017. For UC Berkeley, nonresident enrollment is 

capped at 24% of undergraduate enrollment. 



 

 
 

66 

We select another university in California to explore similarities and differences in 

recruiting practices for universities facing similar external conditions. Although less selective 

than UC Berkeley, the University of California, Irvine (UC Irvine) has similar nonresident 

enrollment. UC Irvine experienced a less dramatic decline in state funding than UC Berkeley, but 

still received less state funding per FTE student than UC Berkeley. 

At the University of Massachusetts Amherst (UMass Amherst), state funding increased 

steadily since 2010 but remains well below pre-recession levels. It is one of two cases in the 

study that receives nearly the same proportion of total revenue from state appropriations as the 

proportion of revenue generated from tuition. UMass Amherst is also unique from other cases in 

that it is located in a relatively rural area in a state with many private, elite colleges and 

universities. 

The University of Georgia (Georgia) is the second case that receives nearly equal revenue 

from state funding and tuition. Georgia is also the case with the strongest state merit aid 

program. The HOPE scholarship program provides substantial tuition assistance for students 

graduating from a Georgia high school and pursuing an undergraduate degree at one of the 

state’s colleges or universities (Georgia Student Finance Commission). However, state funding 

for Georgia – including appropriations and HOPE funding – declined dramatically since 2008. 

Georgia has the lowest proportion of nonresident freshmen across all cases and is located in a 

state with large projected growth in high school graduates. 

Lastly, compared to the other five cases we select, the University of Nebraska Lincoln 

(Nebraska) experienced modest changes in state funding and state demographics. Additionally, 

Nebraska is the only university that still receives substantially more revenue from the state than 



 

 
 

67 

from tuition. While nonresident enrollment has increased over the last decade, so has the share of 

freshmen receiving federal grants. 

 

Data Analysis 

Following Eisenhardt (1989), our analyses consist of within-case analyses and cross-case 

analyses. The goal of within-case analyses is “to become intimately familiar with each case as a 

stand-alone entity….allow[ing] the unique patterns of each case to emerge 

before…generaliz[ing] patterns across cases” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 540). Our within-case 

analyses consist of quantitative descriptive analyses, including: univariate analyses of recruiting 

visits (e.g., counts of visits by visit type in some geographic area); the creation of interactive 

geospatial visualizations; bivariate descriptive statistics comparing the characteristics of schools 

that received a visit to those that did not; and linear probability regression models that investigate 

whether relationships between the probability of receiving a visit and independent variables of 

interest persist after controlling for variables associated with receiving a visit. 

The process of data analysis was time consuming and not linear, mirroring the “two steps 

forward, one step back” and “multiple iterations between data and emerging findings” process 

often described in case study research (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2010; Sandhu & Kulik 2018). 

Broadly, we followed the Pratt, Rockmann, & Kaufmann (2006) process of: first, categorizing 

raw data into first-order empirical findings based on dozens of micro-investigations of each case; 

and, second, through multiple iterations, consolidating first-order findings into broader findings 

and themes, with reference to the analytic focus developed in our theoretical framework. After 

conducting detailed analyses of each case and identifying the broad patterns for each case, we 

began comparing findings across cases to identify similarities and differences in both micro 
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findings and broader findings. These cross-case analyses enabled us to identify findings that 

were consistent across most cases, and cases that deviated from general patterns. Finally, we 

compared broad recruiting patterns across cases in relation to similarities and differences in the 

local state environment universities were situated in (e.g., state funding, demographic trends, the 

presence of nonresident enrollment caps). After completing these analyses for the 15 cases with 

“complete” data, we selected six universities to present in this manuscript, as described above. 

 

Variables 

Data on off-campus recruiting events were merged to secondary data on school and 

community characteristics. Specifically, we obtained data on public high schools from the 

Common Core of Data (CCD), data on private high schools from the Private School Universe 

Survey (PSS), and data on the universities in the sample from the Integrated Postsecondary Data 

System (IPEDS). Achievement data for public high schools is from EdFacts Assessment 

Proficiency data collected by NCES. Demographic and economic data on communities were 

collected from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS). 

Our dependent variables are visit counts and dummy indicators for whether a public high 

school or private school received a recruiting visit by each of the six universities in the study. 

Drawing on the iron triangle of enrollment management, our primary independent 

variables of interest measure the economic, racial, and achievement characteristics of schools 

and communities. We measure income for public high schools by the average median household 
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income of the zip code where the school is located.10 , 11 Race variables include the percent of 

student enrollments from each racial group as well as the cumulative percent of Black, Latinx, 

and Native American students for public high schools, private schools, and communities 

measured at the zip code level. 

Because prior research on access inequality finds that low-income students and students 

of color are less likely to attend college due to lower academic achievement (Howard, 2015; S. 

F. Reardon & Galindo, 2009; Sheperd & Sutcliffe, 2011), we include school-level measures of 

achievement for public high schools. Achievement is measured by the number of students 

scoring at proficient levels in mathematics on state high school exit exams.12 

Other variables are used to account for factors that would affect whether a school gets a 

visit. Prior research suggests that recruiting efforts are likely to target larger schools, which have 

a larger pool of prospective students (Hoxby & Avery, 2013; Noel-Levitz, 2018). We measure 

school size using the number of 12th grade students. Prior research also finds some populations 

of students are more likely to attend colleges in closer proximity to home (López Turley, 2009). 

Thus, we include measures of distance in miles between the location of the university and the 

high school. We include a categorical measure indicating whether a school is located in a city, 

suburb, or rural area because traveling to rural communities may be more expensive and time 

consuming. Lastly, we include an indicator that categorizes school type as a regular school, 

                                                
10 Zip code-level income data for homeowners between 25-64 years old is used. This was calculated by taking the average of the median income 
for age group 25-44 and age group 45-64 years olds, as reported in the 2016 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates. However, 
disaggregated income data is not available for all zip codes. Because we treat income as a categorical variable, all observations are used but zip 
codes with missing income data are included in a “missing” category. 
11 Given private school students are not likely to live in the same community where the school is located like public high school students and data 
sources provide no other measures of income for students enrolled in private schools (e.g. tuition prices, parental income), we do not analyze the 
income of private high school visits. 
12 Because these data come from the only comprehensive, national dataset that compiles student outcomes on high school exit examinations and 
reports student performance at the school-level for public high schools, our achievement measures are limited to public high schools. 
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charter school, or magnet school because magnet schools may be more likely to have a larger 

number of high-achieving students and the capacity to host recruiting events. 

 

Limitations 

There are several limitations to these data. First, off-campus visits encompass only one 

university recruiting effort. Universities may also be recruiting students via other interventions 

(e.g., direct mailings, emails, specific outreach programs). Second, despite our best efforts to 

collect and triangulate off-campus recruiting data from more than one source to validate 

completeness, our data may not capture all off-campus recruiting events by each university. 

Third, the National Center for Education Statistics collects high school finance data and 

personnel data on guidance counselors at the district-level rather than the school-level. 

Therefore, our analyses do not account for differences in high school-level capacity to host 

recruiting visits. Fourth, we are limited in using the number of students scoring at proficient 

levels on state math assessments as a crude measure of school-level academic achievement 

because no other comprehensive, national dataset reports student achievement measures at the 

school-level. 

 

Results 

Table 3.2 presents the number of off-campus recruiting visits by visit type and by in-state 

versus out-of-state location for each university in the study. In four of the six cases, universities 

made more out-of-state recruiting visits than recruiting visits within their respective states. 

Additionally, in the broader set of 15 universities we analyzed, 12 made more out-of-state visits 

than in-state visits and 7 made more than twice as many out-of-state visits, as shown in the 
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interactive results linked above. While visits to public high schools make up the largest 

proportion of both in-state and out-of-state recruiting efforts, out-of-state efforts were also likely 

to include a large proportion of private high school visits. 

We organize results around these initial patterns. Given that most universities visited far 

more out-of-state schools and communities than in-state, we first explore out-of-state recruiting 

efforts. Our out-of-state analyses focus on characteristics of public and private high schools 

because these visits comprise the vast majority of out-of-state recruiting efforts. Secondly, we 

explore in-state recruiting efforts in depth. Because public universities hold unique 

responsibilities to serving state residents, we assess each university’s “coverage” of public high 

schools in their respective state. Lastly, we explore both out-of-state and in-state visits through 

the lenses of resource dependence theory and academic capitalism to construct a multifaceted, 

holistic comparison of university off-campus recruiting efforts. 

 

Out-of-State Recruiting 

Greater number of out-of-state visits. As seen in Table 3.2, most universities made more 

out-of-state recruiting visits than in-state visits. Alabama showcased the upper extreme of this 

trend. Alabama made far more out-of-state recruiting visits (3,957) than any other case. These 

out-of-state visits accounted for 91% of all visits, a higher proportion than any other case. Three 

other cases also made a relatively large number of out-of-state visits that equaled large 

proportions of total recruiting efforts: Georgia (66%), UMass Amherst (69%), Nebraska (62%). 

UC Berkeley and UC Irvine were the only cases to deviate from making more out-of-state than 

in-state recruiting visits. UC Berkeley made 420 out-of-state visits accounting for 46% of all 
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visits. UC Irvine’s 172 visits to schools and communities in other states made up only 18% of 

total recruiting efforts. 

Visits located in metropolitan areas. Across all cases, out-of-state visits were 

concentrated in metropolitan areas. Figure 3.2 shows small-multiple maps of national recruiting 

patterns for each university. Out-of-state recruiting visits were clustered in large metropolitan 

areas around the country, such as New York City, Los Angeles, Chicago, Dallas, and 

Washington D.C. Rural areas within these states were largely ignored. For example, UMass 

Amherst made 72 visits and 23 visits to the Los Angeles and San Francisco metropolitan areas, 

but no visits to schools in the Central Valley or to any non-coastal area of California. Other 

metro areas frequently visited across cases include Houston, Boston, San Francisco, Denver, 

Atlanta, Philadelphia, Orlando, Baltimore, and Miami. 

These maps also show differences in what areas of the country were visited. Nebraska 

illustrates a “regional focus” to out-of-state recruiting. That is, the vast majority of out-of-state 

visits were to metropolitan areas in neighboring states and in states within the local Midwest 

region. Georgia and UMass Amherst followed what we conceptualize as a “regional focus 

combined with a targeted national approach” to out-of-state recruiting. These universities visited 

out-of-state metropolitan areas near their respective states and also targeted specific metropolitan 

areas in other regions of the country. For example, UMass Amherst’s out-of-state visits are 

heavily concentrated in the Northeast but also made many visits to the Chicago, Los Angeles, 

San Francisco, Atlanta, Tampa, Orlando, and Miami metropolitan areas. UC Berkeley and 

Alabama followed a “national approach” to out-of-state recruiting, with visits spread across the 

country and not clustered in any particular region. However, in contrast to Berkeley, Alabama 

made many visits to mid-sized metropolitan areas (e.g., Spokane, WA). 
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Income bias, visits concentrated in most affluent public high schools. Table 3.3 

presents descriptive statistics for out-of-state public high schools that received and did not 

receive a visit by each university in the study. The total number of out-of-state high schools in 

Table 3.3 includes all public high schools in states that received at least one visit to a public or 

private high school from that university.13 We made this decision because it is unhelpful to 

compare visited out-of-state schools to non-visited schools in states that the university ignored 

entirely. Thus, total number of out-of-state high schools differs across universities. 

Out-of-state recruiting visits to public high schools are concentrated in highly affluent 

areas – a finding that is true across all cases in the study. For example, UMass Amherst visited 

out-of-state public high schools in zip codes where the average median income is $115,000, 

whereas schools that did not receive a visit were located in areas with an average median 

household income of $64,000. This income disparity between visited and not visited schools was 

lowest for University of Nebraska, which visited out-of-state public high schools in zip codes 

where the average median income is $85,000 in comparison to a $61,000 average median income 

for schools that did not receive a visit. 

Figure 3.3 “zooms” in to the New York City metropolitan area to show the income 

disparity in visits by UMass Amherst using a series of maps. The first map outlines the New 

York City metropolitan area. The second map adds a color layer to show the average median 

household income at the zip-code level, with darker colors indicating higher income. The third 

figure uses blue circle markers to represent visits by UMass Amherst to public high schools. The 

last figure adds red “x” markers to indicate public high schools that did not receive a visit by 

                                                
13 For example, Nebraska visited high schools in 13 different states. All 6,423 public high schools in those states are included in the out-of-state 
public high school sample for Nebraska and an indicator is used for schools that received at least one recruiting visit by the university (420 visited 
and 6,003 non-visited) 
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UMass Amherst. Together, these figures show that the lowest income communities are located 

directly at the center of the metro area and are surrounded by some of the highest income 

communities in the metro. UMass Amherst’s visits to public high schools in the New York City 

metro are located in the most affluent zip codes. More so, the locations of visits seem to circle 

around non-visited public high schools (represented by red “x’s”) located in some of the lowest 

income communities of the New York City metro. 

To examine whether the relationship between income and receiving a visit persists after 

controlling for other factors that could affect whether a school receives a visit, we conducted 

descriptive linear probability regression models, shown in Table 3.4. Each observation represents 

an out-of-state public high school. The dependent variable is whether the high school received a 

visit. Models were run separately for each university. These models include measures for high 

schools’ racial composition, size, school type, locale, and distance from the university. We also 

account for student achievement by using the number of students scoring at proficient levels in 

state math assessments.14 Because the relationship between receiving a visit and several 

independent variables – income, race, enrollment, math proficiency – is highly non-linear, 

models utilize categorical measures of these variables rather than high-order polynomials for 

ease of interpretation. 

Looking at the column of results for Alabama in Table 3.4, the constant represents a high 

school falling within the reference category across all variables: a high school located in a zip 

code with less than $50,000 average median income; with 0-20% enrollment from Black, Latinx, 

and Native American students, with less than 50 students in grade 12, with less than 50 students 

                                                
14 Because the only comprehensive, national dataset on student academic achievement reports performance outcomes from state-required high 
school exit examinations that vary from state to state, this is likely to be a limited and conservative measure of achievement for schools across 
different states. Even so, we include this measure to control for the probability that schools with larger numbers of high-achieving students are 
more likely to receive a visit by admissions recruiters. 
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scoring proficient on the state math assessment, and is a regular high school located in a suburb 

within 10 miles of the university. We can interpret the coefficient on the constant as the overall 

probability of receiving a visit for schools with these characteristics by multiplying the 

coefficient by 100. This would suggest that a high school consistent with the characteristics 

above has an overall 7% (p<0.001) likelihood of receiving a visit by Alabama. 

We hold all characteristics besides income constant to examine the differences in 

probability of receiving a recruiting visit between schools in low-income and high-income 

communities. Table 3.4 shows that out-of-state public high schools located in communities with 

$75,000-$99,000 average median household incomes are 8% (p<0.001) more likely to receive a 

recruiting visit by Alabama than schools located in communities with average median incomes 

less than $50,000. This probability increases to 21% (p<0.001) more likely for schools in areas 

with $100,000-$149,000 average median incomes, to 42% (p<0.001) more likely for schools in 

areas with $150,000-$199,000 incomes, to 48% (p<0.001) more likely to receive a visit for 

schools located in communities with more than $200,000 incomes. 

Across all universities, the regression results from Table 3.4 show that public high 

schools located in communities with higher average median incomes are more likely to receive a 

visit than schools in low-income communities. Generally, the magnitude of this relationship is 

larger for higher income bands than lower income bands. For example, schools in all income 

ranges greater than $100,000 average median incomes are significantly more likely to receive a 

visit by UC Berkeley than schools with less than $50,000 average median incomes. However, 

this probability increases from only 6% more likely to receive a visit for schools with $100,000-

$149,000 average median household incomes to 24% more likely to receive a visit for schools 

located in communities with more than $200,000 average incomes. 
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Racial bias: less likely to visit predominantly Black, Latinx, and Native American high 

schools. Table 3.3 shows the racial composition of the average visited and non-visited out-of-

state public high school. For most universities, visited high schools had a substantially lower 

percent of Black, Latinx, and Native American students than non-visited high schools. For 

example, Georgia visited out-of-state public high schools where Black, Latinx, and Native 

American students, on average, made up 30% of total student enrollments; whereas Black, 

Latinx, and Native American students made up, on average, 41% of total enrollments at schools 

that did not receive a visit. However, this difference was modest for Nebraska. Nebraska visited 

schools where Black, Latinx, and Native American students made up 27% of total enrollments in 

comparison to 29% of total enrollments at non-visited schools. 

We “zoom” in to the Los Angeles metropolitan area to map the racial disparity between 

public high schools that received a visit and did not receive a visit by the University of Georgia 

in Figure 3.4. For Figure 3.4, the color legend indicates the percentage of the total zip code 

population that is made up by Black, Latinx, and Native American sub-populations, with darker 

colors indicating higher percentages. These maps show that Georgia’s visits to public high 

schools in the Los Angeles metro area are located in predominantly white and Asian 

communities. More so, these visits encircle the largest communities of color at the center of the 

metropolitan area. None of the 54 public high schools located in this area with more than 90% 

Black, Latinx, and Native American populations received a visit by Georgia. 

For most universities in the study, regression results in Table 3.4 also find a negative 

relationship between enrollment from Black, Latinx, and Native American students and the 

probability of receiving a visit for most universities in the study. The magnitude of this negative 

relationship tended to be larger for schools with higher percentages of Black, Latinx, and Native 



 

 
 

77 

American students. For example, the column for UMass Amherst shows that out-of-state public 

high schools with 40-59% enrollment from Black, Latinx, Native American students are 3% 

(p<0.001) less likely to receive a visit from UMass Amherst than schools with less than 20% 

enrollment from these students. This probability increases to 4% (p<0.001) less likely for schools 

with 60-79% enrollment, to 6% (p<0.001) less likely for schools with 80-90% enrollment from 

these students. However, the magnitude of coefficients on race is generally smaller than the 

magnitude of coefficients on income. Additionally, the column for Nebraska in Table 3.4 shows 

that schools with high percentages of Black, Latinx, and Native American students do not have a 

lower probability of receiving a visit after controlling for other factors. 

Not surprisingly, Table 3.3 shows that public high schools that receive visits have, on 

average, larger grade 12 enrollments than non-visited schools. Regression results in Table 3.4 

affirm this finding. The largest public high schools (with more than 500 grade 12 students) are 

significantly more likely to receive a visit than the smallest public high schools (less than 50 

grade 12 students) across recruiting by all universities. We explore relationships between visits 

and other school characteristics but are not shown for space considerations. These results are 

available upon request. 

Disproportionate number of visits to private schools. For nearly all cases in the study, 

we find that out-of-state recruiting efforts focus on visiting a disproportionate number of private 

schools. We calculate the actual number of private and public high schools visited compared to 

the hypothetical number of private and public high schools that would have been visited if each 

school had an equal probability of receiving a visit.15 For example, if public and private high 

                                                
15 We use UC Berkeley to detail how this hypothetical visit count is calculated. Summing total out-of-state private schools in Table 3.6 and total 
public schools in Table 3.3 shows there are 11,071 public high schools and 2,574 private schools in visited states by UC Berkeley. 
Proportionately, public schools make up 81% (11,071 of 13,645) and private schools make up 19% (2,574 of 13,645) of total schools in these 
states. We use this proportion to hypothetically estimate how many of UC Berkeley’s 308 total out-of-state school visits (these are visits to 
unique schools and excludes multiple visits to the same school) would be to private and public schools if each school had an equal probability of 
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schools had an equal probability of receiving a visit, 250 of UC Berkeley’s 308 total out-of-state 

school visits would have been to public high schools versus 58 visits would have been to private 

schools. Yet UC Berkeley’s 130 private school visits are more than double the number we 

estimate. 

Table 3.5 shows the actual number of visits to public and private schools compared to our 

calculated, proportional number of visits under equal probability of receiving a visit for each 

university. This table shows that the actual number of private school visits exceeded the 

estimated number of visits under equal probability for five of the six universities. Nebraska 

visited the same number of private high schools as we estimate under equal probability of 

receiving a visit. 

These findings coincide with patterns of income and racial bias within out-of-state 

recruiting efforts. Prior research suggests that private schools receive a disproportionate number 

of recruiting visits because private school students tend to be wealthier (Stevens, 2007). 

Descriptive results in Table 3.6 shows that private schools also tend to be predominantly white 

schools. Additionally, Table 3.6 shows that for UC Berkeley, the mean 12th grade enrollment for 

visited out-of-state private schools is 123, compared to 459 for public high schools in Table 3.3. 

This difference in mean 12th grade enrollment is consistent across all universities. While this 

difference is partially a function of private schools tending to be smaller than publics, the 

findings suggest that universities are much more willing to make recruiting visits to private out-

of-state schools with smaller enrollment than out-of-state public high schools. 

 

                                                
receiving a visit. UC Berkeley would have made 250 public high school visits (81% of 308 total visits) and 58 private school visits (19% of 308 
total visits) if each school had an equal probability of receiving a visit. 



 

 
 

79 

In-State Recruiting 

Because public universities hold unique responsibilities in providing educational 

opportunities to state residents, we assess universities on their “coverage” of public high schools 

in their respective states. We define coverage as the proportion of visited public high schools to 

the total number of schools or colleges within the state.16 

Table 3.7 presents descriptive statistics for in-state public high schools that received and 

did not receive visits by each university. We find that coverage of in-state public high schools 

varies across cases. For example, there are a total of 418 public high schools in the state of 

Georgia but only 41% received at least one recruiting visit by the University of Georgia. 

Alabama was another case that visited less than half of public high schools in their state (33%). 

UMass Amherst had relatively greater coverage of high schools, visiting 62% of public high 

schools in Massachusetts. Nebraska was the only university amongst the six cases that had 

extensive coverage of in-state public high schools. Nebraska visited nearly 9 of every 10 public 

high schools in the state. UC Berkeley and UC Irvine had limited coverage of all public high 

schools in California, 17% and 16%, respectively. Because California is a populous state, we 

also consider their coverage of public high schools in their local metropolitan area. Restricting 

coverage to local public high schools in their surrounding metropolitan areas, we find that UC 

Berkeley and UC Irvine had 45% and 26% coverage, respectively. 

Visits driven by achievement or enrollment. The iron triangle of enrollment 

management, which we utilize to develop the broad analytic focus for our analyses, suggests that 

the decision to visit particular in-state public high schools is partially driven by the number of 

                                                
16 Because public universities also hold a unique responsibility in providing transfer pathways for community college students, we also analyzed 
coverage of in-state community colleges but results are not presented here for space considerations. These findings can be found in Appendix 
Table A3.2 
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students who surpass some threshold of academic achievement. Table 3.7 reports the mean 

number of students scoring proficient on state math assessments for in-state public high schools 

that received a visit and for those that did not receive a visit by each university.17 Across all 

cases, schools that received a recruiting visit had a higher average number of students scoring at 

proficient levels than schools that did not receive a visit. However, Table 3.7 also shows that 

schools that received visits also tend to have a greater number of grade 12 students than schools 

that did not receive a visit. 

We use regression results for in-state high schools in Table 3.8 to explore whether the 

probability of visiting a school is driven by achievement and/or size. Results suggest that in-state 

recruiting visits are primarily driven by grade 12 enrollment for four universities: Alabama, UC 

Berkeley, UC Irvine, and Nebraska. For these universities, coefficients on the highest number of 

students scoring at proficient levels are not significant when holding grade 12 constant. 

However, all or nearly all grade 12 enrollment coefficients are significant while holding number 

of students scoring at proficient levels constant. We find the opposite relationship between 

school achievement and size for UMass Amherst. Number of students scoring at proficient levels 

significantly predicts the probability of receiving a visit while grade 12 enrollment does not. 

School achievement and size both significantly predicted the probability of receiving a visit by 

Georgia. 

Income bias across most cases, although to a lesser extent than out-of-state recruiting. 

We find that recruiting visits to in-state public high schools demonstrate patterns of income bias 

for most universities. However, the magnitude of this bias is not as large as the income bias in 

                                                
17 The only comprehensive, national dataset that reports student performance at the school-level compiles student outcomes on state-required high 
school exit examinations, which vary from state to state. While this measure is used only as a control for our out-of-state analyses due to its cross-
state comparison limitations, we substantively explore relationships between a school’s academic achievement and the probability of receiving a 
recruiting visit for in-state analyses. 
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out-of-state visits. Table 3.7 shows the average median income of in-state public high schools 

that received and did not receive visits by each university. With the exception of recruiting by 

UC Irvine, the average median income of visited schools across all cases is greater than schools 

that did not receive visits. The magnitude of the income difference between visited and not 

visited in-states schools is relatively smaller than that of out-of-state schools. For example, 

UMass Amherst visited in-state public high schools in zip codes where the average median 

income is $95,000, whereas schools that did not receive a visit are located in areas with an 

average median household income of $82,000. However, in-state recruiting efforts by UC Irvine 

include visits to high schools that are on average less affluent than schools that did not receive a 

visit. 

We again use maps to show the income disparity between schools that received a visit 

and those that did not. We present the final figure in the series above with gradient layers 

representing income at the zip code level, blue dots representing visited schools, and red “x’s” 

representing non-visited schools for four different universities. Figure 3.5 shows in-state 

recruiting for Nebraska, UMass Amherst, UC Irvine, and UC Berkeley. For UC Irvine and UC 

Berkeley we show recruiting within the Los Angeles and San Francisco metropolitan areas rather 

than all of California, respectively. 

The maps in Figure 3.5 coincide with the descriptive results above. A function of visiting 

nearly every public high school in the state, Nebraska’s visits are geographically distributed 

across all income ranges in the state and the few schools that did not receive a visit are located in 

both high and low-income communities. While in-state visits by UMass Amherst are generally 

geographically distributed across income ranges, many of the non-visited schools tend to be 

located in low-income communities. UC Irvine’s visits are generally located in low-income 
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communities throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area. More so, schools in the highest 

income communities in the metro did not receive visits. Lastly, UC Berkeley’s visits in the San 

Francisco metropolitan area are generally distributed across low-income and high-income 

communities. However, the largest cluster of non-visited schools is located in low-income 

communities near Oakland whereas a relatively smaller number of schools in high-income 

coastal areas of the metro did not receive a visit. 

Regression results in Table 3.8 suggest that income bias by most universities persists 

even after controlling for high schools’ racial composition, size, achievement, school type, 

locale, and distance from the university. Although, the magnitude of this relationship varies 

across income bands for different universities. For some universities, only the most affluent 

schools are significantly more likely to receive a visit. For example, only schools located in 

communities with $150,000-$199,000 average median household incomes are significantly more 

likely (by 43%) to receive a visit by Georgia than schools located in areas with less than $50,000 

incomes. While the most affluent schools (more than $200,000 average median incomes) are not 

significantly more likely to receive a visit by UC Berkeley, schools located in all other income 

ranges are significantly more likely to receive a visit. However, income bias in descriptive results 

fades after controlling for other factors for Alabama and Nebraska. Also consistent with 

descriptive relationships above, schools in more affluent communities are significantly less likely 

to receive recruiting visits by UC Irvine. 

Racial bias across some cases. Patterns of racial bias within in-state recruiting differs 

across universities. Table 3.7 shows the racial composition of the average visited and non-visited 

in-state public high school. With the exception of UC Irvine, universities on average visited in-

state public high schools with smaller proportions of Black, Latinx, and Native American 
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students than non-visited schools. However, in comparison to out-of-state visits, the difference in 

average racial composition of visited schools versus non-visited schools is relatively small across 

all cases. 

Figure 3.6 shows in-state recruiting by Georgia, Alabama, UC Irvine, and UC Berkeley 

through the use of color layers that indicate the proportion of the total zip code population that is 

made up by Black, Latinx, and Native American subpopulations. These figures illustrate the 

differences in racial bias across universities. For Georgia, visits and non-visits are generally 

distributed across both predominantly white communities and predominantly communities of 

color in the state. The map for Alabama shows that visits are clustered in the predominantly 

white communities in the northern and southern regions of the state. Most notably, only a few 

schools with predominantly Black, Latinx, and Native American students located in the state’s 

“Black Belt” region – a region of the state historically rooted in the forced removal of Native 

Americans and the development of cotton plantations using enslaved African and African 

American labor – received a visit. The majority of UC Irvine’s visits to public high schools in the 

Los Angeles metropolitan are located within predominantly communities of color, with only a 

few visits to predominantly white communities in the metro. Lastly, UC Berkeley’s visits in the 

San Francisco metropolitan area are geographically distributed across white communities and 

communities of color. However, the largest clusters of non-visited high schools are located in 

some of the metro’s only predominantly communities of color near Oakland. 

Regression results in Table 3.8 suggest racial bias persists after controlling for other 

factors for only one university: Alabama. In-state public high schools where Black, Latinx, and 

Native American students make up more than 90% of all student enrollments are 24% (p < .001) 

less likely to receive a visit by Alabama than schools with less than 20% enrollment from these 
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student groups. For remaining cases, regression results suggest that racial bias does not persist 

after controlling for other school characteristics. More so, we find that in-state public high 

schools with large proportional enrollments from Black, Latinx, and Native American students 

are significantly more likely to receive recruiting visits by UC Berkeley, UC Irvine, and Georgia. 

Some rural visits. We find that universities are less likely to visit in-state public high 

schools in rural communities. Table 3.7 provides the proportion of visited and non-visited in-

state public high schools by locale for each university. With the exception of UMass Amherst, a 

smaller proportion of visited high schools are located in rural areas than non-visited schools. 

Regression results in Table 3.8 show that rural bias fades for all universities except UC Irvine 

after controlling for other factors. In-state schools located in rural communities are 7% (p < 0.01) 

less likely to receive a visit by UC Irvine than schools located in suburbs, even after controlling 

for distance and school size. Analyses of the full 15 universities suggest that this rural bias is also 

consistent across the larger number of universities, although there were some exceptions (e.g., 

NC State, UMass Amherst). 

 

Recruiting for Resources or Recruiting Market-Driven Values 

While we find nearly all universities in the study have strong out-of-state recruiting 

efforts, we don’t find consistent patterns for in-state recruiting by these universities. Four of the 

six cases had more out-of-state than in-state visits: Alabama, Georgia, UMass Amherst, and 

Nebraska. Out-of-state visits focused on affluent, predominantly white public high schools and 

predominantly white private schools in populous metropolitan areas around the country. Despite 

having very similar out-of-state recruiting efforts, these universities varied in their in-state 

recruiting efforts. Alabama and Georgia had limited coverage of in-state public high schools, 
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UMass Amherst had moderate coverage, whereas Nebraska visited nearly every public high 

school in the state. In-state visits also differed by income and racial bias. Income bias persisted 

after controlling for public high school characteristics such as achievement, size, and distance for 

in-state recruiting by Georgia and UMass Amherst, whereas the income bias faded for Alabama 

and Nebraska. However, Alabama was the only case where racial bias persisted after controlling 

for other factors. 

UC Berkeley and UC Irvine made more in-state visits than out-of-state visits. However, 

these universities differ substantially in the number of out-of-state visits and in-state recruiting 

efforts. While both universities showed income and racial bias in their out-of-state visits, UC 

Irvine made substantially fewer visits than UC Berkeley. Income bias was also evident in UC 

Berkeley’s in-state recruiting visits. However, the opposite was true for UC Irvine. UC Irvine 

was more likely to visit in-state public high schools in poorer communities than affluent 

communities. 

Resource dependence theory would suggest the focus on out-of-state recruiting visits is 

linked to declines in state funding. Specifically, we would expect universities with dramatic or 

prolonged declines in state appropriations to focus off-campus recruiting efforts on affluent out-

of-state high schools. While all cases in the study experienced declines in state funding 

immediately following the Great Recession, Alabama is the case with the weakest state funding 

and the largest out-of-state recruiting efforts as the theory would suggest. Georgia also 

experienced dramatic declines in state funding and had a relatively large out-of-state recruiting 

focus. UC Berkeley and UC Irvine provide a unique example supporting resource dependence 

theory. UC Berkeley experienced a more dramatic decline in state funding whereas UC Irvine 
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experienced modest declines in comparison. As would be expected, UC Berkeley had a larger 

out-of-state focus to off-campus recruiting efforts than UC Irvine. 

However, cases with relatively more generous state funding did not necessarily have a 

lesser focus on out-of-state recruiting visits as resource dependence theory would suggest. While 

UMass Amherst experienced a dramatic decline in state funding immediately after the Great 

Recession, state funding has steadily increased since the initial decline. Similarly, Nebraska 

experienced a relatively small decline in state funding following the recession, but has remained 

nearly constant over time in comparison to most other universities. Large out-of-state recruiting 

efforts by UMass Amherst and Nebraska are not suggestive of engaging in resource 

diversification given their steadily increasing and relatively stable state funding, respectively. 

These findings coincide with academic capitalism, which suggests that the large out-of-

state recruiting focus and biases across cases are only partly a function of unfavorable 

environmental conditions and resources. The framework argues that public universities are not 

the victims of external and encroaching market values driven by a need to replace declines in 

state funding by engaging in entrepreneurial revenue-generating activities. Rather, it suggests 

that universities make choices. Some universities make choices that lead to off-campus recruiting 

efforts that prioritize the revenue generation dimension of the iron triangle of enrollment 

management while the public-good dimension of access is relegated a lower priority among 

enrollment goals. 

 

Discussion 

Public research universities have a historical mission of social mobility for meritorious 

state residents and are designated the unique responsibility of preparing the future professional, 
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business, and civic leaders of the state (Gerald & Haycock, 2006). A growing policy concern is 

that public research universities increasingly enroll an affluent student body that is 

unrepresentative of the socioeconomic and racial diversity of the states they serve (Burd, 2014, 

2018; Nichols & Schak, 2019) 

Policy discourse about college access is informed by scholarship that largely focuses on 

analyzing the behavior of students (the demand-side) rather than the behavior of universities that 

enroll these students (the supply-side). Research on student behavior highlights explanations that 

place responsibility on students and K-12 schools (e.g., the “achievement gap,” “under-

matching”), leading to policy solutions that focus on interventions to change student behavior. 

Scholarship on college access has not adequately interrogated university enrollment priorities. 

We argue that the enrollment priorities of public research universities may be biased against low-

income students and/or students of color. We analyze off-campus recruiting behavior of public 

research universities as a means of gaining insight about university enrollment priorities. 

Our findings suggest that the majority of public research universities prefer a mostly-

affluent student body. Four of the six universities analyzed in this manuscript made more out-of-

state recruiting visits than in-state visits. Moreover, 12 of the 15 universities in our broader 

analysis sample made more out-of-state than in-state visits and seven universities made more 

than twice as many out-of-state visits. Out-of-state visits were focused in wealthy, predominantly 

white schools. These socioeconomic and racial biases persisted even after controlling for factors 

related to recruiting visits such as enrollment size and student achievement. Analyses found that 

in-state visits were biased towards affluent communities for most universities, although less so 

than out-of-state visits, but findings for race were inconsistent. 
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Socioeconomic and racial biases in off-campus recruiting visits contradict university 

policies and public relations statements about commitment to access. These findings coalesce 

with a growing enrollment management literature (Bosshardt, Lichtenstein, Palumbo, & 

Zaporowski, 2010; Burd, 2015, 2018; Jaquette et al., 2016) to suggest that many public research 

universities prioritize affluent, non-meritorious, out-of-state students. Therefore, our research 

suggests that policies which focus on changing student behavior will fail to overcome access 

inequality because many public research universities prefer a mostly-affluent student body. 

Our findings also suggest “under-recruiting” as an alternative explanation for under-

matching. Holland (2019) shows that underserved student populations are particularly sensitive 

to which universities take time to visit their high school. Our findings paint a picture of schools 

with predominantly low-income students or Black, Latinx, and Native American students in 

many states being unlikely to receive a recruiting visit from their state flagship university. By 

contrast, affluent high schools and predominantly white schools are more likely to receive visits 

from their state flagship university and from selective public universities from across the 

country. These recruiting patterns create socioeconomic and racial asymmetries in information 

about college and in the extent to which students “feel wanted” by universities. Therefore, 

finding that high-achieving students in low-income communities and communities of color are 

unlikely to apply to selective universities may be a function of under-recruiting by universities 

that do not prioritize enrolling students from these schools. 

Therefore, the question becomes, how can we change university enrollment priorities? 

Increasing state appropriations is one way to change university enrollment priorities. More 

generous state appropriations enable universities to be less reliant on tuition revenue from 

affluent students, thus incentivizing universities to enroll more low-income students. Our 
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research found that universities with the least state funding focused recruiting efforts heavily on 

out-of-state communities. Universities with more generous state funding tended to have better 

coverage of in-state public high schools and/or more equitable coverage of in-state schools. 

Increased public funding could also come in the form of more generous federal or state need-

based grant aid programs, which affects both student demand and university supply. 

Nonresident enrollment caps are an effective means of compelling public universities to 

focus on state residents. Of the broader 15 universities we analyzed, the only three universities 

that made fewer out-of-state visits than in-state visits all faced strong nonresident enrollment 

caps. However, we argue that nonresident enrollment caps should be contractually tied to an 

agreement that the state provides sufficient funding. This way, the responsibility of public 

universities to serve state residents also depends on state responsibility to provide adequate 

funding to provide a quality education for these students. 

Our research also found that universities facing similar external environments had 

substantively different recruiting patterns, suggesting that university enrollment priorities are 

choices made by leadership rather than mere functions of unfavorable environments. Therefore, 

advocacy efforts targeted at specific universities are another means of changing university 

enrollment priorities. Our research suggests that data science methodologies and public records 

request can be used to obtain concrete data on university enrollment priorities. In turn, these data 

can be used to empower local access advocates to hold university leaders accountable for their 

stated commitments to access. 

Our study can inform future research that aims to transform policy debates about access 

inequality by investigating the enrollment priorities of universities. Most access scholarship 

focuses on investigating the behavior of students, often because data on the enrollment 



 

 
 

90 

management behaviors of universities are difficult to obtain. Our study suggests that future 

research can overcome this limitation in studying the “supply side of higher education” by using 

data science methodologies and public records requests to collect systematic, quantifiable data 

about the enrollment management behaviors of universities. 

This paper’s aim was to provide a broad overview of similarities and differences in off-

campus recruiting practices. We focused on investigating relationships between the probability 

of receiving a visit and income, race, and achievement exclusively. Future research should aim to 

explore off-campus recruiting visits in depth. For example, there is a need to investigate whether 

factors, such as race and poverty, interact to intensify biases in recruiting visits. 

Future research should also focus on other recruiting interventions to capture the different 

means by which universities identify and target prospective students. For example, market 

research suggests universities primarily identify prospective students by purchasing contact 

information from College Board and ACT. Future research should investigate which student 

characteristics universities prioritize when purchasing these student lists. Second, following 

Hanson (2017) and Thornhill (2018), future research should develop experimental audit studies 

to examine how universities respond to “inquiries” from prospects with different characteristics. 

Over time, research on enrollment management behaviors can encompass the breadth of 

university recruiting behaviors and shift national policy debates about access away from student 

“deficiencies” to explore how university practices perpetuate access barriers for underserved 

student populations. 
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Tables 

 
 

Table 3.1: Characteristics of Study Sample Compared to Median Characteristics of All Public Research Universities 

 Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska Population 
(N=80) 

         
Academic Profile        
US News & World Report Ranking 103 20 39 56 74 111 94 
25th Percentile SAT/ACT Composite 
Score 

1,053 1,316 1,078 1,165 1,135 1,027 1,085 

75th Percentile SAT/ACT Composite 
Score 

1,351 1,527 1,334 1,360 1,332 1,262 1,300 

         
Enrollment        
Total Enrolled Freshmen 7,559 6,252 6,551 5,433 4,679 4,860 4,957 
Percent Out-of-State Freshmen 68.1% 24.4% 25.8% 12.3% 26.9% 29.9% 25.4% 
Percent Pell Recipients 17.0% 19.4% 37.8% 20.3% 21.5% 23.9% 24.0% 
         
Tuition and Fees        
In-State Tuition + Fees $10,701 $13,807 $13,654 $11,890 $15,301 $8,725 $11,026 
Out-of-State Tuition + Fees $27,544 $41,076 $40,924 $30,502 $32,914 $23,558 $29,441 
         
Revenues        
Total Net Tuition Revenue $493,397,152 $852,825,280 $534,855,840 $463,142,400 $382,249,088 $227,792,208 $379,065,984 
Percent of Total Revenue from Tuition 39.0% 31.2% 17.5% 29.6% 30.6% 20.3% 26.3% 
Total State Appropriations $158,247,648 $411,178,720 $329,859,744 $445,318,208 $353,021,024 $286,740,832 $267,926,000 
Appropriation per Student $4,450 $9,992 $9,548 $11,879 $12,578 $12,561 $7,903 
Percent of Total Revenue from State 
Appropriations 

12.5% 15.1% 10.8% 28.5% 28.2% 25.5% 16.7% 

Total State Revenue $190,197,808 $492,486,464 $348,427,008 $479,996,896 $374,387,616 $295,350,848 $290,634,448 
Revenue per Student $5,348 $11,967 $10,086 $12,804 $13,340 $12,938 $8,970 
Percent of Total Revenue from State 
(All Sources) 

15.0% 18.0% 11.4% 30.7% 30.0% 26.3% 19.4% 

        

Note: Author calculations based on 2016-2017 IPEDS. Population of universities includes universities categorized as Highest Research Activity by 2015 
Carnegie Classification. The University of Alabama is the only institution in the study sample that is not classified as Highest Research Activity.
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Table 3.2: Number of events by type and in-state, out-of-state 

 
Total Events 

Out-of-State  In-State 

  Total Public HS Private HS Other 
 

Total Public HS 
Private 

HS CC Other 
            
Alabama 4,349 3,957 2,312 934 711  392 157 54 124 57 
UC Berkeley 906 420 188 134 98  486 269 35 121 61 
UC Irvine 939 172 77 40 55  767 330 20 322 95 
Georgia 885 587 287 233 67  298 203 69 1 25 
UMass 1,137 784 504 230 50  353 238 62 36 17 
Nebraska 1,421 874 645 104 125  547 446 55 20 26 
            

Note: Totals for schools include multiple visits to unique schools. 
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Table 3.3: Descriptive statistics for out-of-state public high school visits 

  Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska 
 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 
              
Number of High Schools 1,711 13,255 178 10,893 74 7,521 249 9,333 496 8,797 420 6,003 
Miles from University 831 836 1,933 1,917 1,155 1,805 920 808 675 1,102 374 548 
Grade 12 Enrollment 384 169 459 183 471 191 490 201 380 208 391 144 
Median Household Income ($000) $90 $60 $104 $62 $93 $66 $102 $62 $115 $64 $85 $61 
Percent Free or Reduced Lunch 30.4 51.7 23.1 49.2 29.3 46.9 22.6 51.2 21.4 51.7 31.1 46.6 
              
Percent Enrollment by Race             
Black, Latinx, Native American 30.3 38.0 30.4 37.4 29.9 35.5 29.6 40.9 24.5 43.6 27.1 28.8 
White 59.9 56.8 51.7 57.6 44.5 58.4 56.1 53.4 61.6 50.1 63.9 67.2 
Black 13.8 16.3 15.0 18.1 8.1 15.7 10.3 17.1 8.5 17.7 10.2 11.6 
Latinx 16.1 20.5 15.1 18.1 21.3 18.3 19.0 22.3 15.7 25.0 16.0 16.1 
Native American 0.4 1.2 0.3 1.2 0.5 1.5 0.3 1.5 0.2 0.8 0.9 1.1 
Asian 6.7 2.8 14.1 2.6 16.4 3.4 11.2 3.2 11.5 3.9 6.1 1.7 
Other Race 3.2 2.4 3.8 2.3 9.1 2.7 3.1 2.6 2.4 2.5 2.9 2.3 
              
School Type             
0/1 is a Charter School 0.04 0.11 0.06 0.08 0.03 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.02 0.10 0.02 0.07 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.09 0.05 0.18 0.06 0.14 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.09 0.07 0.03 0.04 
0/1 is a Regular School 0.88 0.84 0.76 0.86 0.84 0.85 0.83 0.84 0.89 0.84 0.95 0.89 
              
Locale             
In a City 0.25 0.25 0.45 0.24 0.51 0.25 0.41 0.24 0.22 0.28 0.31 0.18 
In a Suburb 0.58 0.23 0.48 0.26 0.39 0.32 0.52 0.29 0.68 0.28 0.46 0.17 
In a Town 0.04 0.15 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.02 0.12 0.10 0.17 
In a Rural Area 0.13 0.37 0.05 0.36 0.07 0.30 0.07 0.34 0.08 0.31 0.14 0.48 
             

Note: Totals are for unique school visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 2. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the 
sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; located in the 50 U.S. states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs; is not a special education school, alternative school, virtual school, or independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to 
the Federal Department of Education. Non-visited schools include only out-of-state schools in states that received at least one high school visit.
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 Table 3.4: Linear probability models predicting receiving a visit for out-of-state public high schools 
  Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska 
       
Income       
(ref=<$50k)       
$50k-$74k 0.004 -0.003 -0.001 -0.004 -0.011*** 0.001 
 (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) 
$75k-$99k 0.081*** 0.006 0.006 0.008 0.022** 0.049*** 
 (0.009) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.010) 
$100k-$149k 0.207*** 0.060*** 0.042*** 0.068*** 0.178*** 0.191*** 
 (0.014) (0.009) (0.008) (0.011) (0.013) (0.025) 
$150k-$199k 0.415*** 0.193*** 0.033 0.168*** 0.444*** 0.225* 
 (0.041) (0.045) (0.020) (0.041) (0.049) (0.089) 
$200k+ 0.481*** 0.241** 0.005 0.362*** 0.654*** 0.084 
 (0.075) (0.089) (0.005) (0.108) (0.078) (0.129) 
BL, LX, NA Enrollment       
(ref=<20%)       
20-39% 0.030*** -0.002 -0.004 0.003 -0.016* 0.023* 
 (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.008) (0.009) 
40-59% -0.011 -0.015*** 0.002 -0.011* -0.030*** 0.002 
 (0.008) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.011) 
60-79% -0.047*** -0.013** -0.004 -0.027*** -0.040*** 0.011 
 (0.009) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.012) 
80-89% -0.042*** -0.021*** -0.011* -0.035*** -0.056*** -0.023 
 (0.011) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.008) (0.014) 
90%+ -0.073*** -0.027*** -0.011** -0.036*** -0.062*** -0.006 
 (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.007) (0.011) 
# G12 Students       
(ref=<50)       
50-99 0.006 0.001 0.006** -0.001 -0.005 0.006 
 (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005) 
100-199 0.015** -0.0004 0.009** -0.002 0.002 0.026** 
 (0.005) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.008) 
200-299 0.075*** 0.001 0.018*** -0.007 0.017* 0.065*** 
 (0.009) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.008) (0.014) 
300-399 0.162*** 0.013* 0.031*** 0.014 0.019 0.143*** 
 (0.013) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.020) 
400-499 0.198*** 0.040*** 0.031*** 0.046*** 0.012 0.190*** 
 (0.016) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.012) (0.024) 
500+ 0.201*** 0.059*** 0.075*** 0.094*** 0.048*** 0.283*** 
 (0.017) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.028) 
# Math Proficient Students       
(ref=<50)       
50-99 -0.004 -0.003 -0.0005 -0.003 0.007 0.061*** 
 (0.005) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.005) (0.009) 
100-199 0.028*** -0.0004 -0.008 0.003 0.001 0.070*** 
 (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.007) (0.013) 
200-299 0.056*** 0.005 -0.014* 0.022* 0.011 0.078*** 
 (0.014) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.011) (0.021) 
300-399 0.053** 0.005 -0.017 0.045*** 0.032* -0.013 
 (0.019) (0.010) (0.010) (0.013) (0.015) (0.025) 
400+ 0.137*** 0.011 -0.028** 0.004 0.022 -0.098*** 
 (0.020) (0.011) (0.009) (0.012) (0.013) (0.023) 
       
Constant 0.073*** 0.009 0.011 0.008 0.080*** 0.146*** 
 (0.010) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.009) (0.014) 
        
Observations 14,966 11,071 7,595 9,582 9,293 6,423 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 4,098.966 -15,443.180 -14,152.570 -9,137.670 -3,464.868 -1,616.831 
       

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Coefficients and errors for school type, locale, and distance are not 
shown in table. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each 
grade; located in the 50 U.S. states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs; is not a special education school, 
alternative school, virtual school, or independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education. 
Non-visited schools include only out-of-state schools in states that received at least one high school visits.
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Table 3.5: Actual versus Proportional Visits to Out-of-State Private High Schools 

 Number of Visits Percentage of Visits 
 Actual Proportional Actual Proportional 
  Public HS Private HS Public HS Private HS Public HS Private HS Public HS Private HS 
         
Alabama 1,711 681 1,942 450 72% 28% 81% 19% 
UC Berkeley 178 130 250 58 58% 42% 81% 19% 
UC Irvine 74 37 89 22 67% 33% 80% 20% 
Georgia 249 192 354 87 56% 44% 80% 20% 
UMass 496 218 564 150 69% 31% 79% 21% 
Nebraska 420 66 420 66 86% 14% 86% 14% 
         

Note: Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; located in the 50 
U.S. states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs; is not special education school, an alternative school, or a virtual school. 
Non-visited schools include only out-of-state schools in states that received at least one high school visit.  
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Table 3.6: Descriptive statistics for out-of-state private high school visits 
  Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska 
 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 
              
Number of High Schools 681 2,788 130 2,444 37 1,852 192 2,152 218 2,254 66 951 
Grade 12 Enrollment 125 55 123 64 188 69 134 62 149 63 169 60 
              
Percent Enrollment by Race             
Black, Latinx, Native American 17.0 21.1 16.4 21.0 16.7 20.6 13.5 22.8 16.1 23.0 14.9 20.1 
White 71.0 68.4 69.8 70.0 49.4 68.7 74.5 65.8 69.4 65.2 76.5 71.2 
Black 7.1 11.0 7.8 11.4 5.6 10.8 5.9 11.3 6.6 11.3 4.0 9.6 
Latinx 9.5 9.6 8.1 9.2 9.6 9.3 7.2 11.2 9.1 11.3 9.1 10.1 
Native American 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.4 1.4 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.3 1.8 0.4 
Asian 7.2 6.9 8.2 5.7 15.5 6.9 6.8 7.3 8.6 7.7 5.1 5.6 
Other Race 4.9 3.6 5.6 3.3 18.5 3.8 5.2 4.1 5.9 4.1 3.5 3.1 
              
Locale             
In a City 0.49 0.38 0.57 0.38 0.54 0.38 0.60 0.38 0.47 0.41 0.62 0.42 
In a Suburb 0.41 0.38 0.36 0.40 0.30 0.45 0.33 0.41 0.42 0.40 0.29 0.33 
In a Town 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.10 
In a Rural Area 0.09 0.17 0.06 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.07 0.15 0.10 0.14 0.08 0.14 
             

Note: Totals are for unique school visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 2. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the 
sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; located in the 50 U.S. states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs; is not a special education school, an alternative school, an early childhood center, or an independent school. Non-visited schools include only 
out-of-state schools in states that received at least one high school visit. 
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Table 3.7: Descriptive statistics for in-state public high school visits 
  Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska 
 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 
              
Number of High Schools 113 228 244 1,160 232 1,172 173 245 216 132 217 30 
Percent of High Schools 33.1 66.9 17.4 82.6 16.5 83.5 41.4 58.6 62.1 37.9 87.9 12.1 
Miles from University 98 101 171 250 131 216 85 98 61 65 112 149 
Grade 12 Enrollment 204 97 446 272 467 269 313 207 214 158 101 27 
Number Proficient-Math 53 14 143 74 129 77 141 71 179 116 58 14 
Median Household Income ($000) $54 $44 $86 $67 $69 $71 $61 $50 $95 $82 $63 $62 
Percent Free or Reduced Lunch 44.3 60.3 50.6 58.4 61.6 56.2 55.5 68.0 32.9 48.2 37.3 44.2 
              
Percent Enrollment by Race             
Black, Latinx, Native American 33.0 38.8 54.9 59.7 68.4 56.9 50.1 52.2 21.8 33.6 13.8 15.6 
White 64.3 59.8 25.6 28.9 17.5 30.5 43.1 43.7 70.4 60.9 83.4 82.0 
Black 27.2 33.4 6.1 6.5 8.6 6.0 40.3 42.2 8.6 12.4 2.1 3.8 
Latinx 4.7 4.2 48.2 51.9 59.2 49.7 9.6 9.7 13.0 20.9 9.6 7.8 
Native American 1.2 1.3 0.6 1.2 0.6 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 2.1 4.0 
Asian 1.4 0.4 15.3 8.0 11.1 8.9 4.0 1.5 5.4 2.9 1.0 0.5 
Other Race 1.2 1.0 4.2 3.4 3.0 3.7 2.8 2.6 2.4 2.5 1.7 1.9 
              
School Type             
0/1 is a Charter School 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.31 0.06 0.31 0.05 0.04 0.10 0.09 0.00 0.00 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.04 0.03 0.12 0.09 0.15 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0/1 is a Regular School 0.96 0.97 0.81 0.60 0.78 0.60 0.86 0.88 0.90 0.91 1.00 1.00 
              
Locale             
In a City 0.19 0.10 0.46 0.41 0.44 0.41 0.16 0.20 0.15 0.20 0.08 0.07 
In a Suburb 0.19 0.06 0.47 0.36 0.50 0.36 0.42 0.27 0.67 0.64 0.04 0.00 
In a Town 0.14 0.13 0.04 0.10 0.03 0.11 0.17 0.16 0.02 0.04 0.17 0.07 
In a Rural Area 0.49 0.72 0.03 0.13 0.03 0.13 0.25 0.36 0.16 0.12 0.71 0.87 
             

Note: Totals are for unique school visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 2. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the 
sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; located in the 50 U.S. states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs; is not a special education school, alternative school, virtual school, or independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to 
the Federal Department of Education. 



 

 
 

98 

0.1.1..3 Page	Break	

Table 3.8: Linear probability models predicting receiving a visit for in-state public high schools 
  Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska 
       
Income       
(ref=<$50k)       
$50k-$74k -0.043 0.079*** -0.056* -0.058 0.181 -0.020 
 (0.057) (0.021) (0.024) (0.062) (0.103) (0.076) 
$75k-$99k 0.016 0.114*** -0.059* -0.010 0.114 -0.115 
 (0.117) (0.029) (0.030) (0.115) (0.111) (0.107) 
$100k-$149k  0.097* -0.092* 0.096 0.206 -0.049 
  (0.042) (0.041) (0.133) (0.112) (0.104) 
$150k-$199k  0.352*** -0.251*** 0.431*** 0.288*  
  (0.097) (0.062) (0.118) (0.141)  
$200k+  -0.099 -0.292***  -0.625***  
  (0.131) (0.056)  (0.137)  
BL, LX, NA Enrollment       
(ref=<20%)       
20-39% -0.046 0.005 0.020 0.045 0.024 0.052 
 (0.061) (0.044) (0.032) (0.078) (0.085) (0.056) 
40-59% -0.089 0.069 0.087* 0.062 0.033 -0.172 
 (0.084) (0.046) (0.034) (0.083) (0.119) (0.133) 
60-79% 0.078 0.046 0.118** 0.132 0.053 -0.136 
 (0.103) (0.046) (0.038) (0.098) (0.132) (0.200) 
80-89% 0.051 0.069 0.124** -0.070 -0.088 -0.272 
 (0.131) (0.049) (0.047) (0.111) (0.146) (0.144) 
90%+ -0.241*** 0.166*** 0.192*** 0.250* -0.172 -0.217 
 (0.065) (0.049) (0.043) (0.103) (0.152) (0.298) 
# G12 Students       
(ref=<50)       
50-99 0.165** -0.014 -0.009 0.207** 0.150 0.107 
 (0.056) (0.019) (0.019) (0.077) (0.117) (0.087) 
100-199 0.272*** 0.015 -0.009 0.191** 0.059 0.217 
 (0.064) (0.021) (0.022) (0.072) (0.135) (0.118) 
200-299 0.686*** 0.083** 0.046 0.293*** -0.043 0.391* 
 (0.104) (0.032) (0.033) (0.088) (0.163) (0.168) 
300-399 0.435*** 0.180*** 0.121** 0.401*** 0.061 0.409* 
 (0.131) (0.039) (0.042) (0.104) (0.191) (0.190) 
400-499 0.480** 0.120** 0.112* 0.369** 0.050 0.451* 
 (0.168) (0.041) (0.044) (0.130) (0.219) (0.186) 
500+ 0.760*** 0.195*** 0.185*** 0.265 -0.117 0.589* 
 (0.168) (0.041) (0.046) (0.146) (0.320) (0.233) 
# Math Proficient Students       
(ref=<50)       
50-99 0.093 0.006 0.045 0.153 0.171 0.064 
 (0.100) (0.032) (0.036) (0.079) (0.102) (0.069) 
100-199 0.382** 0.081 0.037 0.278** 0.317* 0.001 
 (0.119) (0.042) (0.045) (0.098) (0.138) (0.111) 
200-299 0.243 0.129* 0.125* 0.319* 0.335 0.001 
 (0.169) (0.059) (0.062) (0.141) (0.179) (0.173) 
300-399  0.049 0.172 0.489** 0.528* -0.096 
  (0.088) (0.093) (0.182) (0.212) (0.184) 
400+  0.109 0.231 0.352 0.618* -0.135 
  (0.140) (0.124) (0.220) (0.251) (0.227) 
       
Constant 0.314** 0.092 0.062 -0.067 0.227 0.657*** 
 (0.117) (0.052) (0.053) (0.125) (0.157) (0.164) 
        
Observations 341 1,404 1,404 418 348 247 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 364.784 994.316 1,033.760 563.412 475.712 166.755 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Coefficients and errors for school type, locale, and distance are not 
shown in table. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each 
grade; located in the 50 U.S. states, the District of Columbia, or land regulated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs; is not a special education school, 
alternative school, virtual school, or independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education. 
Non-visited schools include only out-of-state schools in states that received at least one high school visit.   
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Figures 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Enrollment Management Funnel 

 



 

 
 

100 

Figure 3.2: National Overviews of Recruiting 
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Figure 3.3: UMass Amherst Out-of-State Visits to NYC MSA by Income Composition at Zip Code Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Zip code-level income data for homeowners between 25-64 years old is used. This was calculated by taking the average of the median income 
for age group 25-44 and age group 45-64 years olds, as reported in the 2016 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates. However, 
disaggregated income data is not available for all zip codes, so zip codes with missing data do not appear in our results.  
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Figure 3.4: Georgia Out-of-State Visits to LA MSA by Racial Composition at Zip Code Level 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Zip code-level income data for homeowners between 25-64 years old is used. This was calculated by taking the average of the median income 
for age group 25-44 and age group 45-64 years olds, as reported in the 2016 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates. However, 
disaggregated income data is not available for all zip codes, so zip codes with missing data do not appear in our results. 
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Figure 3.5: In-State Visits for Nebraska, UMass Amherst, UC Irvine, & UC Berkeley by Income Composition at Zip Code Level 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Zip code-level income data for homeowners between 25-64 years old is used. This was calculated by taking the average of the median income 
for age group 25-44 and age group 45-64 years olds, as reported in the 2016 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates. However, 
disaggregated income data is not available for all zip codes, so zip codes with missing data do not appear in our results.  
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Figure 3.6: In-State Visits for Georgia, Alabama, UC Irvine, & UC Berkeley by Racial Composition at Zip Code Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Zip code-level income data for homeowners between 25-64 years old is used. This was calculated by taking the average of the median income 
for age group 25-44 and age group 45-64 years olds, as reported in the 2016 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates. However, 
disaggregated income data is not available for all zip codes, so zip codes with missing data do not appear in our results.  
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CHAPTER 4: SUB-METROPOLITAN REDLINING IN PUBLIC UNIVERSITY 
RECRUITMENT 

 
Racial inequality in the U.S. is grounded in the governing of space, its impact on where 

People of Color live, and their unequal access to spaces affording them political and economic 

power (Hardy et al., 2018; Rothstein, 2018). This governing of space dates back to the forced 

migration of indigenous people and the violent seizure of their ancestral homelands in the 19th 

century. Another example includes the 1896 Supreme Court Plessy v. Ferguson decision 

declaring Jim Crow segregation legal. This governing also includes federal and state policies and 

court decisions (e.g., zoning ordinances, tax subsidies, public housing policies) that abetted “de 

facto segregation” after “de jure segregation” was overturned by Brown v. Board of Education in 

1954 (Rothstein, 2018). Racial inequality as a result of the governing of space can be traced up 

through federal and state regulatory tolerance of “reverse redlining”- the practice of predatory 

lending in Communities of Color- in the early 2000s (Squires, 2004; Rothstein, 2018). 

Racial inequality in access to higher education also has a long and current history in the 

governing of (admissions) space(s). This governing includes denied admission of Black students 

to traditionally white institutions in the 1800s and pre-1970s, and the establishment and more 

recent “integration” of Historically Black Colleges and Universities (U.S. Department of 

Education Office for Civil Rights, 1991). Two important Supreme Court decisions on 

professional and graduate education in the 1950s resulted in the admission of Black students to 

white universities on restricted terms: Sweatt v. Painter and McLaurin v. Oklahoma State 

Regents (Stefkovich & Leas, 1994). These restricted terms included the use of out-of-state 

tuition prices and non-resident enrollment caps to prevent the integration of Black graduate 

students into white institutions since they could not be denied admission based upon race when 

“separate but equal” facilities did not exist (Litolff, 2007; Southern Educational Foundation, 
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1974). Similar terms applied to undergraduate admissions in northern colleges, particularly 

teacher colleges, that enrolled African American students prior to the 1950s (Wechsler, 1977). 

This governing can be traced up to the continued use of standardized college entrance exams for 

admissions decisions when research suggests such exams privilege white students and serve as 

barriers to access for many Students of Color, particularly for those from low-income 

backgrounds (Freedle, 2003; Hedges, 1998; Santelices & Wilson, 2010; Walpole, McDonough, 

& Bauer, 2005). Ironically, the weight placed on college entrance exam scores for admission 

decisions in the early 1900s unintentionally led to significant increases in Jewish student 

enrollment, resulting in several Ivy League universities implementing “holistic” admissions 

processes (e.g., personal essays) and enrollment quotas to limit Jewish student enrollments 

(Wechsler, 1977).  

Higher education researchers have recently incorporated these ideas in addressing the 

importance of where Communities of Color live and their inequitable access to higher education 

(Dache-Gerbino et al., 2018; Hillman, 2016; López Turley, 2009; Tate, 2008). This research 

draws on a larger interdisciplinary “geography of opportunity” (Galster & Killen, 1995) 

literature that explores the relationship between the spatial distributions of Communities of Color 

and access to critical resources needed for collective wealth and power (e.g. fair housing, jobs, 

health facilities) (Joseph & Phillips, 1985; Kain, 1968, 1992; Rosenbaum, 1995; Rothstein, 2018; 

Stoll & Ihlanfeldt, 2000). “Geography of college opportunity” scholarship finds that 

Communities of Color have the fewest four-year colleges nearby (Hillman, 2016) and many, 

disproportionate numbers of nearby options are for-profit colleges (Dache-Gerbino et al., 2018). 

These above studies suggest that the supply of colleges in students’ home communities 

affect and limit their college choices. More work is needed along such lines. More than that 
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however, students’ college opportunities and access are also shaped by the choices of colleges 

and universities in their marketing, recruitment, and admissions decisions (Rhoades, 2014). As 

the above examples suggest, students’ college choices are historically rooted and currently 

shaped by the enrollment management practices of colleges and universities. 

While scholarship on the geography of college opportunity highlights how geography 

reinforces access inequality, the present study explores how the behavior of universities 

reinforces the geography of unequal college opportunity. Colleges and universities are not 

immobile in their efforts to provide students with access to their institutions, nor are the effects 

of their efforts, regardless of intent, neutral. Colleges and universities spend considerable 

resources in identifying prospective students and traveling across the country visiting schools 

and communities in an effort to recruit particular types of students (Hossler & Bontrager, 2014; 

Stevens, 2007). 

The present study explores the geographic location of recruiting visits by public research 

universities. Recent research finds that schools with a large proportion of Students of Color, on 

average, have a lower probability of receiving an out-of-state recruiting visit than schools with 

fewer students of color. However, schools with large proportions of Students of Color are not 

randomly scattered throughout cities and states, they are spatially segregated and clustered 

within Communities of Color. 

I explore whether and to what extent recruiting efforts by public research universities 

spatially discriminate against Communities of Color. Research on mortgage lending 

distinguishes between individual discrimination (i.e., discrimination based on the racial identity 

of applicants) and spatial discrimination (i.e., discrimination based on the racial composition of 

the neighborhood in which the property is located regardless of the characteristics of the 
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individual applicant) (Hillier, 2003). Although racial discrimination against individual applicants 

may have similar negative effects on neighborhoods with large proportions of People of Color 

(POC), spatial discrimination is most often linked to perpetual racial disparities in the geography 

of opportunity (Hillier, 2003; Kain, 1992). 

By focusing on the characteristics of communities, rather than exclusively focusing on 

characteristics of individual schools, I investigate whether bias against Schools of Color within 

out-of-state university recruiting efforts is driven by spatial discrimination against Communities 

of Color. I examine the spatial distribution of recruiting visits by four public research universities 

within communities of different racial compositions across the Los Angeles and Dallas 

metropolitan areas. Rather than assuming a simple dichotomy between central city as (poor) 

communities of color and suburbs as (affluent) white communities as was done in Chapter 3, I 

also explore spatial relationships between race and income by examining recruiting visits within 

communities with particular racial/ethnic and income compositions at “lower levels of 

geography”" (e.g. “sub-metropolitan areas”) (Stoll & Ihlanfeldt, 2000). 

Critical geographers argue that policies and practices governing space are examples of 

how racism “is what it is and does what it does precisely because of how it is given spatial 

expression” (Delaney, 2002, p. 7). I draw on the field of critical geography to explore the 

location of recruiting visits as place-based locations (i.e., the socially constructed racial, social, 

economic, and political meanings attached to spatial locations) (Agnew, 2011). Integrating the 

concept of place (Agnew, 2011) with the critical race theory tenet of whiteness as property 

(Harris, 1993) suggests that racial inequality and white privilege are not simply reflected in space 

(e.g., geography of unequal opportunity), rather racialized practices are enacted through 

meanings and uses of space (e.g., governing of space). I explore whether recruiting practices 
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operate under racialized notions of space by investigating whether Communities of Color and 

white communities with comparable income and achievement characteristics are equally as 

likely to receive recruiting visits. 

Using spatial descriptive statistics and geospatial visualizations, I find racial and 

geographic disparities in the location of out-of-state recruiting visits within the Los Angeles and 

Dallas metropolitan areas by four public research universities. Findings suggest that white 

communities are more likely to receive an out-of-state university recruiting visit than 

Communities of Color, despite having comparable income and educational achievement 

characteristics. Racial biases also intensify when analyzing which schools receive more than one 

recruiting visit and which schools are visited by multiple universities. Overall, results suggest 

universities visit predominantly Asian suburban communities but spatially ignore predominantly 

Black and Latinx communities located within center metropolitan areas across income levels and 

achievement characteristics. 

 

Literature Review 

Recent higher education scholarship has started to address the importance of geography 

as it relates to college access. Contributing a unique geographical lens to a well-established 

college choice literature, “proximity studies” explore how students’ college choice process is 

impacted by the number and type of college options they have in close proximity to where they 

live. In one of the earliest studies within this literature, López Turley (2009) mapped students’ 

homes using a national sample of high school seniors and found that each additional college in 

proximity to where students live is associated with a small but significant increase in the 
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likelihood of applying to college. However, López Turley (2009) finds that proximity to local 

colleges and universities varies widely for students living in different areas of the country. 

Hillman (2016) explores how the location of colleges and universities across the country 

varies along the racial and socioeconomic characteristics of communities. The study finds that 

communities with larger Latinx populations and communities with low educational attainment 

tend to be located in “education deserts” with fewer four-year colleges. 

Dache-Gerbino (2018) expands the concept of education deserts (Hillman, 2016) to 

explore the location of “college deserts” and “college oases” within one county in Western New 

York. Dache-Gerbino (2018) finds that the county’s “college desert” is located in the urban core 

where residential segregation and hegemonic urban disenfranchisement shape the lives of 

predominantly low-income Black and Latinx families. On the other hand, the “college oasis” is 

located in the suburban periphery where the largest population of white communities and 

communities with high educational attainment live. In another proximity study, Dache-Gerbino 

et al. (2018) find that college deserts not only suffer from the least number of four-year colleges 

nearby but they are most likely to be the location of proprietary institutions that aggressively 

market expensive programs to local student populations. 

Proximity studies make significant contributions to understanding college access from a 

geographical perspective in exploring how the supply of colleges in students’ home communities 

affect and limit their college choices. However, students’ college opportunities and access are 

also shaped by the choices of colleges and universities (Rhoades, 2014). Colleges and 

universities are not immobile or fixed to their physical campuses in their efforts to provide 

students with access to their institutions. As these studies acknowledge, the geography of 

unequal college opportunity is only likely to be circumvented by university policies and practices 
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aimed at reaching prospective Students of Color and low-income students where they live rather 

than placing the onus of access on students with geographically limited college options (Dache-

Gerbino. 2018). 

The present study contributes to this literature by exploring whether and to what extent 

the recruiting efforts of universities reinforce the geography of unequal college opportunity. 

 

Neutralized and Deracialized Enrollment Management 

Off-campus recruiting visits are one intervention used by enrollment management 

professionals to identify prospective students and solicit applications. Enrollment management 

integrates the activities of admissions, financial aid, marketing, and recruiting in order to 

influence student enrollment outcomes (Hossler & Bean, 1990). The iron triangle of enrollment 

management suggests that universities wish to achieve three enrollment goals: access, revenue, 

and academic profile (Cheslock & Kroc, 2012). For public universities, the access goal refers to 

increasing enrollments from Students of Color. The revenue goal refers to increasing enrollments 

from students with the ability to pay full tuition without financial assistance in order to increase 

revenue for the university. Lastly, the academic profile goal refers to enrolling academically 

talented students that increase the average SAT scores of the incoming class that in turns helps 

the university move up in rankings. 

The imagery of the iron (equilateral) triangle of enrollment management suggests that 

universities wish to pursue all three goals simultaneously. Given this set of objectives, affluent 

communities of color with large populations of high-achieving students would constitute the 

optimal recruiting site, providing the trifecta of diversity, revenue, and academic talent. 
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Another common discourse suggests that enrollment management is simply a “mundane” 

technical adaptation of universities engaging in market-like revenue generating activities (Kraatz 

et al., 2010). However, Slaughter & Rhoades (2004) argue that higher education’s public good 

mission has been displaced by a regime in which the logics of marketization, entrepreneurialism, 

and commercialism dominate the activities of public universities (e.g., academic capitalism). 

This shift has in turn led universities to target students “for the extraction of revenue” through 

the admissions process (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004, p. 279). Rather than an organizational 

structure and practice used to achieve all three enrollment goals equally, academic capitalism 

suggests enrollment management is the embodiment of a market logic that prioritizes revenue 

generation and academic profile goals over access. Applied to the recruiting practices of 

universities, academic capitalism would propose universities are likely to recruit within affluent 

communities regardless of the racial and achievement characteristics of these communities. 

The iron triangle of enrollment management and academic capitalism are useful in 

generating expectations about which localities are likely to receive recruiting visits but neutralize 

or de-racialize the enrollment management practices of universities in the process. The iron 

triangle of enrollment management assumes that the geographic preferences of recruiting visits 

are the result of wishing to achieve all three enrollment goals equally. As such, universities’ 

recruiting practices are portrayed as neutral, rational, and efficiency maximizing pursuits (Ray, 

2019). Academic capitalism does not rationalize the enrollment management behavior of public 

universities, rather it suggests that public universities actively target particular student 

populations. However, it assumes enrollment management and recruiting operate under the 

colorblind pursuit of revenue, with raced effects being primarily due to the differential 

distribution of wealth among racial groups. 
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However, organizational practices are not race-neutral, rather they are mechanisms 

“constituting and constituted by racial processes” that reproduce racial inequality (Ray, 2019, p. 

27). Ray (2019) argues that racial schemas - unconscious, cognitive assumptions that act as 

templates for social action - provide a rulebook for racialized organizational practices. For 

example, gendered schemas are manifested in the “ideal worker” being characterized as a 

rational employee with few obligations or commitments outside of work (Acker, 1990). While it 

is assumed that men embody these “ideal worker” characteristics, women are viewed as less than 

ideal workers because they are perceived to be emotional, less rational, and less committed to 

work due to home and family obligations. The “theory of gendered organizations” argues that 

gender inequality is reproduced because it is embedded in the structure and practices of 

organizations (e.g., “the ideal worker”) that are too often framed as bureaucratic, rational, and 

gender-neutral (Acker, 1990). 

I argue that racial access inequality in higher education is reproduced, in part, because it 

is embedded in the enrollment management practices of universities via racial schemas. For 

example, racial schemas portray Students of Color as poor students who are “expensive” for the 

university (Chapter 1). This also includes racial schemas embedded within characteristics of the 

“ideal college student” as a student with high SAT/ACT scores, with little financial need that can 

enroll full-time, with few obligations outside of college classes, who lives on campus, and is 

ready to begin college-level coursework (Deil-Amen, 2015). As I will explore below, “ideal 

college students” schemas extend to geographic locations such as schools and communities. 

“Ideal college students” attend certain types of high schools located within certain 

neighborhoods and communities.  My conceptual framework explores how racial schemas are 
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also portrayed onto places and how organizational practices, such as recruiting, are enacted 

through the privileges (or disadvantages) ascribed to places based on these racialized meanings. 

 

Conceptual Framework 

Space vs. Place 

Drawing on concepts from critical geography and critical race theory, I apply a spatial 

lens through which universities’ geographic preferences for recruiting visits are contextualized as 

classed and raced places. Critical geographers suggest there are fundamental differences between 

space and place. Space refers to a physical location (e.g., a school, a home, a neighborhood, etc.) 

(Agnew, 2011). Spatial analyses are concerned with answering questions about “where” 

something occurs and describing it in terms of its spatial features (e.g., the distance from a 

student’s home to the closest university). As such, much geospatial research adopts a view of 

space “as a location on a surface where things ‘just happen’” rather than a “more holistic view of 

place as the geographical context for the mediation of physical, social, and economic processes” 

(Agnew, 2011, p. 318). 

More than just spatial features, place encompasses the meanings attached to spatial 

locations and “a place’s history, peoples, and purposes within the political, social, and economic 

landscape” (e.g., the border, the inner-city, the suburbs) (Bell, 2007, p. 378). For example, 

residential segregation can be expressed as a spatial term (e.g., arbitrary racially homogeneous 

communities with some measure of spatial distance between them) or as a place-based term (e.g., 

racially homogeneous communities as the result of systematic governing to maintain POC in a 

subordinate status and as political boundaries used to keep Communities of Color and 

neighboring White communities separate). 
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Whiteness as Property 

I draw on Harris’ (1993) concept of whiteness as property to explore how place 

encompasses these racialized processes and meanings. Grounded in the history of legal slavery 

and legal claims to indigenous land, Harris (1993) argues that law has come to embody and 

legitimize the tangible and economic benefits that accrue to people because they are white. 

“Specifically, the law has accorded ‘holders’ of whiteness the same privileges and benefits 

accorded to holders of other types of property” (Harris, 1993, p. 1731). While property often 

describes tangible possessions or land owned by people, Harris (1993) pulls on the legal 

definition of property as a right. As such, property rights encompass both ownership of tangible 

(e.g., land) and intangible (e.g., knowledge) property. Harris (1993) thus argues that whiteness is 

not solely a racial identity, but it is a form of property that the law privileges, values, and 

protects. 

Harris (1993) delineates these benefits into four “property functions of whiteness”: the 

rights of disposition, the right to use and enjoyment, reputation and status property, and the 

absolute right to exclude. The rights of disposition refers to how the benefits of whiteness are 

only alienable to white individuals. The inalienability of whiteness to non-white individuals, 

Harris (1993) argues, enhances whiteness’ property value by ensuring it cannot be easily 

accessed. The right to use and enjoyment refers to the social, academic, and economic resources 

that white individuals are accorded “simply by virtue of their whiteness” (Harris, 1993, p. 1734). 

The reputation and status property refers to the reputation interest in being regarded as white 

and the legal protection of that elevated status. Harris (1993) argues this property is evident in 

the legal doctrine “that to call white person ‘Black’ is to defame her” (p. 1735). Similar to how 
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whiteness as an identity is characterized by the exclusion of others that are not white rather than 

any inherent unifying characteristic, Harris (1993) argues that the absolute right to exclude 

property function refers to possessors of whiteness being granted the “legal right to exclude 

others from the privileges inhering in whiteness” (p. 1736). 

Harris (1993) implicitly engages in connections between race and place in equating the 

privileges of whiteness to property rights (Neely & Samura, 2011). Similar to the ways in which 

Harris (1993) argues that whiteness is not simply an individual identity but a form of property 

(tangible or intangible) that the law ascribes privileges and protections to, whiteness (and non-

whiteness) is also central in the social formation of place and the racialized meanings that are 

ascribed to places (Neely & Samura, 2011). For example, “the inner city”, “the ghetto”, “urban” 

are linked to communities of color whereas “rural” and “suburbs” are linked to predominantly 

white populations. 

Integrating the concepts of place and whiteness as property suggests that racial inequality 

and white privilege are not simply reflected in space, rather racialized and discriminatory 

practices are enacted through the privileges (or disadvantages) ascribed to places based on 

racialized meanings. For example, federal housing agencies such as the Home Owners Loan 

Corporation and Federal Housing Association created policies that considered Communities of 

Color unfit for investment in the 1930s (Rothstein, 2018). By physically marking these areas 

with red lines on maps, the banking and loan industry “redlined” Communities of Color and 

designated them “too risky” for financial investment. However, redlined neighborhoods were not 

reflections of the racial wealth gap or differences in credit-worthiness. Rather, banks were more 

likely to provide fair loans to prospective homeowners in low-income white communities than to 

prospective homeowners in affluent Black communities (Dedman, 1988). Low-income white 
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communities, despite having lower credit-worthiness, were ascribed the privileges and economic 

benefits of whiteness as property. On the other hand, credit-worthy prospective homeowners in 

Black communities were subjugated to discriminatory lending practices that reinforced a cycle of 

poverty and segregation through the governing of space. 

 

Recruiting as a Raced Practice Enacted Via Place 

I draw on the concepts of place and whiteness as property to investigate communities that 

do and do not receive recruiting visits by public universities. Recruiting efforts are primarily 

focused on recruiting out-of-state students (Chapter 3) and the iron triangle of enrollment 

management suggests that characteristics of visited out-of-state communities are likely to reflect 

the pursuit of students who meet enrollment goals (e.g., affluent students, Students of Color, 

meritorious students). 

However, place-based whiteness as property suggests that racial inequality is not simply 

reflected in space, rather it is enacted through the use of place. The iron triangle and other 

common discourses (e.g., academic capitalism) would suggest that a disproportionate number of 

visits to white schools and communities is likely due to the differential distribution of wealth and 

academically talented students among racial groups. My conceptual framework, on the other 

hand, suggests that racialized meanings about place are embodied within processes, such as 

recruiting, that maintain unequal spatial conditions for Communities of Color. For example, 

Communities of Color are ascribed racialized meanings about schooling. This is evident in the 

lack of status and reputation of “urban” schools (Black and Brown schools) in comparison to 

“suburban” schools (white schools) (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995). These racialized meanings 

are also apparent in the “disadvantaged” and “under prepared” discourses that are ascribed to 
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Students of Color and are commonly used as blanket statements to explain disparate college 

attendance rates between racial groups (The White House, 2014b, 2014a). 

I explore whether Communities of Color are ascribed the schooling disadvantages 

associated with non-white reputations and status by drawing on relationships between race, 

income, and academic achievement. Specifically, I identify communities with comparable 

characteristics that “reflect” the enrollment goals of revenue and academic profile but with either 

a majority white or majority POC population. I then explore whether white communities and 

Communities of Color are equally as likely to receive recruiting visits. Place-based whiteness as 

property suggests that despite meeting similar revenue and academic profile goals, white 

communities are more likely to receive recruiting visits because they are ascribed the privileges 

and economic benefits of whiteness as property whereas Communities of Color are ascribed 

“disadvantaged,” “under prepared”, and “poor” racialized discourses. 

 

Data, Methods, and Sample 

Data 

Recruiting data were collected by web-scraping recruiting travel schedules on admissions 

websites or by issuing requests to universities for their 2017 off-campus recruiting events.18 

Recruiting visits were categorized by event type (e.g., public or private high school visits, 

college fairs), host (admissions staff, regional recruiters, alumni, or student volunteers), and 

location (schools, community colleges, hotels, conference or convention centers, and other 

                                                
18 As a courtesy data was first requested from each university’s enrollment management office. If the request was denied or ignored, a public 
records request was issued. 
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public spaces). Only events focused on soliciting undergraduate admissions applications hosted 

by paid staff or consultants at public high schools were included in the present study19. 

Demographic and economic data aggregated to the census tract level were collected from 

2016 five-year estimates from the American Community Survey for the Los Angeles and Dallas 

metropolitan areas. Recruiting events at public high schools were also matched and merged to 

enrollment data from the National Center for Education Statistics and to SAT achievement data 

collected at the school level from the California Department of Education and the Texas 

Education Agency.20 

 

Data Analysis 

Sub-metropolitan areas are constructed from census tracts with similar racial and income 

characteristics within the same metropolitan area. Census tracts are the ideal geographical unit 

for the present study for several reasons. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, census tracts are 

polygons that serve as building blocks for states and counties that respect Metropolitan Statistical 

Area (MSA) boundaries and are defined based on population estimates that only change every 

decennial census. Each census tract is locally defined to capture one neighborhood and generally 

encompasses a population between 2,500 to 8,000 residents. Census tracts are the most accurate 

                                                
19 This excludes admitted or committed student events, one-on-one interviews, or any other events hosted for already admitted students or focused 
on determining admission for one particular student. 
20 California data include results for students that took the SAT prior to March 2016 that are reported using the “old” scoring methodology and 
results for students that took the SAT after March 2016 that are reported using the new scoring methodology. College readiness for California 
students is defined by the California State Department of Education as scoring at least 530 on the new SAT scoring methodology or 500 on the 
old methodology for the Math section of the exam. SAT school-level data were only available for schools that had more than 15 students taking 
the SAT to preserve student anonymity. Texas data include results for students that took either the SAT or ACT. College readiness for Texas 
students is defined by the Texas Education Agency as scoring at or above a composite score of 1180 on the SAT or 24 on the ACT. Texas 
Education Agency data only included “masked” number of students at the school-level scoring at college readiness benchmarks to preserve 
student anonymity. For schools determined by Texas Education Agency to be at risk of identification of students, masked intervals were reported 
from 0-400 in increments of 25. The base interval number was used to estimate the number of student scoring at proficient levels for each school 
with masked results (e.g., <75 was estimated as 75 students scoring at proficient levels ). 



 

 
 

120 

geographic units to capture neighborhoods and provide small enough population densities to 

identify specific demographic communities (e.g., high-income Communities of Color). 

In order to compare communities with similar racial and income characteristics, I 

construct six sub-metropolitan areas for each MSA in the study: (1) low-income white; (2) 

middle income white; (3) high-income white; (4) low-income POC; (5) middle income POC; (6) 

high-income POC. 

Low, high, and middle income area categories are created using the Pew Research Center 

definition for U.S. middle class households: households earning 67% to 200% of the median 

household income (Fry & Kochhar, 2018). For all households across the country in 2017, 

middle-class household earnings ranged from $40,425 to $120,672. However, this varies by state 

and metropolitan area. For Los Angeles, middle-class household earnings ranged from $46,661 

to $139,984 with a median household income of $69,992. For Dallas, middle-class households 

earned $44,291 to $134,764 with a median household income of $67,992.  Based on these 

estimates of middle-class households, I define low-income tracts as those with fewer than 

$50,000 median household incomes, middle income tracts as those with median household 

incomes between $50,000 to $90,000, and high-income tracts as those with greater than $90,000 

median household incomes.  

Racial/ethnic group categories are created based on population demographics at the 

census tract level. White areas are those in which more than 50% of the population identify as 

white. POC areas are those in which more than 50% of the population identify as Asian, Black, 

Latinx, and/or Native American. 

The Los Angeles and Dallas metropolitan areas are each divided into the six sub-

metropolitan areas listed above.  Each sub-metropolitan area is made up of pooled census tracts 
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with similar racial/ethnic and income composition based on racial/ethnic and median household 

income categories. For example, the high-income POC sub-metropolitan area for Los Angeles is 

made up of all census tracts within the Los Angeles MSA that have median household incomes 

greater than $90,000 in which more than 50% of the population identify as Asian, Black, Latinx, 

and/or Native American. 

Schools are categorized within one of the six sub-metropolitan areas based on the census 

tract where the school is located. Several concerns may arise from categorizing schools to only 

one sub-metropolitan area based on the location of the school. First, in some cases students may 

not attend the high school within the census tract or school boundary where they live due to an 

increase in “school choice” and open enrollment policies across the country. Second, schools are 

also likely to serve an attendance boundary with multiple census tracts that can differ in their 

racial and income characteristics. These sorts of issues can result in school enrollment 

characteristics that do not necessarily match the characteristics of the surrounding community. 

However, sources estimate that most students across the country attend public schools 

within their boundary assigned school district and those that attend “school-choice” options, 

particularly public charter schools, attend schools located within their traditional public district 

boundary due to lack of school-provided transportation, parent preferences, and charter 

authorization enrollment priority policies (Urban Institute, 2018). Additionally, census tracts 

within a school attendance boundary often have very similar demographic characteristics.  

Despite these concerns, given the primary focus of this study is investigating spatial 

discrimination in recruiting visits rather than individual school discrimination, schools are 

categorized to sub-metropolitan areas according to the characteristics of their immediate local 

community rather than their enrollments or surrounding attendance boundaries. 
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I explore the spatial distribution of recruiting visits across sub-metropolitan areas in Los 

Angeles and Dallas using descriptive statistics (e.g., counts, means) and geospatial visualizations 

for each of the four universities in this case-study. 

 

Metropolitan Area and University Case Selection 

Metropolitan area and university case selection was based on purposeful sampling to 

identify “information-rich” cases (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2009). The aim of this study is to 

investigate spatial distributions across sub-metropolitan areas that are more complex than 

assuming a simple dichotomy between central city as poor or communities of color and suburbs 

as affluent or white communities. Additionally, my conceptual framework holds a particular 

interest in investigating the spatial distribution of recruiting visits within white communities and 

Communities of Color with comparable income and educational achievement characteristics. 

Purposeful sampling was used in order to identify and select metropolitan areas that provide 

sufficient racial and socioeconomic diversity to create the sub-metropolitan areas of interest. 

Purposeful sampling also including avoiding analyzing recruiting visits within major “school 

choice” cities (e.g., Denver, Detroit, New Orleans, New York City, Washington DC) in order to 

minimize variation between local communities and school enrollments. 

University cases were selected from a set of 15 universities for which recruiting events 

were collected and provided complete data21. Purposeful sampling was used to select universities 

with the greatest number of recruiting visits to metropolitan areas selected via parameters above. 

Then, if there were more than a couple of universities amongst those that provided a reasonable 

                                                
21 For universities in which recruiting data was collected via public records requests to enrollment management offices, data was assumed to be 
complete. For universities in which recruiting data was collected via web scraping, Based on prior research (Holland, 2019) and conversations 
with admissions professionals, we defined complete data when three broad types of off-campus recruiting events were included: (1) 
receptions/college fairs at hotels or convention centers; (2) evening college fairs at high schools; and (3) day-time visits at high schools 
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number of recruiting visits to the selected metropolitan area, two universities were selected to 

capture variation of public research universities based on institutional characteristics (e.g., 

academic profile, enrollments, revenues) and geographical diversity amongst university cases 

(i.e., two different regions of the country). 

Metropolitan Areas. With more than 13 million residents, the Los Angeles MSA is the 

second most-populous MSA in the country. It encompasses major urban areas within the Los 

Angeles and Orange counties. The Los Angeles MSA is also one of the most diverse with more 

than 45% of residents identifying as Latinx, 16% identifying as Asian, and 6% identifying as 

Black. Known as the “City of Segregation,” historical state-supported residential racial 

boundaries, the violent defense of white neighborhoods, and gentrification are central to the 

formation and growth of the Los Angeles MSA (Gibbons, 2018). While these factors have 

contributed to an increasingly white and rich Los Angeles MSA, the metropolitan area is also 

home to many affluent “minority enclaves in otherwise white suburban areas” (e.g. “Black 

Beverly Hills” or Baldwin Hills, Ladera Heights, Whittier) (Stoll & Ihlanfeldt, 2000, p. 211). 

The Dallas MSA has more than seven million residents and includes the major urban 

areas of Dallas, Fort Worth, and Arlington. The Dallas MSA is highly diverse with 29% of 

residents identifying as Latinx, 15% identifying as Black, and 6% identifying as Asian. Recent 

policy efforts have targeted undoing many years of government-sanctioned segregation; 

however, Dallas remains one of the most racially and economically segregated metropolitan 

areas in the country. These factors have contributed to Black and Latinx residents facing one of 

the widest gaps in income, educational achievement, and access to health care in the country, as 

well as a clear physical gap between the wealthy predominantly white northern suburbs of the 

metropolitan area (e.g., Highland Park, Frisco, Plano) and southern Communities of Color with 
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historical roots to some of the first “freedman” towns founded by emancipated slaves in the area 

(e.g., Joppa). 

Universities.  Recruiting visits by The University of Colorado Boulder (CU Boulder) and 

The University of Massachusetts Amherst (UMass Amherst) are analyzed for the Los Angeles 

MSA and recruiting visits by The University of Kansas (KU) and The University of Georgia 

(UGA) are analyzed for the Dallas MSA. I briefly describe revenue and enrollment trends for 

these four universities below. Figures for changes in revenue and enrollment reported for each 

university can be found in Appendix B4.1 - B4.2.  

CU Boulder is the flagship university of the University of Colorado system. Colorado is 

one of the lowest states in spending on higher education per student, a trend that has not changed 

since the early 2000s. Likely driven by dependence on tuition revenue, CU Boulder’s proportion 

of nonresident students has remained one of the highest in the country. Nearly half of the CU 

Boulder undergraduate student body are nonresident students. CU Boulder’s 1,102 out-of-state 

recruiting visits accounted for more than 70% of total recruiting efforts by the university and the 

Los Angeles MSA was the top visited out-of-state metropolitan area. 

UMass Amherst is the land-grant and flagship campus of the University of Massachusetts 

system. State funding for the university has increased steadily since dropping dramatically 

during The Great Recession. While it remains well below pre-recession levels, UMass Amherst 

receives nearly the same proportion of total revenue from state appropriations as the proportion 

of revenue generated from tuition. Similar to national trends, the university’s proportion of 

nonresident students has increased since the early 2000s, reaching nearly 27% in 2015-16. About 

69% of UMass’ Amherst’s 1,137 total recruiting visits were to states outside of Massachusetts. 
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The Los Angeles MSA was the second most visited out-of-state metropolitan area by UMass 

Amherst, with the top visited being the New York City MSA. 

KU is a state flagship university and has experienced similar trends in revenue and 

enrollment as many public universities across the country. State funding per student spiked in the 

early 2000s, but has been declining since the Great Recession. Revenue generated from tuition 

surpassed state revenue in 2013 (per student), likely driven by steady increases in the proportion 

of non-resident student enrollment. Out of state recruiting visits made up nearly 71% of KU’s 

1,419 total recruiting visits. The Dallas MSA was one of the top three out-of-state metropolitan 

areas visited by KU. 

UGA is the state flagship university and is consistently ranked among the most selective 

public universities in the country. Like many public universities across the country, UGA has 

experienced dramatic declines in state appropriations since the 2008 recession, although the 

university still receives nearly equal revenue from state funding as revenue generated from 

tuition. Unlike national trends, however, UGA has one of the lowest proportions of nonresident 

students. About two thirds of UGA’s 885 total visits were to states outside of Georgia. Besides 

Los Angeles, the Dallas MSA was the most visited out-of-state metropolitan area by UGA. 

 

Results 

Los Angeles MSA 

Sub-Metropolitan Areas. Figure 4.1 shows the Los Angeles MSA with colored census 

tracts indicating sub-metropolitan areas. The high-income white sub-metropolitan area is made 

up of dark green census tracts primarily bordering the southern half of the MSA. This includes 

nearly all of the coastal areas, the southernmost area of the MSA that encompasses Mission 
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Viejo, some in-land areas such as Yorba Linda, and some areas in the northern half of the MSA 

such as Calabasas and Santa Clarita. 

Table 4.1 provides some descriptive statistics of the spatial distribution of people and 

schools across the six sub-metropolitan areas. On average, 68% of residents living in the high-

income white sub-metropolitan area are white and have a median household income of $123,000. 

Only 53 of the 406 public high schools in the Los Angeles MSA are located within high-income 

white census tracts. These schools enroll on average a total of 2,005 students, which includes 436 

grade 12 students and 166 students that have met or exceeded the SAT Math college readiness 

benchmark as defined by the California State Department of Education. 

Orange colored census tracts in Figure 4.1 show the high-income POC sub-metropolitan 

area. Tracts within the high-income POC sub-metropolitan area are scattered throughout the 

MSA, with the largest contiguous areas located near the eastern border (i.e., parts of Chino Hills, 

Walnut, Yorba Linda, Whittier, and northeast Irvine). Table 4.1 suggests that the majority of 

residents are either Asian (32%), Latinx (26%), or Black (5%), and have a median household 

income of $105,000. While the 34 public high schools within high-income POC tracts on 

average enroll 250 fewer students than schools within high-income white tracts, these schools 

enroll a comparable number of seniors (435) and students meeting college readiness benchmarks 

(169). 

Figure 4.1 shows that middle income white sub-metropolitan census tracts, indicated by 

the light green color, are generally located within the same areas as high-income white tracts. 

These tracts have an average median household income of $74,000 and are the location of 24 of 

the 406 public high schools in the Los Angeles MSA. Despite being located in majority white 

census tracts, on average only 36% of students at these schools are white. 
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The middle income POC sub-metropolitan area, indicated by pink census tracts, makes 

up a large portion of the center of the Los Angeles MSA. The majority of the 5 million residents 

within these tracts are Latinx (52%), Asian (19%), or Black (7%) and have an average median 

household income of $66,000. Table 4.1 shows 142 schools are located within the middle 

income POC sub-metropolitan area, which on average enroll a smaller but comparable number of 

high school seniors and students meeting college readiness benchmarks as schools within the 

middle income white sub-metropolitan area. 

Table 4.1 shows there are only 39 census tracts that make up the low-income white sub-

metropolitan area. These tracts, indicated by the color blue in Figure 4.1, are near Burbank, West 

Hollywood, and the northern cities of Palmdale and Lancaster. On average, 63% of residents 

living in the sub-metropolitan area are white and have a median household income of $39,000. 

Only one school, Hollywood High School, is located within the low-income white sub-

metropolitan tracts near West Hollywood. However, only 13% of students at Hollywood Senior 

High School identify as white. This is likely because it is a magnet school with enrollment 

priority given to students within the local attendance boundary that encompasses both majority 

white and majority POC census tracts and also provides some open enrollment to students within 

the entire Los Angeles Unified School District. 

Figure 4.1 shows that the low-income POC sub-metropolitan area is the most clustered 

across all sub-metropolitan areas. The majority of the area, indicated by yellow census tracts, is 

primarily located in the central city and encompasses the areas of Inglewood, Compton, and East 

Los Angeles. Residents within the low-income POC sub-metropolitan area make up the largest 

proportion of Latinx (69%) and Black (10%) populations across the Los Angeles MSA and have 

a median household income of $38,000. The greatest number of schools (152) across all sub-
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metropolitan areas are located within low-income POC tracts and on average enroll the greatest 

proportion of Latinx (81%) and Black (10%) students across all high schools in the Los Angeles 

MSA. 

Public High School Visits. Table 4.2 shows the number of recruiting visits to public high 

schools in the Los Angeles MSA. The University of Colorado Boulder (CU Boulder) made a 

total of 72 recruiting visits to 59 public high schools in the LA MSA. 

Figure 4.2 plots visited schools by CU Boulder using blue circle markers. As Figure 4.2 

illustrates, the high-income white sub-metropolitan area received the most number of visits 

across all six areas. Of the 59 public high schools that received at least one recruiting visit by CU 

Boulder, 29 of them (48%) are located within the high-income white sub-metropolitan area. 

Most of these visits are located along the coastline, as well as in the western (i.e., Beverly Hills, 

Calabasas) and southern (i.e., Mission Viejo) areas of the MSA . 

The 10 visits to schools within the high-income POC sub-metropolitan area made up 17% 

of total public high schools visited by CU Boulder. Half of these visits are located in majority 

Asian suburbs in the San Gabriel Valley, Irvine, and Cerritos. Other visits are located near the 

primarily Latinx high-income area of Whittier and more racially integrated areas near Torrance. 

Six schools within the middle-income white sub-metropolitan area received at least one 

visit by CU Boulder, making up 10% of total schools visited. These visits are located along the 

coastline and near the Agoura Hills and Calabasas areas. 

Table 4.1 shows CU Boulder visited 13 schools within the middle income POC sub-

metropolitan area. These visits made up nearly one quarter (22%) of all schools visited by CU 

Boulder. Figure 4.1 shows most visited schools within the middle income POC area are located 
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along the edge of the central city of the MSA, with a few visits within the central city near 

Whittier. 

Low-income sub-metropolitan areas received the least number of visits. CU Boulder 

visited two schools within the low-income POC sub-metropolitan area, which made up only 2% 

of all schools visited. These visits are located on the northwest corner of the central city and in 

the Santa Ana area. Lastly, CU Boulder did not visit the one school within the low-income white 

sub-metropolitan area. 

Table 4.2 also provides the total number of visits made by CU Boulder, which includes 

multiple visits to unique schools. Schools within the high-income white sub-metropolitan 

received the most multiple visits, with six schools receiving two visits. Three schools within the 

middle income white sub-metropolitan area also received multiple visits, with two schools 

receiving two visits and one school receiving three visits. While two schools in the middle 

income POC sub-metropolitan area received two visits by CU Boulder, none of the schools in the 

high or low-income POC areas received multiple visits. 

The Los Angeles MSA was also a top visited metropolitan area by the University of 

Massachusetts Amherst (UMass Amherst). Table 4.2 shows that UMass Amherst visited 39 

schools, none of which received multiple visits. Figure 4.3 plots these visits using blue circle 

markers. Similar to CU Boulder, nearly half (46%) of visited schools are located within the high-

income white sub-metropolitan area. Seven visits to mid-income white sub-metropolitan area 

schools made up 18% of visited schools. Schools within high-income and mid-income POC sub-

metropolitan areas made up 13% and 21% of visited high schools, respectively. Lastly, UMass 

Amherst visited only one school within the low-income POC sub-metropolitan area. 
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The distribution of visits by UMass Amherst is very similar to the distribution of visits by 

CU Boulder, likely driven by both universities visiting many of the same public high schools in 

the Los Angeles MSA. Nearly three quarters of all visited schools by UMass Amherst (29 of 39) 

were also visited by CU Boulder. Visits to schools within high-income (17 of 29) and mid-

income (5 of 29) white sub-metropolitan areas made up more than three quarters of the 29 shared 

visited schools. 

Non-Visited Public High Schools. Figure 4.4 adds red “x” markers to indicate public 

high schools in the Los Angeles MSA that did not receive a visit by CU Boulder. The figure 

illustrates that the majority of non-visited schools are located within the low, mid, and high-

income POC sub-metropolitan areas at the center of the MSA. Additionally, there are very few 

schools in the high and mid-income white sub-metropolitan areas, particularly along the 

coastline and in the southern part of the MSA, that did not receive a visit. 

Table 4.3 provides some descriptive statistics for visited and non-visited public high 

schools in the Los Angeles MSA by sub-metropolitan area. CU Boulder visited more than half 

(29 of 53) of all public high schools in the high-income white sub-metropolitan area. The 24 

non-visited schools in the area are on average smaller schools, with fewer grade 12 students and 

fewer students meeting SAT college readiness benchmarks. Additionally, non-visited schools 

have a greater percentage of students eligible for free or reduced lunch and a higher proportion of 

Black, Latinx, and Native American students than visited schools. 

Less than 30% (10 of 34) of schools in the high-income POC sub-metropolitan area 

received a visit by CU Boulder. Visited and non-visited schools, as Table 4.3 shows, on average 

have similar grade 12 enrollment, number of students meeting SAT college readiness 

benchmarks, and proportions of students eligible for free or reduced lunch. However, non-visited 
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schools on average enroll a greater proportion of Black, Latinx and Native American students 

than visited schools within the high-income POC sub-metropolitan area. 

CU Boulder visited six of the 24 (25%) schools within the middle income white sub-

metropolitan area. Although the 24 schools located in mid-income white census tracts on average 

enroll majority Students of Color, the six schools visited by CU Boulder on average enroll a 

majority white student population. The 18 non-visited schools, on the other hand, enroll higher 

proportions of Black and Latinx students. Non-visited schools on average also enroll fewer grade 

12 students and fewer students meeting SAT college readiness benchmarks. 

Similar to patterns in other sub-metropolitan areas, the 129 non-visited schools within the 

mid-income POC sub-metropolitan area on average enroll fewer grade 12 students, fewer 

students meeting college readiness benchmarks, and a greater proportion of Latinx and Black 

students in comparison to the 13 visited schools. Although non-visited schools on average enroll 

a lower number of students meeting or exceeding SAT Math college readiness benchmarks, the 

129 non-visited schools within the mid-income POC sub-metropolitan area in total enroll nearly 

one third (10,156 of 34,544) of all college ready students in the Los Angeles MSA. 

Despite accounting for the majority of schools across all sub-metropolitan areas, only 2 

of the 152 schools within low-income POC tracts received a visit by CU Boulder. Non-visited 

schools had similar enrollment demographics as non-visited schools in other areas. Although, the 

two schools visited by CU Boulder within the low-income POC sub-metropolitan area enroll on 

average a substantially greater proportion of Black students (26%) than non-visited schools 

(9%). 

Figure 4.5 plots non-visited schools by UMass Amherst. Driven by visiting many of the 

same public high schools, the figure illustrates a very similar distribution of non-visited schools 
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as CU Boulder in Figure 4.4. Although there are noticeably fewer visited and more non-visited 

schools within the central and eastern border POC sub-metropolitan areas. Table 4.4 shows 

visited and non-visited schools within each of the sub-metropolitan areas follow similar 

demographic enrollment patterns as described above for CU Boulder. 

Recruitment Redlining of Black and Latinx Areas. Several patterns emerge from 

analyzing the spatial distribution of visited and non-visited public high schools across the Los 

Angeles MSA for both universities. Schools located within white sub-metropolitan areas across 

all income levels make up only 20% of schools in the Los Angeles MSA, yet these schools 

received 58% and 64% of visits by CU Boulder and UMass Amherst, respectively. These visits 

are located primarily along the coastline, an area that is historically rooted in the governing of 

space. This governing dates back to the removal of indigenous Tongva people and seizure of 

their lands in southern California, to the use of Jim Crow laws to ensure only white people had 

access and benefited from the booming economic areas along the coast for a large part of the 

1900s, as well as the decision by Southern California Rapid Transit District to end direct bus 

service lines between South Central Los Angeles to beachfront communities in the 1980s at the 

request of Manhattan Beach and Palos Verdes residents in an effort to deter inner city residents 

from coastal areas (García & Baltodano, 2005). 

Despite on average having comparable income, enrollment, and academic achievement 

characteristics, schools within high-income white areas are nearly twice as likely to receive a 

visit than schools within high-income POC areas. 

Schools within the mid-income POC sub-metropolitan area received a few more visits 

than schools within the mid-income white sub-metropolitan area by both universities (seven 

more for CU Boulder and 1 more for UMass Amherst). However, these additional visits are not 
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proportional considering there are nearly 6 times the number of schools within the POC area than 

there are schools within the white area. Coverage of schools within mid-income POC tracts 

becomes more concerning when considering these 142 schools enroll 37% of all students 

meeting or exceeding SAT Math college readiness benchmarks in the Los Angeles MSA. 

Additionally, it is evident that despite schools within mid-income white census tracts on average 

enrolling a relatively racially diverse student population, both universities visit schools that have 

a majority white student population and do not visit those with greater proportions of Latinx and 

Black students. 

Low-income sub-metropolitan areas received the fewest visits for both universities. This 

is most stark within majority POC tracts considering CU Boulder and UMass Amherst only 

visited 1 and 2 of the 152 schools, respectively. Whereas the only school located in a low-income 

white census tract received a visit by UMass Amherst. 

Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5 show that the majority of visits by both universities circle 

around the largest contiguous tracts for POC sub-metropolitan areas across all income levels 

located at the center of the MSA, where the greatest number of non-visited schools are clustered. 

This pattern is also illustrated for POC tracts near Burbank and near the Anaheim and Santa Ana 

area. 

For example, this pattern is demonstrated by CU Boulder’s visit path circling around the 

northern half of the metropolitan center in Figure 4.4. From west to east, the visit path by CU 

Boulder includes schools within high and mid-income white tracts along the coastline, a few 

visits to high and mid-income POC area schools more inland, and the furthest western coastal 

area of the metro with a visit to Malibu High School. In circling around the western border of the 

MSA, CU Boulder skipped over the cluster of POC schools that includes all income levels near 
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the North Hollywood and Burbank areas to visit high-income white and POC areas near the La 

Cañada and southern Pasadena areas. 

A similar pattern is illustrated in UMass Amherst’s visit path circling the southern half of 

the metropolitan center in Figure 4.5. This path begins with coastal visits to the Palos Verdes 

area, skips over schools within POC tracts at all three income levels near San Pedro and Long 

Beach to visit two schools within high-income POC tracts near Los Alamitos and Cerritos areas. 

The visit path then circles around the majority mid-income POC tracts near Anaheim and Santa 

Ana, visiting high and mid-income white schools along the coastline and schools within the mid 

and high-income POC sub-metropolitan areas near Irvine. 

Figure 4.6 re-plots visited and non-visited schools by both universities and outlines 

contiguous predominantly Black and/or Latinx census tracts at all income levels. These figures 

suggest that many of the areas located at the center of the metro and areas skipped over on 

visiting paths are predominantly Black and/or Latinx. 

These predominantly Black and Latinx census tracts are geographically easily accessible 

areas in the Los Angeles MSA, yet are the least visited by both universities. Figure 4.6 shows 

that predominantly Black and Latinx communities are geographically clustered in comparison to 

many of the high and mid-income White tracts that are geographically scattered across the 

coastline and metro area. Figure 4.6 also plots the largest and primary airport serving the Los 

Angeles MSA, LAX, using a purple plane icon. Assuming recruiters from CU Boulder and 

UMass Amherst enter the Los Angeles MSA via LAX and given the MSA’s extensive network 

of freeways, visit paths geographically ignore or “redline” these predominantly Black and Latinx 

communities by either inefficiently traveling around these areas along visits paths or using these 

communities as “fly over” areas to travel from one visit to the next. 
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Place-based whiteness as property (Harris, 1993) would suggest these predominantly 

Black and Latinx communities are ascribed the disadvantages of a non-white status and 

reputation associated with the “inner city.” While on average “reflecting” the same revenue and 

educational achievement as their white sub-metropolitan area counterparts, majority Black and 

Latinx census tracts across all income levels located at the center of the MSA do not have the 

same probability of receiving a recruiting visit because they may be ascribed the “poor” and 

“disadvantaged” racialized meanings associated with “inner-city” spaces and schools. Whereas 

majority POC areas that do receive a visit are more likely to located on the outer edges of the 

center MSA, within suburban areas that have historically been white suburban communities (e.g., 

Irvine) and are currently in closer proximity to majority white areas (Wheeler & Shimura, 2016). 

 

Dallas MSA 

Sub-Metropolitan Areas. Figure 4.7 shows the Dallas MSA and illustrates a different 

distribution of sub-metropolitan areas than the Los Angeles MSA. For example, the Dallas MSA 

has considerably fewer high-income POC tracts but a greater number of low-income white 

census tracts. Additionally, Figure 4.7 illustrates that sub-metropolitan areas are highly clustered. 

Nearly all high-income white tracts circle around POC tracts across all income levels located at 

the center of the MSA, many of the low-income white tracts are located on the eastern border, 

whereas the mid-income white sub-metropolitan area seems to encompass much of the 

surrounding area beyond the center of the MSA. 

Table 4.5 provides some descriptive statistics of the spatial distribution of people and 

schools across the six sub-metropolitan areas in the Dallas MSA. Residents within the high-

income white sub-metropolitan area, primarily made up of census tracts located in northern 
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suburbs (e.g., Keller, Colleyville, Prosper, Frisco, Allen), have an average median household 

income of $125,000. These areas are served by 46 of the 246 public high schools in the Dallas 

MSA that on average enroll 446 grade 12 students and 171 students scoring at or above Texas 

Success Initiative (TSI) college readiness standards on either the SAT or ACT.22 

The high-income POC sub-metropolitan area is made up of only 31 census tracts located 

within the center of the MSA. Residents within these majority POC tracts are primarily Asian 

(31%), Black (16%), or Latinx (13%) and have an average median income of $113,000. 

Although only four schools are located within high-income POC tracts, they have comparable 

enrollment and achievement characteristics as schools within high-income white tracts. 

The distribution of people within the mid-income white and mid-income POC sub-

metropolitan areas are very similar but schools within each area differ in their enrollment 

characteristics. Although nearly twice the number of schools are located within the mid-income 

white sub-metropolitan area than the mid-income POC area, these schools on average enroll half 

the number of total students and g12 students than schools within majority POC tracts. Despite 

enrollment differences, schools within both sub-metropolitan areas enroll a comparable number 

of students meeting TSI college readiness benchmarks. 

Lastly, low-income white and low-income POC sub-metropolitan areas also have very 

similar demographic characteristics with the exception of racial/ethnic makeup. The low-income 

POC sub-metropolitan area has the largest proportions of Black and Latinx populations across 

the Dallas MSA While there are nearly twice the number of schools within POC than white 

tracts, low-income schools in both areas on average enroll a comparable number of grade 12 

students and students meeting college readiness benchmarks. 

                                                
22 The Texas Education Agency defines a combined score of 1180 or higher on the SAT reading, writing, and math sections or a composite ACT 
score of 24 or higher as scoring at or above criterion for college readiness based on the Texas Success Initiative 
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Public High School Visits. Table 4.6 shows the number of recruiting visits to public high 

schools in the Dallas MSA. The University of Kansas (KU) made a total of 48 recruiting visits to 

32 public high schools in the Dallas MSA. 

Figure 4.8 consolidates maps shown in two different figures above with blue circle 

markers and red “x” markers indicating visited and non-visited schools in the Dallas MSA by 

KU, respectively. As Figure 4.8 illustrates, the high-income white sub-metropolitan area 

received the most number of visits across all six areas. While public high schools within the 

high-income white sub-metropolitan area account for only 20% of all schools in the Dallas MSA, 

these schools made up 72% (23 of 32) of visited schools by KU. 

Visited schools within mid-income POC and mid-income white areas had the same 

number of visits, each making up 13% (4 of 32) of all visited schools by KU. While one school 

within the high-income POC sub-metropolitan area received a visit, KU did not visit any schools 

within low-income white or POC sub-metropolitan areas. 

Table 4.6 shows that KU made a total of 48 visits to schools within the Dallas MSA, 

which accounts for visiting the same school multiple times. The majority of schools receiving 

multiple visits by KU were within the high-income white sub-metropolitan area. Nine of the 23 

schools visited in high-income white areas received two visits each and two of the 23 schools 

received three visits each. Additionally, two of the four schools visited in the mid-income white 

area received two visits each and the visited school within the high-income POC area received 

two visits. 

The Dallas MSA was also a top visited metropolitan area for The University of Georgia 

(UGA). UGA made a total of 26 recruiting visits to 15 public high schools in the Dallas MSA. 

Figure 4.9 shows that the distribution of visits by UGA was similar to visits by KU largely 
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because they visited many of the same public high schools. Eleven of the 15 (73%) schools 

visited by UGA were also visited by KU. Ten of the 11 shared visited schools were located 

within the high and mid-income white sub-metropolitan areas. 

Table 4.6 also shows that all schools that received multiple visits by UGA were located in 

white sub-metropolitan areas across all income levels. Of the 11 schools visited within the high-

income white sub-metropolitan area, four schools received two visits and one school received 

three visits by UGA. The one school visited within the mid-income white sub-metropolitan area 

received three visits and the one school visited within the low-income white sub-metropolitan 

area received two visits. 

Non-Visited Public High Schools. Figure 4.8 illustrates that non-visited schools by KU 

are geographically scattered across the Dallas MSA and across mid and low-income sub-

metropolitan areas. 

Table 4.8 provides some descriptive statistics for visited and non-visited public high 

schools in the Dallas MSA by sub-metropolitan area. KU visited half (23 of 46) of all public high 

schools in the high-income white sub-metropolitan area. Although visited and not visited schools 

are similar in their racial and income demographics, schools that did not receive a visit on 

average enroll about half the number of total students and half the number of students meeting 

TSI college readiness benchmarks than schools that did receive a visit. 

Hebron High School is the only of the four schools within the high-income POC sub-

metropolitan area visited by KU. As Table 4.3 shows, Hebron High School is a much larger 

school than the average of the three non-visited schools. Non-visited schools enroll a 

considerably fewer grade 12 students and students meeting TSI college readiness benchmarks 

than Hebron High School, as well as enroll a greater proportion of Black and Latinx students. 
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Only four of the 74 (4%) of schools within the mid-income white sub-metropolitan area 

received a visit by KU. Non-visited schools on average enroll a much greater number of grade 12 

students and much fewer number of students meeting TSI college readiness benchmarks than not 

visited schools. 

KU did not visit any of the 58 schools within the low-income POC sub-metropolitan area 

or the 21 schools within the low-income white sub-metropolitan area. These schools are on 

average smaller schools than upper and middle income schools. 

Driven by visiting many of the same public high schools, Figure 4.9 illustrates a similar 

distribution of non-visited schools by UGA as KU in Figure 4.8. Although there are fewer visited 

mid-income areas. Table 4.4 shows visited and non-visited schools within each of the sub-

metropolitan areas follow similar demographic enrollment patterns as described above for KU. 

Recruitment Redlining of Black and Latinx Areas. New and similar patterns emerge 

from analyzing recruiting visits in the Dallas MSA. Providing a different racial and economic 

landscape than the Los Angeles MSA, Dallas contains a greater number of mid and low-income 

white communities primarily located in more rural outskirts of the MSA center. However, Figure 

4.7 and Figure 4.8 show these schools did not receive visits by either KU or UGA. The only 

schools within the mid- and low-income white sub-metropolitan areas that received visits are 

located within the MSA center, whereas non-visited schools are geographically scattered 

throughout the outskirts of the metropolitan area. 

The Dallas MSA center is the location of more clustered visits to high-income white 

census tracts primarily in the northern suburbs and the largest cluster of non-visited schools in 

POC census tracts across all income levels primarily in the southern half the MSA center. 
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Figure 4.10 outlines contiguous predominantly Black and/or Latinx census tracts at all 

income levels. Serving as a horizontal boundary delineating the northern and southern areas of 

the MSA center, Figure 4.10 also plots the primary airport serving the Dallas MSA and shows 

that the majority of visits by both universities are located in majority white communities north of 

the airport. 

However, this boundary is not simply the reflection of racially homogeneous 

communities with different socioeconomic characteristics on the northern and southern areas of 

the MSA, rather it is grounded in Dallas’ historical and contemporary racial politics in the 

governing of space (Lawe, 2018). This boundary includes the historical “separate but equal” 

Black district lines established by city officials during Jim Crow, the redlining of neighborhoods 

marked as “still desirable or best” and “definitely declining or hazardous” for mortgage lenders 

by the federal government in the 1940s, and it delineates some of the communities that were 

considered below “minimum viability” to be included in housing policies investing millions of 

federal dollars to revitalizing neighborhoods in 2018 (City of Dallas Economic Development & 

Housing Committee, 2018). 

Only a few schools on the southern part of the MSA center received visits by KU or 

UGA. This includes a small cluster of schools to high-income white census tracts just southeast 

of the airport. The location of some of these visits, Highland Park, is the epicenter of recent 

debate regarding racial school inequality in the Dallas MSA (Binkovitz, 2016; Celeste, 2018). 

Highland Park Independent School District is commonly used as an example of how schools 

remain inequitable through the drawing of school district boundaries along municipal lines 

rooted in historical segregation, as it is one of the whitest and wealthiest districts in the Dallas 

MSA and is located within the predominantly low-income Black and Latinx Dallas Independent 
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School District (See Appendix B4.3) (Celeste, 2018). Additionally, the only other two schools in 

the southern part of the MSA center that received a visit are located in high-income white census 

tracts in Arlington and Aledo. 

Discussion 

Contemporary racial inequality is grounded in the governing of space and its impact on 

where People of Color live, including racial inequality in access to higher education. Proximity 

studies find that students’ odds of applying to college increases with the number of college 

options in close proximity to home (López Turley, 2009); however, the number and type of 

colleges in close proximity varies widely along the racial and socioeconomic characteristics of 

communities (Hillman, 2016). Communities of Color are less likely to live near four-year 

universities and are more likely to live near a disproportionate number of for-profit colleges 

(Dache-Gerbino et al., 2018; Hillman, 2016). While these studies make important contributions 

to understanding students’ college choices within the geography of unequal college opportunity, 

students’ college choices are also impacted by the enrollment management choices of colleges 

and universities.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

Universities spend substantial resources in identifying prospective students (Hossler & 

Bontrager, 2014) and traveling across the country visiting schools and communities in an effort 

to recruit them (Stevens, 2007). This study explores whether public high schools within white 

communities and Communities of Color with comparable income and educational achievement 

characteristics are equally as likely to receive recruiting visits within the Los Angeles and Dallas 

metropolitan areas. 

Findings suggest that schools within high-income white communities are more likely to 

receive visits than schools within high-income POC communities. Schools within mid- and low-
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income white communities are also more likely to receive a visit than schools within mid- and 

low-income POC communities for the Dallas MSA. Although schools within mid-income POC 

communities received a few more visits than mid-income white communities in the Los Angeles 

MSA, these additional visits were not proportional considering there are nearly six times the 

number of schools within mid-income POC communities. 

Racial biases intensify when analyzing which schools receive more than one visit and 

which schools are visited by multiple universities. For both the Los Angeles and Dallas MSAs, 

schools within white communities across all income levels are more likely to receive multiple 

visits by each university and are more likely to be visited by more than one university. On the 

other hand, schools within POC communities are more likely to only be visited by one university 

and more likely to only receive one visit. 

Results also reveal systematic geographic disparities in recruiting visits. Communities of 

Color that receive out-of-state recruiting visits across both the Los Angeles and Dallas MSAs are 

predominantly suburban Asian communities. Whereas the biggest cluster of non-visited schools 

are located within Black and Latinx communities across all income levels at the center of each 

MSA. Visit paths by CU Boulder and UMass Amherst in the Los Angeles MSA circled around 

Black and Latinx communities, either inefficiently traveling around them or using these 

communities as “fly over” areas. Within the Dallas MSA, the only visits by KU and UGA in the 

southern half of the MSA skipped the largest contiguous Black and Latinx census tracts to reach 

public high schools in predominantly white southern suburbs. 

Together, these findings suggest that recruiting visits within the Los Angeles and Dallas 

MSAs by the four public universities in this study reinforce the geography of unequal college 

opportunity. The geography of unequal college opportunity finds that communities with larger 
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Latinx populations and communities with low educational attainment tend to live in urban core 

“college deserts” where residential segregation and hegemonic urban disenfranchisement shape 

the lives of predominantly low-income Black and Latinx families, whereas white communities 

tend to live within “college oases” located in suburban areas (Dache-Gerbino, 2018; Hillman, 

2016). The four universities in the study concentrated recruiting efforts within college oases 

while geographically ignoring many of the schools within “college deserts.” 

Both the iron triangle of enrollment management (Cheslock & Kroc, 2012) and academic 

capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) would suggest that the disproportionate number of visits 

to white communities may be due to achievement or wealth gaps between white communities 

and Communities of Color. 

However, space-based whiteness as property (Harris, 1993)  suggests that racial 

discrimination in recruiting practices is enacted through the advantages and disadvantages 

ascribed to communities based on racialized meanings of place. Schools within white 

communities are ascribed the economic and academic benefits of whiteness as property. “Ideal 

college students” attend high schools that are located within white communities. However these 

communities are not the “reflection” of wealth or achievement gaps. Schools within mid- and 

low-income white communities, despite having comparable income and achievement 

characteristics to mid- and low-income POC communities, are more likely to receive recruiting 

visits because they benefit from the status and reputation of whiteness.  

On the other hand, Black and Latinx communities across income and achievement 

characteristics are ascribed the “disadvantaged”, “under prepared”, and “poor” racialized 

schooling disadvantages associated with non-white reputation and status. For example, schools 

within high income Communities of Color are likely to enroll students that meet the enrollment 
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management trifecta of diversity, revenue, and academic talent for universities. They are also 

likely to enroll many students that meet the characteristics of “ideal college students.” Yet, 

schools within high income Communities of Color are less likely to receive recruiting visits than 

white communities. 

The study makes a contribution to challenging the normative ways in which higher 

education research investigates unequal access through a geographical lens. The study finds that 

the geographic location of recruiting visits are not coincidentally located within white 

communities in the Los Angeles and Dallas MSAs. Rather than treating recruiting visit locations 

as simply “reflections” of racial wealth and achievement gaps, the study contextualizes the 

location of recruiting visits within the historical and contemporary racial, spatial politics of these 

metropolitan areas.  Rather than neutralize and deracialize geographical space, studies addressing 

the importance of geography in explaining college access inequality must consider how place is 

embedded within the historical and contemporary governing of space.   
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Tables  

Table 4.1: Distribution of People and Public High Schools in Los Angeles MSA by Sub-
Metropolitan Areas 

Note: * indicated means across people or schools within each sub-metropolitan area. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were 
included in the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; is not a special education school, alternative 
school, virtual school, or independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education. 
Non-visited schools include only out-of-state schools in states that received at least one high school visit.  

 High-
Income, 

POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low-
Income, 

POC 

High-
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low-
Income, 
White 

       
People       
# of Pooled Census Tracts 199 1,005 867 491 286 39 
Total Residents 987,993 4,882,855 3,805,029 2,139,478 1,246,627 162,573 
       
Race/Ethnicity*       
% Asian 32 19 10 12 10 12 
% Black 5 7 10 2 3 4 
% Latinx 26 52 69 14 17 18 
% Native American 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
% Multiracial  3 3 1 4 4 3 
% White 32 20 8 68 64 63 
       
Median Household Income ($000)* $105 $66 $38 $123 $74 $39 
       
       
Public High Schools*       
# of schools 34 142 152 52 24 1 
Total Enrollment 1,753 1,716 1,084 2,005 2,007 1,552 
Grade 12 Enrollment 435 384 235 463 431 286 
# Meeting College Ready SAT Benchmark 169 92 39 166 124 54 
% Free Reduced Lunch 39 69 81 31 42 77 
       
       
Race/Ethnicity       
% Asian 25 12 4 12 11 6 
% Black 7 7 9 6 7 10 
% Latinx 43 70 81 31 42 70 
% Native American 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.5 0.2 
% White 22 9 4 47 36 13 
       
School Type       
0/1 is a Regular School 0.59 0.60 0.52 0.60 0.63 0 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.15 0.20 0.13 0.21 0.29 1.0 
0/1 is a Charter School 0.27 0.20 0.36 0.20 0.08 0 
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Table 4.2: Public High School Recruiting Visits to Los Angeles MSA by Sub-Metropolitan Areas 
 

Total  
High-

Income, 
POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low- 
Income, 

POC 

High- 
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low-
Income, 
White 

        
University of Colorado Boulder        
# of public high school visited 60 10 13 2 29 6 0 
% of total visited schools 17% 22% 3% 48% 10% 0% 
        
# of public high school visits* 72 10 15 2 35 10 0 
% of total public high school visits* 14% 21% 3% 49% 14% 0% 
        
University of Massachusetts Amherst        
# of public high school visits 39 5 8 1 17 7 1 
% of total visits 13% 21% 3% 44% 18% 3% 
        
# of public high school visits* -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
% of total public high school visits* -- -- -- -- -- -- 
        
Notes: * includes multiple visits to unique schools 
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Table 4.3: Descriptive Statistics for Public High Schools Visited and Not Visited by University of Colorado Boulder in Los Angeles 
MSA 
 

 High- 
Income,  

POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low- 
Income, 

POC 

High- 
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low- 
Income, 
White 

 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 

             
# of Schools 10 24 13 129 2 150 29 24 6 18 0 1 
Grade 12 Enrollment 443 412 549 374 316 236 557 377 606 398 -- 341 
# Meeting SAT Benchmark 197 155 189 82 102 39 208 109 214 93 -- 54 
Median Household Income ($000) $114 $104 $75 $66 $41 $37 $123 $108 $81 $74 -- $42 
% Free Reduced Lunch 28 44 47 72 38 82 19 45 15 51 -- 77 
             
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity             
% Asian 33 21 23 10 9 4 14 10 16 10 -- 6 
% Black 2 9 4 8 26 9 4 7 3 8 -- 10 
% Latinx 31 48 46 72 34 82 24 40 17 51 -- 70 
% Native American 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 1 0.9 0.4 -- 0.2 
% White 31 18 23 7 25 4 54 38 58 28 -- 13 
             
School Type             
0/1 is a Regular School 0.70 0.54 0.88 0.58 0.0 0.52 0.70 0.42 1.0 0.5 -- 0.0 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.10 0.17 0.06 0.21 0.50 0.12 0.23 0.21 0.0 0.39 -- 1 
0/1 is a Charter School 0.20 0.29 0.06 0.21 0.50 0.35 0.07 0.38 0.0 0.11 -- 0.0 

Note: Totals are for unique school visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 4.2. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in 
the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; is not a special education school, alternative school, virtual school, or 
independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education.  
 
 
 



 

 
 

148 

 
 
Table 4.4: Descriptive Statistics for Public High Schools Visited and Not Visited by University of Massachusetts Amherst in Los 
Angeles MSA 
 

 High- 
Income,  

POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low- 
Income, 

POC 

High- 
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low- 
Income, 
White 

 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 

             
# of Schools 5 29 8 134 1 151 17 36 7 17 1 0 
Grade 12 Enrollment 483 401 689 372 640 234 541 445 617 381 341 -- 
# Meeting SAT Benchmark 272 149 289 80 202 38 204 146 209 89 54 -- 
Median Household Income ($000) $117 $105 $77 $66 $46 $37 $127 $111 $76 $75 $42 -- 
% Free Reduced Lunch 11 44 33 72 72 81 13 39 24 50 77 -- 
             
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity             
% Asian 55 19 30 11 44 4 16 10 10 12 6 -- 
% Black 2 8 6 7 0.7 9 4 6 3 8 10 -- 
% Latinx 13 48 32 72 51 82 18 38 29 48 70 -- 
% Native American 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.2 -- 
% White 26 21 29 8 3 4 58 41 53 28 13 -- 
             
School Type             
0/1 is a Regular School 1.0 0.52 0.5 0.60 1.0 0.52 0.70 0.53 0.86 0.53 0.0 -- 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.0 0.17 0.38 0.19 0.0 0.13 0.24 0.22 0.14 0.35 1 -- 
0/1 is a Charter School 0.0 0.31 0.13 0.20 0.0 0.36 0.06 0.25 0.0 0.12 0.0 -- 

Note: Totals are for unique school visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 4.2. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in 
the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; is not a special education school, alternative school, virtual school, or 
independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education.  
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Table 4.5: Distribution of People and Public High Schools in Dallas MSA by Sub-Metropolitan 
 

Note: * indicated means across people or schools within each sub-metropolitan area. Schools that satisfied the 
following criteria were included in the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each 
grade; is not a special education school, alternative school, virtual school, or independent school; is an open 
status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education. Non-visited schools include only 
out-of-state schools in states that received at least one high school visit.

 High-
Income, 

POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low-
Income, 

POC 

High-
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low-
Income, 
White 

       
People       
# of Pooled Census Tracts 31 239 401 270 331 48 
Total Residents 191,408 1,343,093 1,943,555 1,598,398 1,808,725 217,014 
       
Race/Ethnicity       
% Asian 31 9 3 8 4 3 
% Black 16 21 26 6 7 8 
% Latinx 13 34 51 10 18 20 
% Native American 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 
% Multiracial  3 3 1 2 2 2 
% White 37 33 18 73 69 66 
       
Median Household Income ($000) $113 $63 $38 $125 $69 $41 
       
       
Public High Schools       
# of schools 4 39 58 46 78 21 
Total Enrollment 1,568 1,850 1,145 1,905 983 1,035 
Grade 12 Enrollment 393 394 217 446 211 217 
# Meeting SAT/ACT Benchmark 154 57 39 171 57 43 
% Free Reduced Lunch 34 59 74 26 38 47 
       
       
Race/Ethnicity       
% Asian 25 5 3 8 2 1 
% Black 28 25 32 11 7 11 
% Latinx 24 49 55 26 25 31 
% Native American 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.9 0.6 
% White 23 18 9 53 63 54 
       
School Type       
0/1 is a Regular School 0.75 0.82 0.62 0.91 0.95 0.91 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.0 0.05 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.05 
0/1 is a Charter School 0.25 0.13 0.21 0.09 0.05 0.04 
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Table 4.6: Public High School Recruiting Visits to Dallas MSA by Sub-Metropolitan Areas 
 
 

Total  
High-

Income, 
POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low- 
Income, 

POC 

High- 
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low-
Income, 
White 

        
University of Kansas        
# of public high school visited 32 1 4 0 23 4 0 
% of total visited schools 3% 13% 0% 72% 13% 0% 
        
# of public high school visits* 48 2 4 0 36 6 0 
% of total public high school visits* 4% 8% 0% 75% 13% 0% 
        
University of Georgia        
# of public high school visits 15 1 1 0 11 1 1 
% of total visits 7% 7% 0% 73% 7% 7% 
        
# of public high school visits* 26 1 1 0 18 4 2 
% of total public high school visits* 4% 4% 0% 70% 15% 8% 
        
Notes: * includes multiple visits to unique schools 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

151 

Table 4.7: Descriptive Statistics for Public High Schools Visited and Not Visited by University of Kansas in Dallas MSA 
 High- 

Income,  
POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low- 
Income, 

POC 

High- 
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low- 
Income, 
White 

 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 

             
# of Schools 1 3 4 35 0 58 23 23 4 74 0 21 
Grade 12 Enrollment 741 277 479 384 -- 217 540 352 183 734 -- 217 
# Meeting SAT/ACT Benchmark 370 47 157 45 -- 39 233 106 334 41 -- 43 
Median Household Income ($000) $138 $104 $62 $66 -- $34 $121 $114 $63 $69 -- $45 
% Free Reduced Lunch 17 39 44 61 -- 74 23 29 21 39 -- 47 
             
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity             
% Asian 26 25 9 5 -- 3 9 7 7 1 -- 1 
% Black 12 33 17 26 -- 32 8 13 10 7 -- 11 
% Latinx 18 22 40 50 -- 55 25 26 22 25 -- 31 
% Native American 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 -- 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.9 -- 0.6 
% White 41 17 32 18 -- 9 55 50 58 64 -- 54 
             
School Type             
0/1 is a Regular School 1.0 0.67 1.0 0.80 -- 0.62 1.0 0.83 1.0 0.95 -- 0.91 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.06 -- 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -- 0.05 
0/1 is a Charter School 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.14 -- 0.21 0.0 0.17 0.0 0.05 -- 0.05 

Note: Totals are for unique school visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 4.6. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in 
the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; is not a special education school, alternative school, virtual school, or 
independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education.  
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Table 4.8: Descriptive Statistics for Public High Schools Visited and Not Visited by University of Georgia in Dallas MSA 
 High- 

Income,  
POC 

Mid- 
Income, 

POC 

Low- 
Income, 

POC 

High- 
Income, 
White 

Mid- 
Income, 
White 

Low- 
Income, 
White 

 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 

             
# of Schools 1 3 1 38 0 58 11 35 1 76 1 20 
Grade 12 Enrollment 113 486 557 389 -- 217 486 433 1,401 196 582 199 
# Meeting SAT Benchmark N/A* 154 202 53 -- 39 235 150 700 48 149 38 
Median Household Income ($000) $103 $122 $68 $66 -- $34 $126 $115 $62 $69 $43 $45 
% Free Reduced Lunch 15 40 49 59 -- 74 18 29 14 38 41 47 
             
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity             
% Asian 51 17 8 5 -- 3 8 8 13 1 3 2 
% Black 7 34 20 25 -- 32 7 12 12 7 7 11 
% Latinx 22 21 41 49 -- 55 21 27 14 25 60 29 
% Native American 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 -- 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.4 0.6 
% White 18 25 27 18 -- 9 60 50 57 63 28 55 
             
School Type             
0/1 is a Regular School 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.82 -- 0.62 1.0 0.91 1.0 0.95 1.0 0.90 
0/1 is a Magnet School 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.05 -- 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.05 
0/1 is a Charter School 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 -- 0.21 0.0 0.09 0.0 0.05 0.0 0.05 

Note: Totals are for unique school visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 4.6. Schools that satisfied the following criteria were included in 
the sample: offers grades 9-12 and enrolls at least ten students in each grade; is not a special education school, alternative school, virtual school, or 
independent school; is an open status school and reports enrollment to the Federal Department of Education.  
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Figures 

Figure 4.1: Los Angeles MSA by Sub-Metropolitan Areas  
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Figure 4.2: Public High School Visits by University of Colorado Boulder to Los Angeles MSA 
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Figure 4.3: Public High School Visits by University of Massachusetts Amherst to Los Angeles MSA 
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Figure 4.4: Visited and Non-Visited Public High Schools by University of Colorado Boulder in Los Angeles MSA  
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Figure 4.5: Visited and Non-Visited Public High Schools by University of Massachusetts Amherst in Los Angeles MSA  
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Figure 4.6: Majority Black and Latinx Sub-Metropolitan Areas in Los Angeles MSA 

 
A.  University of Colorado Boulder                                                                                B. University of Massachusetts Amherst     
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Figure 4.7: Dallas MSA by Sub-Metropolitan Areas  
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Figure 4.8:  Visited and Non-Visited Public High Schools by The University of Kansas in the Dallas MSA 
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Figure 4.9: Visited and Not Visited Public High Schools by The University of Georgia in the Dallas MSA 
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Figure 4.10: Majority Black and Latinx Sub-Metropolitan Areas in Dallas MSA 

 
A.  University of Kansas                                            B. University of Georgia 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
 

This concluding chapter summarizes findings for the empirical studies in Chapter 3 and 

Chapter 4. Additionally, I discuss the contributions of these studies to broader college literatures, as 

well as theoretical and methodological contributions. This chapter also draws implications for 

policy, practice, and advocacy. Lastly, I propose a future research agenda. 

 

Summary of Findings 

¿Suburbios o Barrios? Off-Campus Recruiting by Public Research Universities 

Chapter 3 is the first study to systematically analyze off-campus recruiting visits. Making the 

foundational argument that knowing which students are targeted by recruiting efforts can yield 

credible indicators of university enrollment preferences, Chapter 3 investigates the racial, economic, 

and academic characteristics of localities that receive and do not receive visits. 

Chapter 3 draws on resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and academic 

capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) to develop expectations about 

university recruiting behavior. Resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) suggests that 

universities are likely to recruit within affluent localities as they engage in resource diversification in 

response to declines in state appropriations. On the other hand, academic capitalism (Slaughter & 

Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) suggests that even universities facing favorable state 

funding environments may engage in recruiting as a revenue-generating activity due to the 

displacement of universities’ public good mission with a market-driven regime. 

Using descriptive statistics (e.g., counts, medians, means), linear probability regression 

models, and geospatial visualizations, Chapter 3 observes general relationships between the 

probability of receiving a visit and characteristics (i.e., racial/ethnic makeup, income levels, 

academic achievement) of schools and communities. 
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The study finds that most universities make nearly double the number of out-of-state 

recruiting visits than in-state visits. Out-of-state visits tend to be concentrated within suburban, 

affluent, and predominantly white public high schools and private schools. Additionally, income and 

racial biases persist even after controlling for factors like enrollment size and student achievement. 

Income bias was also evident within in-state recruiting visits, although to a lesser magnitude than 

out-of-state visits. In-state visits exhibited some patterns of racial bias, although this was not 

consistent across all universities. 

While resource dependence theory would suggest that the focus on out-of-state recruiting 

visits and income biases are driven by declines in state funding, findings suggest these patterns are 

only partly a function of unfavorable environmental conditions and resources. Universities with 

dramatic declines in state appropriations and those with relatively better state support both exhibited 

these same recruiting patterns. These findings align with academic capitalism, which suggests that 

universities are not the victims of external market-driven values driven by a need to replace declines 

in state funding. Rather, academic capitalism suggests that universities make choices that are at 

times based on the displacement of their public mission for a regime driven by the logics of capital, 

entrepreneurialism, and commercialism (Rhoades, 2014). 

 

Sub-Metropolitan Spatial Redlining in Public University Recruitment 

Grounded in the historical governing of space and its impact on where People of Color live 

(Hardy et al., 2018; Rothstein, 2018), Chapter 4 investigates the racial bias of out-of-state recruiting 

visits found in Chapter 3 in-depth through a geographical lens. The study analyzes the geographic 

location of recruiting visits by four public research universities in the Los Angeles and Dallas 

metropolitan areas and investigates whether recruiting efforts spatially discriminate against 

Communities of Color. 
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This second empirical study extends the first empirical study in Chapter 3 in several ways. 

Chapter 3 investigates relationships between the probability of receiving a recruiting visit and 

income, race, and achievement independently. Chapter 4 explores the spatial intersections of these 

characteristics by creating sub-metropolitan areas. Rather than assuming dichotomies between 

central city as poor or primarily Communities of Color and suburbs as affluent or white 

communities, the metropolitan case study allows an in-depth exploration of racial bias by examining 

recruiting visits within localities that complicate such dichotomies (e.g., affluent and suburban 

Communities of Color). 

Additionally, the methods used in Chapter 3 predict average probabilities across the high 

school samples for each university and treats high schools as if they are arbitrarily scattered across 

locations. By grounding the geographical approach within the concepts of place (Agnew, 2011) and 

whiteness as property (Harris, 1993) Chapter 4 contextualizes Chapter 3’s average probabilities 

within a metropolitan area and within real communities, rather than treating schools as abstract 

spaces uprooted and removed from the racial and political places they are located within. 

The study finds that schools within high-income white communities are more likely to 

receive a visit than schools within high-income POC communities across both the Los Angeles and 

Dallas MSA. For the Dallas MSA, schools within mid and low-income white communities are also 

more likely to receive a visit than schools within comparable income POC communities. Although 

schools within mid-income POC communities received a few more visits than mid-income white 

communities in the Los Angeles MSA, these additional visits were not proportional considering 

there are nearly six times the number of schools within mid-income POC communities. 

Results also suggest that schools within white communities across all income levels are more 

likely to receive multiple visits by each university and more likely to be visited by more than one 

university. 
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Together, findings reveal that universities spatially redline Black and Latinx communities 

across all income levels located within the center of the Los Angeles and Dallas MSAs. Visit paths 

by the University of Colorado Boulder and the University of Massachusetts Amherst in the Los 

Angeles MSA circled around Black and Latinx communities, either inefficiently traveling around 

them or using these communities as “fly over” areas. Within the Dallas MSA, the only visits by the 

University of Kansas and the University of Georgia in the southern half of the MSA skipped the 

largest contiguous Black and Latinx census tracts to reach public high schools in predominantly 

white southern suburbs. Given these communities have comparable income and achievement 

characteristics as white communities, place-based whiteness as property suggests recruiting efforts 

by public universities do not simply “reflect” racial wealth gaps or racial achievement gaps. Rather 

racially biased recruiting practices are enacted through the privileges ascribed to white communities 

and disadvantages ascribed to Communities of Color. 

 

Contributions to Literature  

This dissertation contributes to several different literatures. I discuss broad contributions to 

higher education access literatures and more specific contributions to outreach, marketing, and 

recruiting literatures below. 

 

Higher Education Access Literatures 

Demand Side vs. Supply Side Access Literatures. Literatures on access to higher education 

are vast and comprehensive. This includes a substantial literature that analyzes admissions decisions, 

often at selective colleges and universities (Astin & Oseguera, 2004; Avery, Fairbanks, & 

Zeckhauser, 2009; Carnevale & Rose, 2003). Another literature highlights how “achievement gaps” 

due to underresourced schools and families account for disparate college attendance rates (Green, 
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2001; Sean F. Reardon, 2013). Scholarship documenting students’ financial barriers to attending 

college (Doyle, 2010; Ehrenberg, 2000; McPherson & Schapiro, 1998) and the complexity of 

accessing financial aid (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2006, 2013) makes up another substantial access 

literature. More recent scholarship on “under-matching” suggests students’ lack of information about 

better college options poses barriers to applying to and enrolling in selective college and universities 

(Hoxby & Avery, 2013). 

This dissertation contributes to access literature that moves beyond the “demand side” of 

higher education (i.e., explanations that focus on the behavior and decisions of students, families, 

and K-12 schools), to exploring how the “supply side” of higher education (i.e., university 

enrollment management behaviors) impacts access. 

Geography of College Opportunity Literature. Recent scholarship on the geography of 

college opportunity (Hillman, 2016) applies a geographical lens to a well-established college choice 

literature. Proximity studies have found that the number of colleges and universities in proximity to 

where students live is associated with increases in the likelihood of applying to college (López 

Turley, 2009) and that the location of colleges and universities varies widely along the racial and 

socioeconomic characteristics of communities (Dache-Gerbino, 2018; Dache-Gerbino et al., 2018; 

Hillman, 2016). These studies make a significant contribution to access literature by moving beyond 

“demand-side” explanations for access inequality; however, these studies restrict the “supply-side” 

of higher education to the physical location of campuses. From this perspective, the reason why 

students have limited access to higher education is due to where they live, which shifts the onus back 

onto students and families rather than on the behavior of colleges and universities that also impact 

access. 

The empirical studies in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 make an important contribution to the 

geography of college opportunity literature by shifting the focus back onto the enrollment 
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management behaviors of universities and exploring how the recruiting efforts of universities 

reinforce the geography of unequal college opportunity. 

 

Marketing, Outreach, and Recruiting Literatures 

The recruiting focus of this dissertation contributes to literature on the enrollment 

management behaviors of colleges and universities, which includes scholarship on outreach, 

marketing, and recruiting. 

Outreach. Recruiting efforts are broadly part of university outreach efforts responsible for 

“shepherding” students into college (Swail & Perna, 2002, p. 15). Most of these outreach efforts 

include intervention programs designed to improve the college readiness of students, particularly for 

underserved low-income students and Students of Color. This includes federal and state intervention 

programs that provide supplemental academic and social support for students (e.g., TRIO, GEAR 

UP, Upward Bound, MESA, AVID). Many colleges and universities have also developed their own 

programs, which include summer bridge programs, STEM camps, and early academic outreach 

programs. Some of the most recent outreach programs incorporate academic, social, and financial 

support in preparing students to attend college (e.g., the University of Michigan’s HAIL program). 

Although much attention and resources are devoted to many of these outreach programs, 

empirical research that evaluates their impact is limited due to a lack of information and data (Swail 

& Perna, 2002). Much of this limited scholarship has focused on evaluating federal programs 

(Seftor, Mamum, & Schirm, 2009; Standing et al., 2008), whereas fewer studies focus on the 

effectiveness of university specific intervention programs (Cabrera, Miner, & Milem, 2013; 

Dynarski et al., 2018). While some of these studies find positive effects and provide insights into 

promising best practices for outreach in more controlled programmatic settings, they do not provide 
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insight into more general enrollment management practices that provide critical interventions for 

access into colleges and universities for the majority of students outside of outreach programs. 

Marketing. Recruiting is also considered a marketing intervention used by enrollment 

management officers to identify and target prospective students outside of outreach programs. 

Marketing, defined as the activities associated with the branding and advertisement of colleges and 

universities, has become an increasingly central component of enrollment management (Hossler, 

1984). Other marketing interventions include purchasing contact information from College Board 

and sending students brochures, emails, and other marketing materials, paid media advertising 

(e.g. pay-per-click search advertisements that appear when students search for admissions or degree 

information on Google), and social media (e.g., Twitter, Facebook) (Noel-Levitz, 2017). These 

interventions are used by admissions offices to market the university’s “story” to prospective 

students as a way to solicit inquiries. 

Scholarship on higher education marketing is limited. Some studies investigate how higher 

education institutions “sell” or market the college experience to potential students (Kirp, 2009). This 

includes ways in which universities represent themselves via mission statements (Morphew & 

Hartley, 2006–; Taylor & Morphew, 2010) and institutional branding (Toma, Dubrow, & Hartley, 

2005). Other recent studies also focus on how universities market the college experience to 

prospective students in “viewbooks” (Durgin, 1998; Hartley & Morphew, 2008). While these studies 

provide important contributions to understanding how universities market themselves to prospective 

students, they do not systematically analyze which student populations are targeted by marketing 

interventions. 

Recruiting. Although market research identifies recruiting as one of the top interventions 

used by enrollment managers to solicit applications from targeted student populations (Noel-Levitz, 

2017, 2018), few empirical studies focus on analyzing university recruiting efforts. What we know 
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about university off-campus recruiting visits is driven by sociological case studies. As part of an 

ethnographic study of the entire admissions process, Stevens (2007) served as a regional recruiter for 

a selective liberal arts college. Stevens (2007) found that recruiters visited the same affluent public 

and private high schools across the country year after year because students attending these school 

are more likely to contribute to the prestige and revenue goals of “the College.” Analyzing from the 

high school perspective, Holland (2019) found that universities’ recruiting visits to the high schools 

in her study heavily impacted where students applied and enrolled. Recruiting visits were most 

influential on the college decisions of first-generation students and Students of Color, who felt 

counselors often did not provide them with college options that met their aspirations. Visits served to 

make these students “feel wanted” by the college or university, whereas visits had less of an impact 

on affluent students with college educated parents. 

These case studies suggest that underserved student populations are particularly affected by 

which colleges and universities visit their high schools and communities, yet they may not be the 

student populations recruiting efforts are targeting. While research on recruiting has the potential to 

shift the onus of access inequality away from “supply side” to “demand side” explanations, these 

studies are unlikely (and wrongfully so) to “hold water” in pushing political discourse on access to 

higher education. This is largely because these studies focus on analyzing recruiting from the 

perspective of one university or one high school, whereas the empirical studies in Chapter 3 and 

Chapter 4 contribute to the first research project systematically analyzing which schools and 

communities receive recruiting visits and those that do not. 

 

Theoretical Contributions 

This dissertation also makes important theoretical contributions to the study of organizations 

within the field of higher education. Many modern organization theories have been developed by 



 

 
 

171 

studying colleges and universities (Bastedo, 2012), including resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978),  “old” institutional theory (Clark, 1956, 1960), garbage can model (Cohen & 

March, 1986), and “loose coupling” (Weick, 1976). These theories are often used to investigate 

higher education “problems” by predicting organizational behavior based on underlying 

relationships between organizational characteristics and some organizational action (Bastedo, 2012). 

For example, resource dependence theory suggests that socioeconomic and racial access inequality 

may be explained by the incentive to recruit affluent students that pay large amounts of tuition as the 

result of universities’ growing dependence on tuition revenue to replenish declining state 

appropriations. 

While organization theories such as resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) 

and neo-institutional theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) may be helpful in predicting the enrollment 

management behaviors of public universities, these theories often fail to politicize the underlying 

mechanisms driving the behavior of colleges and universities, and in doing so neutralize the effects 

of such behaviors. 

Using other frameworks such as academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), 

whiteness as property (Harris, 1993), and critical geography (Ozias & Pasque, 2019) can facilitate a 

deeper theoretical explanation of the enrollment management behaviors of colleges and universities 

that does not neutralize or deracialize the effects of such decisions. Academic capitalism grounds 

recruiting practices within the increasing marketization of the admissions process, not as the result 

of resource needs, but within an academic capitalism regime in which universities treat public higher 

education as commodity to be capitalized on rather than a public good. Drawing on whiteness as 

property (Harris, 1993) helps link recruiting practices with historical and contemporary race-driven 

enrollment management practices that have governed access to higher education for Students of 

Color.    
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Together, these frameworks challenge dominant access inequality discourses that 

contextualize the enrollment management behavior of colleges and universities within neoliberal 

claims of neutrality, colorblindness, and meritocracy (Crenshaw, 1997). Race-driven policies and 

practices are part of the enduring legacy of college admissions. Yet, mainstream educational 

discourse on racial access inequality largely highlights explanations that disguise the 

institutionalized racism that resurfaces at “every juncture in the history of American education” 

(Harper, Patton, Wooden, 2009, p. 403) by rationalizing racial disparities in college access through 

individualistic rationales (“achievement gaps” between Students of Color and white students) that 

neutralize the enrollment management behaviors of universities (college admission is a meritocracy 

and universities provide access to the most meritorious students). The empirical studies in this 

dissertation provide a theoretical contribution to the study of organizational behavior in college 

access research by drawing on academic capitalism and whiteness as property to ground the 

recruiting practices of universities within historical and contemporary manifestations of racial group 

advantages and disadvantages that sustain unequal access to colleges and universities. 

 

Methodological Contributions  

This dissertation also makes several methodological contributions. As part of a larger 

research project (Chapter 2), the data collected and used in the empirical studies in this dissertation 

make important data contributions to the study of enrollment management practices. Empirical 

research on recruiting, marketing, and outreach is limited because data on these practices are 

difficult to obtain. The larger research project from which this dissertation draws on provides 

examples of how data science methodologies and public records requests can be used to exploit 

publicly available information (e.g., admissions travel schedules on admissions websites) that can 
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provide researchers with insights on the enrollment management behaviors of colleges and 

universities.  

The empirical studies in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 also make important methodological 

contributions. The aim of the first empirical study (Chapter 3) is to provide the first systematic 

analysis of off-campus recruiting visits by public research universities. Although a “large N” 

analysis is not possible because recruiting data are available for a non-random sample of 

universities, the quantitative case study design, representational sample of public research 

universities, and descriptive quantitative analyses allow for some generalization. Chapter 3 observes 

general relationships between the probability of receiving a recruiting visit and characteristics of 

schools and communities. The chapter finds that affluent and predominantly white schools and 

communities on average have a greater probability of receiving a visit than low-income communities 

and schools of color across university cases and across state contexts. These patterns allow for 

broader inferences (with some caution) about the recruiting practices of public research universities. 

In establishing these broader patterns using quantitative methods, this study is likely to “hold water” 

in making broad recommendations for policy and practice that cannot be easily dismissed based on 

generalizability.  

While Chapter 3 makes an important methodological contribution that can help in advocating 

for broad policy and practice changes in recruiting practices, it also holds some methodological 

limitations. Chapter 3 predicts average probabilities that can be generalized and applied across the 

high school samples for each university, but in doing so, the chapter inevitably treats schools as if 

they are arbitrarily scattered across locations. This limitation provides the opportunity to employ a 

richer, in-depth qualitative and geographical exploration of recruiting visits. Rather than treating 

schools as abstract spaces uprooted and removed from the racial and political places they are 

located, Chapter 4 contextualizes these average probabilities within real communities. Drawing on 
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critical perspectives as analytical lenses, the chapter’s in-depth spatial analysis of recruiting visits 

provides insights into how racialized schemas shape where universities recruit.  

Together, Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 make important methodological contributions that can 

bridge gaps between quantitative and qualitative research divides by building on the strengths and 

limitations of each methodological approach.  

 
 

Implications for Policy 

Higher education policy discourse draws largely on supply side scholarship that focuses on 

analyzing and changing the behavior of students as solutions for racial and socioeconomic access 

inequality. Yet, research has found that solutions based on many of these explanations do not yield 

expected results. For example, students undermatching colleges and universities - the pattern of 

high-achieving low-income students applying to less selective colleges - due to information 

asymmetries has dominated much of the higher education policy discourse over the last decade 

(Hoxby & Avery, 2013; Hoxby & Turner, 2015). Many federal reforms have aimed to provide 

students with information to make better informed decisions about which colleges to attend and how 

to finance tuition costs, this includes the Obama Administration’s College Score Card as well as the 

U.S. Department of Education and Consumer Financial Protection Bureau’s financial aid “shopping 

sheets.” 

However, empirical research using rigorous randomized control trials (RCT) of interventions 

aimed at providing students with more information have found null effects. In a RCT with nearly 

800,000 students financed by the College Board, researchers found that providing students with 

information on college options and encouragement “nudges” (e.g., mail, email, texts) had no effect 

on the college enrollment patterns of low-income students and Students of Color (Gurantz, Howell, 

Hurwitz, Larson, Pender, & White 2019). In another RCT, Rosinger (2015) found that the use of the 
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“shopping sheet” had little impact on students’ enrollment and borrowing decisions. More so, the 

study found that the enrollment and borrowing decisions of low-income students were not more 

sensitive to receiving the “shopping sheet” than to those of higher-income students. 

Policy discourse on higher education access inequality largely ignores the role of colleges 

and universities in perpetuating access inequality by viewing them as passive or even progressive 

actors. In order for policy discourse to draw on “demand side” explanations for access inequality, 

scholarship must continue to distinguish actual university behaviors from enrollments, public 

relations statements, and formal policies, as well as investigate how the behaviors of colleges and 

universities contribute to access inequality for underserved student populations. More so, 

scholarship should investigate these behaviors without neutralizing or de-racializing their effects. 

Chapter 3 findings inform several policy recommendations for changing the university 

enrollment priorities to provide better access for underserved student populations. The first is 

increasing public support and state appropriations for public higher education. Increasing public 

support and state appropriations enables universities to be less dependent on tuition revenue 

generated from recruiting and enrolling affluent students and placing more accountability on 

universities serving state access missions of enrolling low-income students, Students of Color, and 

state residents. Findings also suggest that nonresident enrollment caps may also be helpful in 

compelling public universities to focus recruiting efforts on enrolling state residents. The only 

universities in the first empirical study that visited more in-state than out-of-state schools and 

communities were those with nonresident enrollment caps. 

 

Implications for Practice  

The studies in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 broaden our understanding of off-campus recruiting 

efforts and findings reveal important implications for practice.  
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First, these empirical studies broaden our understanding of off-campus recruiting efforts by 

public research universities and suggest practice and research may not be aligned. My findings 

provide strong evidence that off-campus recruiting visits are concentrated within predominantly 

white and highly affluent schools and communities. Ironically, research suggests student populations 

from these schools and communities are those most unlikely to be impacted by recruiting visits 

(Holland, 2019). The college application and enrollment decisions of white students from affluent 

families with college educated parents are less affected by which colleges and universities visit their 

schools and communities. Moreover, Holland (2019) finds that low-income, first-generation, and 

Students of Color, the student populations that are predominantly “under-visited” by university 

recruiting efforts, are more likely to apply and enroll into colleges and universities that took the time 

to visit their schools and communities.  

There is a need for administrators and practitioners to critically assess how and where 

recruiting efforts are made. Substantial institutional resources are expended on traveling across the 

country to meet and recruit prospective students. However, as findings suggest, much of these 

resources are spent on recruiting students that are unlikely to be impacted by such overtures. More 

so, substantial resources are spent on recruiting students that likely already hold the social and 

economic capital to apply and enroll into college, while “under-visiting” students within schools and 

communities that have been historically marginalized in accessing higher education.   

In light of these findings, it is critically important for administrators and practitioners to 

examine how recruiting efforts uphold a college admissions process that maintains socioeconomic 

and racial access inequality. This includes a need to consider how recruiting practices are primarily 

based on the college admissions process of highly affluent white students and disadvantage the 

college admission process of many low-income students and Students of Color. Off-campus 

recruiting visits encompass events such as large college fairs, entire day blocked-out visits and 
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presentations, evening and night events for parents and families, high school counselor events, and 

“chat with an admissions counselor” events set up at nearby coffee shops and cafes. Although much 

of the financial resources needed for these events are paid by universities (e.g., recruiter travel, 

salary, recruiting materials, etc.), underresourced schools are unlikely to have the staff capacity 

needed to coordinate these sorts of visits. Additionally, many low-income students and Students of 

Color from working families may be unlikely to have the time or ability to attend events hosted at 

night or hosted at coffee shops and cafes. 

If university enrollment management officers are committed to recruiting low-income 

students and Students of Color, it is imperative to understand that “business as usual” recruiting 

efforts are not aligned with the realities of the college choice process for many low-income students 

and Students of Color. More so, practitioners and administrators should enact practices that are 

created to mitigate the barriers to reaching and connecting with these students. 

 

Implications for Advocacy  

Findings from Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 also have implications for advocacy. This includes 

advocacy on behalf of under-visited high schools and school districts. Recruiting data and findings 

from these studies can be used as leverage to demand universities to reshape recruiting practices 

according to what best serves students within these schools and districts. Students within “under-

visited” schools have vast funds of knowledge, they “are competent, they have knowledge, and their 

life experiences have given them that knowledge” (González, Moll, & Amanti, 2005, p. ix).  As 

Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 find, under-visited schools are predominantly located within low-income 

communities and Communities of Color. These communities are untapped (and un-visited) resources 

for recruiting prospective students that bring many assets to college campuses beyond their 
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representational diversity. Under-visited schools and districts can leverage these strengths in 

compelling universities live up to their public good missions and expressed access goals.  

There is also a large need for advocacy on behalf of administrators and faculty working 

within colleges and universities. Administrators and faculty must leverage their power within 

colleges and universities to advocate for more equitable recruiting practices that are aligned with the 

public good mission of higher education. Additionally, it is also critical for faculty to play a larger 

role in the implementation of enrollment management goals, policies, in order to hold universities 

accountable for their stated commitments to access.   

 

Future Research 

Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 forms the basis of a research agenda that investigates how the 

enrollment management practices of public universities may undermine access for underserved 

student populations. 

This agenda will include developing Chapter 4 further. Chapter 4 provides a good start to 

understanding the spatial distribution of out-of-state recruiting visits within specific metropolitan 

areas across universities; however, the findings from the chapter also raise some important questions 

for future research. This includes understanding relationships between the racial characteristics of 

school enrollments and of the surrounding community. Chapter 4 identifies sub-metropolitan areas 

exclusively on the racial characteristics of census tracts that do not always match the racial 

characteristics of students attending schools located within the area. For example, about 64% of 

residents within mid-income white sub-metropolitan areas in Los Angeles identify as white but on 

average only 36% of students enrolled in schools within this area identify as white. This could be 

due to factors such as school attendance boundaries encompassing multiple diverse census tracts or a 

younger POC population in the area. 



 

 
 

179 

These differences in community and school racial demographics provide some direction for 

future research. Chapter 4 reveals there are patterns of visiting schools with larger proportions of 

white students across all sub-metropolitan areas. For example, although schools located in mid-

income white census tracts in Los Angeles on average enroll majority Students of Color, schools 

visited by CU Boulder and UMass Amherst on average enroll a majority white student population. 

Future research should explore this visit disparity within sub-metropolitan areas further. 

Additionally, these differences in community and school racial demographics raise questions 

about whether schools with large proportions of Students of Color located within or in close 

proximity to white communities, particularly high-income communities, are more likely to receive 

recruiting visits than schools with similar proportions of Students of Color located within 

predominantly Communities of Color. The place-based whiteness as property (Agnew, 2011; Harris, 

1993) conceptual framework in Chapter 4 may provide some insight to investigating this question by 

suggesting that schools within predominantly white communities, even those with relatively large 

proportions of Students of Color, may be ascribed the privileges and benefits of the surrounding 

community’s whiteness as property. This coincides with research by Jack (2019) who finds that elite 

colleges “hedge their bets” in meeting diversity goals by recruiting “privileged poor” Black and 

Latinx students from the same old sources (i.e., elite private high schools that enroll predominantly 

white students). 

Some of this agenda also involves other studies focusing on analyzing the spatial 

distributions of recruitment visits. Similar to Chapter 4’s focus on the spatial distribution of out-of-

state recruiting visits within two metropolitan areas, another study will explore the spatial 

distribution of in-state recruiting visits within one state. This study will incorporate the recruiting 

efforts for all (or multiple depending on data availability) universities located within the same state 

to explore differences in recruiting efforts across institutional type (e.g., public research universities 
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and public regional universities). Similar to Chapter 4, the study will draw on the spatial 

relationships between race, income, and academic achievement. Additionally, focusing on one state 

will allow for a deeper grounding of recruiting visits within the landscape of state funding and state 

politics for higher education. 

Some of this agenda will address a lack of empirical research regarding how public 

universities allocate resources to meeting enrollment management goals by integrating recruiting 

data with new data collection efforts. State-funded public universities, like other government 

agencies, must provide an array of information to the public ranging from budget and expense 

information to the salaries of faculty and staff. While these records can be downloaded from 

websites in structured formats, this task can be cumbersome and time-intensive if done manually. I 

plan on writing Python scripts and SQL queries to connect to webpages, download public records, 

and create datasets that can be used to explore relationships between enrollment management 

behaviors and resource allocations for universities studied in Chapter 3, Chapter 4, and the proposed 

study above. 

Chapter 4 finds that most recruiting visits by four universities with different enrollment and 

revenue characteristics were to the same public high schools in the Los Angeles and Dallas MSAs. 

Public financial documents include records for contracting external agencies, including enrollment 

management consulting firms. These records indicate when and how much money was paid by the 

university. Using this information, another study will focus on exploring whether the use of 

enrollment management consultant companies leads to similar patterns in recruiting behavior among 

public universities.
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APPENDIX A 
 

Appendix Table A3.1: Summary of Data Collection Sources and Quality Checks Performed 

  Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska 
        
Web-scrape data collection       
Scraped data on off-campus recruiting events? Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Manually checked each scraped event? Y Y Y Y Y Y 
        
Public records request data collection       
Requested data from Enrollment Management VP from university? Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Received data from Enrollment Management VP? N N N Y N N 
        
State law allows nonresidents to request from public universities? Ambiguous Y Y N Y Y 
Made public records request to university? Y Y Y N Y Y 
Received public records data from university (by 3/18/2019)? N N Y - Y N 
        
Manually checked each visit from requested data? - - Y Y Y - 
        
Data used in report analyses       
Web-scrape data is primary data source? Y Y N N N Y 
Public records data used as primary data source? N N Y Y Y N 
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Appendix Table A3.2: Descriptive Statistics for In-State Community Colleges 

  Alabama UC Berkeley UC Irvine Georgia UMass Nebraska 
 Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit Visit Nonvisit 

              
Number of Colleges 23 3 93 34 98 29 1 26 15 13 6 2 
Percent of Colleges 88.5 11.5 73.2 26.8 77.2 22.8 3.7 96.3 53.6 46.4 75.0 25.0 
Miles from University 104 119 240 230 190 223 34 112 59 63 136 146 
Enrollment by FTE 2,664 960 8,658 3,374 8,810 1,950 2,532 3,754 4,087 312 4,654 189 
Median Household Income ($000) $36 $50 $73 $58 $73 $57 $50 $38 $68 $79 $41 $37 
Percent Pell 64.9 50.7 49.7 57.5 49.9 58.4 61.0 76.1 57.9 53.9 51.2 63.5 
              
Percent Enrollment by Race             
Black, Latinx, Native American 35.9 54.6 53.4 53.3 53.6 52.4 22.9 41.5 32.6 23.5 19.3 51.1 
White 59.0 41.6 23.2 28.6 22.9 30.4 71.5 47.1 55.5 67.2 69.5 45.6 
Black 31.2 50.6 6.0 7.7 5.9 8.3 7.1 39.6 12.8 21.1 4.2 0.0 
Latinx 3.8 2.6 46.9 48.4 47.3 47.2 15.2 6.9 19.5 4.3 14.4 3.9 
Native American 0.9 1.3 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.8 47.2 
Asian 1.0 0.2 11.7 6.2 11.8 4.7 1.2 1.8 3.9 1.6 1.4 0.0 
Other Race 3.5 3.2 6.2 6.0 6.2 6.1 2.5 2.8 5.8 4.3 6.5 3.3 
              
Locale             
In a City 0.30 0.33 0.44 0.35 0.47 0.24 0.00 0.35 0.33 0.00 0.50 0.00 
In a Suburb 0.00 0.33 0.44 0.38 0.44 0.38 1.00 0.23 0.47 0.92 0.00 0.00 
In a Town 0.35 0.00 0.02 0.12 0.01 0.17 0.00 0.23 0.07 0.00 0.50 0.00 
In a Rural Area 0.35 0.33 0.10 0.15 0.08 0.21 0.00 0.19 0.13 0.08 0.00 1.00 
             

Note: Totals are for unique college visits and will not match multiple visit totals in Table 2. We define community college as any public, 
2-year or public, less-than 2-year institution, which could be a campus of a Title IV institution. 
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Appendix Figure A3.1: State Revenue and Tuition Revenue per FTE Student, 2003-2004 through 2016-2017 

Note: FTE student count is based on reported full-time equivalent undergraduate enrollment; State revenue is the sum of state appropriations, operating grants 
and contracts, and non-operating grants; Tuition revenue is defined as revenue from tuition and fees after deducting discounts and allowances.  
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Appendix Figure A3.2: Percent Out-of-State Freshmen and Federal Grant Recipient, 2003-2004 through 2016-2017 

 

Note: Percent out-of-state freshmen is calculated for first-time degree-seeking undergraduate students based on state of residence at time of admission; 
Percent federal grant recipient is defined as percent of full-time, first-time degree-seeking undergraduates in full-year cohort who are awarded federal grant 
aids. 
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Appendix Figure A3.4: Percent Black 18-yo in State and Freshmen Enrollment, 2010-2011 through 2016-2017 

 

Note: Freshmen enrollment is defined as full-time and part-time first-time students. NIH race categories are defined by origin (Hispanic, Non-Hispanic) and 
race (White, Black, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian/Pacific Islander), while IPEDS categories include White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska, two or more races, unknown races, and nonresident alien; We count all race categories in the total when 
calculating the percentage for each data source. 
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Appendix Figure A3.5: Percent Latinx 18-yo in State and Freshmen Enrollment, 2010-2011 through 2016-2017 

Note: Freshmen enrollment is defined as full-time and part-time first-time students. NIH race categories are defined by origin (Hispanic, Non-Hispanic) and 
race (White, Black, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian/Pacific Islander), while IPEDS categories include White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska, two or more races, unknown races, and nonresident alien; We count all race categories in the total when 
calculating the percentage for each data source. We use Latinx as a gender-inclusive alternative to Latino or Latina. We also use Latinx in place of Hispanic 
within secondary data sources. 
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Appendix Figure A3.6: Number of High School Graduates in State, 2000-2001 through 2019-2020 

Note: High school graduates may include graduates from any point of each academic year, from fall through the summer. Private high school data is only 
available on a biennial basis; Projected data for private high schools start from 2015-16 on and are produced based on data up to the 2010-11 academic year. 
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APPENDIX B 
Appendix Figure B4.1: State Revenue and Tuition Revenue per FTE Student, 2003-2004 through 2016-2017  
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Appendix Figure B4.2: Percent Out-of-State Freshmen and Federal Grant Recipient, 2003-2004 through 2016-2017 
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Appendix B4.3: Highland Park Independent School District Within Dallas Independent School District 
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