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ABSTRACT 

The Problem of educational attainment and student retention have 

received increasing attention by social researchers for many years. The focus 

of analysis has shifted from describing status mobility to the causal sequence 

of status transmission and attainment. The present study examines the 

process offormal educational attainment through student retention in 

American four-year colleges by applying objective and subjective variables in 

a sequence of causal relationships. 

The results of the study show student retention in higher education may 

depend on institutional resources such as, parent and sibling's educational 

attainments in addition to strong individual commitment to educational goals 

and positive feelings about the institution that the student attends. Though 

the sample in the study represented students with relatively low 

socioeconomic status of origin, the results confirmed the importance of 

socio-psychological factors such as commitment and ambitions in educational 

attainment as postulated by the Wisconsin models of status attainment. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

American collegiate and university student enrollment has grown in 

record numbers during the past 30 years. The 1960's, probably more than any 

other decades, characterized this expansion as undergraduate enrollment 

doubled to four million and total enrollment rose to 8.6 million 1. Several 

factors have contributed to this growth of record level. In particular, the 

population growth (the ''baby boom" generation) that nearly doubled the 

college-age population from the early 1950's through the mid 70's led to a 

corresponding demand for college and university trained teachers at all levels. 

Economic growth coupled with development of new industries in various 

sectors prompted many employers to hire more college trained professionals 

as such the demand for college education increased. Legislative mandates of 

equal opportunities in employment further created a need for employers to 

recruit minority workers with college degrees. All these factors helped the 

college-age population to enter into higher education and led to a substantial 

increase in enrollment in American Colleges and Universities. 

lCarne~e Foundation for Advancement ofTeachin~ More than Survival; 
Prospe s for Higher Education in a period of Uncer ainty, San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1975. 
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The 1960's was the decade that exhibited the expansion of higher 

education through Civil Rights and Higher Education legislation. The passage 

of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, followed by the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 gave impetus to the higher educational system. Both 

endorsed the view that encouraging college attendance promoted the general 

welfare of the nation and the federal government, in addition to state 

governments, had a legitimate role in fmancially supporting higher education 

institutions. Recently, Basic Educational Opportunity Grants, which were part 

of the Higher Education Act amendments of 1972, the Pell Grants which 

followed, and a variety of state financial aid program indicated the continued 

political legitimacy of providing resources to many college bound students. 

These financial supports influenced the enrollment levels in postsecondary 

education and the size of collegiate student enrollment continued to grow in 

America. 

In recent years, the growth of student enrollment which had reached at 

its peak in the 1960's has shown a declining trend. The first-time freshman 

student enrollment has decreased from 2.588 million during 1980 to a record 

low of2.219 million in 1986 (Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1991). 

The small growth that some colleges and universities are currently reporting 

is due to the return of older and non-traditional students (Bean & Metzner, 
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1985; Farabaugh-Dorkins, 1991). In a recent study conducted by National 

Center for Education Statistics, analysts projected that the size of the college 

age population will begin to decline and by 1992 the 18-21 year old population 

will return to its 1970 level, which was just above 14 million. The decrease 

between 1980 and 1990 is about 20 percent. Projecting further, by 1995 the 

18-21 year old population is expected to be about 13.87 million, which is 

approximately 10.5 percent decrease from the 1989 enrollment level (Gerald 

and Hussar, 1990). 

Considering the trend in the growth of high school graduates for various 

years in United States, one can observe that the pool of college bound 

popUlation has considerably declined during the last decade. The number of 

high school graduates were 3.043 million in 1980 and by the year 1989, the 

same number has gone down to 2.820 million which is about a 8 percent 

decrease from the 1980 level. Projecting for 1995, the pool of high school 

graduates will reach at 2.631 million, a 7 percent decrease from the class of 

1989. At the same time, the total enrollments in secondary schools has 

decreased from 18.04 million in 1980 to a projected 17.31 million in 1992 

(Gerald and Husser, 1990). These declining trends clearly show that the 

situation for institutions of higher education is not conducive to increased 

student enrollment. 
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The question that concerns many of the college administrators to-day is 

how to keep the enrollment up. How the institution of higher education will 

survive in this depressed growth of college bound population? Researchers 

and administrators are looking for new ways of managing student enrollment 

so that the level of enrollment does not decline. One strategy of enrollment 

management relates to the efforts for student retention. If researchers can 

provide effective means to improve the retention rates in the American 

Colleges and Universities, then the problem of declining enrollment can be 

solved to a great extent. Thus studies of student retention are becoming more 

important for leaders of higher education as they seek more credible solutions 

to the problem of student dropouts. It is hoped that retention studies can 

provide better understanding of this problem so that effective intervention 

programs can be designed to assist high risk students in completing their 

college degrees. 

Theoretical Framework 

Student attrition rates in institutes of higher education were 

approximately 50 percent during the first half of this century (Summerskill, 

1962; Astin, 1975). The latest evidence from the national longitudinal study 

showed that 35-40 percent of entering freshman graduate in four years from 
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their college of original entry. An additional 30-35 percent graduate after four 

years. The remaining 10-30 percent were dropouts who never received degree 

(Ramist,1981). Increases in the cost of higher education, coupled with a 

declining college-age population, have prompted institutions to devise plans 

for decreasing the attrition rate. This problem is especially acute for private 

institutions whose budgets are closely related to enrollment levels. 

State-funded institutions face a similar problem since their appropriations are 

allocated in direct proportions to projected enrollments in many states. 

Traditionally, leaders and administrators in higher education have seen 

recruitment as the sole means to keep enrollment high. However, retaining 

students in the educational system seems to be an alternative approach to 

increasing enrollment in institutions of higher education. Any effort to reduce 

dropout rates in the four-year institutions affects four classes of students, 

whereas recruitment practices may affect only one, the freshman class in any 

given year. From an economic point of view, it may be more cost effective to 

invest in resources to prevent students from leaving college than to invest in 

the conventional methods of enrollment management. Form a human 

development point of view, it is more rewarding to assist the student in 

attaining the educational goal than to allow the student to waste time and 

resources by not completing the college degree. Therefore, studies on student 
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retention have assumed greater importance in recent years by providing the 

means of understanding the dropout phenomenon more clearly and by helping 

with formulation of intervention strategies to improve retention rates in 

institutions of higher education. The intent of this project is to provide an 

understanding of the process of student retention, particularly as it relates to 

undergraduate students in private and public four-year colleges in the United 

States. 

In the contemporary industrial societies as well as in the United States, 

occupation and education are typically considered as an achieved status. The 

conferment of status is based in considerable measure on the incumbent's own 

performance rather than on any ascriptive criteria such as family's reputation 

or person's physical appearance. However, it is found that there is an 

interaction between ascribed and achieved status to affect the role 

performance (Parsons, 1964). One often observes instances of incompetence of 

occupational duties or failure in educational attainment because the 

incumbent is insulated from the normal consequences of incompetence by his 

close association with nonoccupational statuses (Duncan, Featherman & 

Duncan, 1972). Hence, the statement that occupation or education is an 

achieved status is not an equivalent to the statement that occupational roles 

are allocated to persons solely on the criteria of "merit". Indeed, the main 
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question in this study of educational attainment of which student retention is 

an important part, is to what degree such attainment depends on factors other 

than the individual's competence and inclination to perform the role on the 

basis of which status is conferred. The question then becomes that of the 

extent to which "competence and ambition" themselves depend on factors 

other than the role incumbent's own capacity or prior achievement. Given 

that educational attainment is an achieved status, what factors can be 

identified as influencing this achievement and thus as accounting for variation 

in the levels of student retention. In particular, what if anything about family 

background and precollege experiences represent favorable or unfavorable 

conditions for student retention and how do these conditions exercise their 

influence on educational attainment. 

The connection between socioeconomic background and educational 

attainment is neither perfect nor straight forward. The existence of such an 

association, of whatever degree, is not solf-explanatory. Indeed, this 

relationship is presumed to come about through the operation of one or more 

mechanisms that produce the expected outcome. If it is the case that 

educational attainment depends on the status level of the family of 

orientation, then one would have a good basis to infer that socioeconomic 

levels would affect student retention. Of course, this particular mechanism 
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might operate in combination with other mechanisms. Theories of status 

attainment have shown that both socioeconomic status of origin and ability 

are associated with educational attainment and that attainments vary by 

socioeconomic status of origin even after controlling for ability. The models of 

educational attainment use social origins and measured ability as the primary 

antecedent variables and introduce additional variables which are viewed as 

intervening between these antecedents and the outcome. It is expected that 

educational attainment is an ultimate outcome from a process that occurs over 

an extended period of time and that several intervening variables interact 

with the socioeconomic status variables and early interpersonal influences to 

produce differential educational attainment that indicates the pattern of 

undergraduate student retention in institutions of higher education. 

Most attempts to explain student attrition relied heavily on psychological 

models of e.ducational persistence. These tended to emphasize the impact of 

individual abilities and dispositions on the student's attrition. Models as 

postulated by Summerskill (1962) and Marks (1967) pointed to the importance 

of intellectual attributes in shaping the individual's ability to meet the 

academic demands of college life, while others (Anderson, 1981; Heilbrun, 

1965; Nelson, Scott and Bryan, 1984; Rose and Elton, 1966; Roseman and Kirk, 

1970) stressed the roles that personality, motivation, and disposition played in 
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influencing the student's willingness to meet those demands. For example, 

Heilbrun argued that dropouts were likely to be less mature, more likely to 

rebel against authority, and less serious and dependable than were persisters. 

Rose and Elton (966) argued that student attrition was a reflection of 

individual maladjustment and of the tendency of students to direct their 

hostility for their problems to the institution. 

Though there is some truth to the psychological view of student attrition, 

it appears that there is no one "withdrawal prone" personality that is 

uniformly associated with student attrition (Cope and Hannah, 1975). These 

theories ignore the fact that individual behavior is a function of the 

environment within which individuals find themselves and that the effect of 

personality traits on the withdrawal behavior is very much a function of the 

partiCUlar institution and student groups being studied (Sharp and Chason, 

1978). Psychological theories generally ignore those forces that represent the 

impact of the institution on student behavior. As a result, psychological 

theories of attrition invariably see student dropouts as reflecting some 

shortcomings or weaknesses in the individual. Thus, withdrawal is viewed as 

a personal failure on the part of the individual to measure up to the many 

demands of college life. Though external forces may matter, the individual 

alone takes primary responsibility for the withdrawal behavior. 
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On the other hand, social theories of student attrition emphasize the 

impact of wider social and economic forces on the behavior of students within 

institutions of higher education. These theories suggest that student success 

and failure are generally part of the broader process of status attainment. 

Most commonly referred to as theories of educational and occupational 

attainment models (Alexander and Eckland, 1975; Featherman and Hauser, 

1978; Haller and Portes, 1973; Sewell and Hauser, 1975), these theories 

emphasize the way that the broader system of social stratification influences 

the amount of education individuals receive. In their view, differences in 

educational attainment and, therefore, pattern of student attrition, is a 

function of differential skills and abilities within the social strata. 

To the extent that an individual's social achievements depend on his 

social background, the stratification system is viewed as rigid, obstructing 

vertical mobility, and, to the extent that they do not depend on social 

background, the system is viewed as open, facilitating mobility. The factors 

that are involved in the process, linking background variables with educational 

and occupational achievement, act as mediators of social mobility. The number 

of years of schooling completed has been described as a major mediator of the 

stratification process (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Sewell et al., 1969; Sewell and 

Hauser, 1971). The stratification system provides the mechanism by which 
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one's origin exerts considerable influence on his chances of educational and 

occupational success. Thus, it has been shown that son's educational 

attainment is affected by father's education and occupation (Blau and Duncan, 

1967; Duncan, Featherman and Duncan, 1972). 

Status attainment models specify the causal sequence through which 

individuals reach their positions in status hierarchies. The theory of status 

attainment incorporates several essential elements: (a) Before assuming their 

eventual statuses, persons develop status-specific concepts of themselves and 

of their psychological environments; (b) that there exists a status aspiration 

variable for each of status content dimensions, such as political, economic, 

social and informational status; (c) it is reasonable to speak of hierarchical 

status aspirations for education, occupation, income and political influence; (d) 

knowingly or by default, each youth develops a characteristic level of 

aspiration for each such variable; (e) one's level of aspiration affects his/her 

level of attainment. The theory also holds that aspirations are formed in at 

least three ways. The first is imitaion--adopting the statuses at different life 

cycle. The second is self-reflection--adjusting aspirations to correspond with 

performances in status related arenas of behavior. The third is the 

adaptation--adjusting performance to the status expectations that significant 
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others hold for one. The theory also holds that, once aspirations are formed as 

status specific conceptions of oneself, they are extremely resistant to change 

(Haller, 1982). 

Embedded in consistent and mutually reinforcing cognitions, aspirations 

have an inertia of their own and are expressed in corresponding behavior that 

guide the ambition for a particular status level. But various statuses are not 

attained all at once. Educational aspirations apparently influence educational 

attainment and occupational aspiration has an influence on occupational 

attainment. Educational attainment influences occupational attainment, 

which in turn, affects income. More generally stated, aspirations for future 

statuses combine with present statuses to affect other attainment such as 

education or occupation. In general, this theory sees the individual as active 

and future-oriented, with cognitions and behaviors that are closely associated 

with social origin and early influences to produce status attainment. This view 

clearly supports the fact that school can be treated as an agency of 

socialization. It is an agency through which individuals are processed to be 

motivationally and technically competent to perform adult roles (Parsons, 

1964; Meyer, 1977). It is not the sole such agency; the family, peer groups, and 

other voluntary organizations all playa part, as does the actual on-the-job 

training. But school is regarded as focal socializing agency by which it prepares 
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individuals to achieve higher levels of education and occupation. Thus, the 

socialization function of school provides conditions that develop commitments 

and capacities among individuals to improve in educational and occupational 

statuses. However, these social theories stress the importance of external 

forces in the process of student attrition. They neglect to take into account 

the situational factors that are important in the student withdrawal process. 

Researchers in analyzing the effects of college environment factors on 

retention have found that institution's social character and size determine the 

persistence/withdrawal process. Kamens' (1971) study reports that large and 

prestigious institutions exert greater holding power over students by means of 

their status-allocating roles. Other studies have found that difference in 

student retention behavior could be understood within the context of the 

social environment established by other persons in the institution (Coleman, 

Hoffer, and Kilger, 1982; Lightfoot, 1983). Coleman et al.'s (1982) study in high 

school, for example, demonstrated that differences in performance of students 

in different high schools were a direct reflection of the degree to which the 

student peer culture made academic performance an important determinant 

of student status. 
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The greater the emphasis on performance as a determinant of status was, 

the greater the pressure was for achievement among students generally and 

among the brighter students in particular. Conversely, the more student 

values were directed toward non-academic pursuits, the lower the average 

performance of the school and its most able students were. In this context, it 

can be inferred that student performance is very much a function of the ethos 

that pervades the daily life of schools and that influences the actions of both 

students and teachers. Ineffective schools are those in which faculty and staff 

hold little expectation for the success of their students. As such, it is the 

institution, in its behavioral and normative manifestation, has as much to do 

with the failure of students as do the students themselves. 

This insight regarding the multiple effects of educational environments 

on student behavior has not been fully incorporated into the study of the 

process of student withdrawal. Some of the studies (Rootman, 1977; Spady 

1970; Tinto, 1975, 1987) have shown the importance of institutional variables 

in term of the person-environment fit. Tinto (1987) building on Spady's (1970) 

work developed an explanatory and predictive model of 

persistence/withdrawal process that is based on concepts of academic and 

social integration. The model is longitudinal and specifies that 

persistence/withdrawal behavior is largely a function of the effects of the four 
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different constructs or variable-sets: (a) Background Characteristics, (b) Initial 

Commitments, (c) Academic and Social Integration, (d) Subsequent Goals and 

Institutional Commitments. 

In this model, Tinto has argued that departure from institutions can be 

seen as a longitudinal process of interactions between the student with given 

attributes, skills and dispositions and other members of the academic and 

social system of the institution. Students' experiences in those contexts as 

indicated by their intellectual and social integration, continually modify the 

initial intentions and commitments. Positive experiences that are integrative 

ones, reinforce persistence through their impact on the important goal of 

college degree completion. Negative or malintegrative experiences weaken 

intentions and commitments of the students to the institution, and thereby 

increases the likelihood of leaving. This model provides a basic framework to 

explain the retention behavior of students, but it does not take into account 

situational factors that reflect students' perception of the various groups and 

their interaction with these components in the given educational 

environment. 

Therefore, the starting point is to develop a model that will involve an 

interaction between the individual student and his particular college 
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environment in which his attributes (Le., disposition, interests, attitudes, and 

skills) are exposed to influences, expectations, and demands from a variety of 

sources, including courses, faculty members, administrators, and peers. These 

interactions provide the student with the opportunity of assimilating 

successfully into both the academic system and the social system of the 

college. To the extent that the rewards available within either system appear 

insufficient, however, the student may decide to withdraw. 

Two factors relevant in each system may influence this decision: Within 

the academic system, grades represent the most conspicuous form of reward. 

Grades are basically extrinsic and are used as tangible resources in the 

quasi-occupational role-playing of the career-oriented student in negotiations 

for improved opportunities for success (Spady, 1970). Intellectual 

development may be more important to those oriented toward education as an 

integral part of their personal development. Though more subjective, it 

represents the intrinsic rewards of the educational system. Within the social 

system, "success" is defined first as having attitudes, interests, and personality 

dispositions that are basically compatible with the attributes and influences of 

the environment. This condition can be called "normative congruence." 
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The second important factor is the establishment of close relationships 

with others in the system. This condition is referred to as "social support." 

Together these two conditions represent the major social components of what 

Durkheim (1951), in his treatise on the social nature of suicide, called "social 

integration." According to Durkheim, breaking one's ties with a social system 

stems from a lack of integration into the common life of that society. The 

likelihood of suicide increases when two kinds of integration are absent: 

insufficient moral consciousness (namely, low normative congruence) and 

insufficient collective affiliation (namely, low social support in the educational 

system). Although dropping out is clearly a less drastic form of rejecting social 

life than is suicide, it is assumed that social conditions that affect the former 

parallel those that produce suicide (lacking consistent, intimate interaction 

with others, holding values and orientations that are dissimilar from those of 

the general social collectivity, and lacking a sense of compatibility with the 

immediate social system). However, because the student's academic role has 

consequences for the future occupational role, it is assumed that poor 

performance in one's academic role (namely, low grades) and inadequate 

identification with the norms of the occupational group (namely, low 

intellectual development) are necessary in the student attrition process. 
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Review of Literatures 

While studies of retention and attrition have been found widely 

distributed in the literature on sociology, education, business, and other social 

sciences, there remain many questions and significant shortcomings in the 

majority of studies (Bean and Metzner, 1985; Finn, 1989; Rumberger, 1987; 

Steinberg, Binde, and Chan, 1984; Tinto, 1987). In fact, the complexities of this 

phenomenon elude anyone discipline in its effort to account for the most 

significant factors contributing to the decision of groups of students, let alone 

individuals, to withdraw from the educational institution without completing 

the college degree. 

There are many models that attempt to explain or describe the 

relationship between factors and outcomes. Some of these models are based on 

attempts to test causal models, others are based more on descriptive 

statistics. Few studies suggest any interventions to modify predictive factors 

and, thereby, modify the outcome. This is not surprising when one considers 

the complexity of the task, the tendency toward a single-discipline approach, 

and the lack of longitudinal design in studying student retention behavior. 

What follows is a review of representative studies that have been conducted 

over the last two decades. Based on the relevance of such factors that 



contribute in explaining student retention, the conceptual model can be 

developed. The following sections are organized to present the review of 

related literatures around variables thought to contribute to student 

retention. 
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Age represents the life cycle experiences of the student under 

consideration. Results of research regarding age and retention are varied, to 

say the least. Several studies over past years supported the fact that older 

freshmen, that is, those who did not enter college immediately after 

graduation from high school, are less likely to graduate than are students who 

enter college at normal age (Astin, 1975; Brunner, Packwood & Wilson, 1978; 

Morris, 1987 & 1989; Trent & Medsker, 1968). In a study conducted at a large 

commuter college, Prather and Hand (1986) found that transfer and 

non-traditional students were less likely to be retained than traditional 

students who entered college directly after high school. A study by Chase 

(1970) revealed that, in comparison to students of normal college age, smaller 

proportions of older freshman dropped out during the first semester; however, 

attrition rates for this older group increased over the four-year period of 

undergraduate study. 
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In contrast, Edwards (1981), in a study of dropouts at a four-year 

institution, reported that dropouts were generally younger than persisters. 

Campbell's study (1980) at a four-year public university reported that 97 

percent of the dropouts were between the ages 17 and 19. Greer (1980) 

concluded from a series of three studies at a junior college that age related 

negatively with retention in academic programs, but positively with retention 

in developmental programs. Yet other studies found no direct relationship 

between age and retention (Hutchinson & Johnson, 1980; Lenning, Sauer, & 

Beal, 1980; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983). 

~ 

Studies on the relationship of sex to student retention in college have 

reported conflicting results. Lenning, Sauer, and, Beal (1980) found that sex 

was not related to college student retention. Likewise, Allbritten (1983) found 

no sex differences relative to retention after tracking 592 students over 

several semesters at a state-funded comprehensive university. In contrast, 

Bynum and Thompson (1983) found that significantly more females than 

males persisted to graduation at institution with relatively even proportion of 

each sex. Other studies have reported that women tended to drop out in 

rather large numbers when the ratio of men to women at an institution was 



high (Astin, 1987) but that men were more likely than women to drop out of 

large, nonselective universities (Astin, 1975). In addition, it should be noted 

that there was evidence that women showed tendency to leave college for 

non scholastic reasons, whereas men tended to leave for academic reasons 

(Pantages & Credon, 1978; Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1975). 

Ethnicity 
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Although several studies have reported in support of the existence of 

lower retention rates for blacks than for whites (Avakian, MacKinney, & Allen, 

1982; Bennett & Bean, 1984; Pascarella, Smart, & Ethington, 1986; Prather & 

Hand, 1986), there was also evidence of there being no differences between 

races relative to attrition (Astin, 1975; Fetters, 1977; Kohen, Nestel, & Kamas, 

1978; Rugg, 1982). One recent 20-state survey by the American Council on 

Education (1986) found graduation rates for blacks to be lower relative to such 

rates for whites. Mallinckrodt (1988), in a study conducted at a large public 

university, found that 24% of the students from each race dropped out by the 

end of the second semester of the sophomore year. 

Some research reported that minority status rather than race affected 

attrition. Bynum and Thompson (1983), in a study spanning four years, 

reported that in predominantly white colleges proportionately more blacks 



32 

than whites dropped out. Similarly, 45 American Indians who were in the 

minority at a predominantly white college had a retention rate of only 1 

percent. Likewise, at the university where whites were in the minority, 100% 

of the white students dropped out prior to the third year. Thus, Bynum and 

Thompson concluded that minority status rather than race per se influenced 

nonpersistence. 

Family Background 

Studies of status attainment suggest that there is a relation between 

parent's stratification position and parent's aspirations for their children and 

children's own aspirations and outcome. In particular, researchers on status 

attainment process in the United States have shown that parental positions 

exercise significant direct effects on children's educational and occupational 

attainment. More importantly, parental education affects both early and late 

occupational attainment, while the former has a sizable effect on the son's 

educational attainment (Haller & Ports, 1973; Duncan, Featherman & 

Duncan, 1972, Sewell and Hauser, 1980). Although there are reports of 

positive effects for parental influence on retention (Cope & Hannah, 1975; 

Lenning et al., 1980; Meyers, 1981; Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Tinto, 1975, 

1987), there are a number of studies that found no effect of parental influence 
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on retention (Campbell, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Rossman & Kirk, 

1970). One study by Mallinckrodt (1988) showed a negative association 

between persistence and family influence for black students, but the opposite 

was true for white students. 

The educational attainment of children is influenced by the variations in 

the educational climate of their parental family, specially, the extent to which 

conditions in the family stimulate an interest in learning and achievement. 

The family's educational climate depends undoubtedly in large part on the 

education of the father and mother which exerts considerable influence on 

their children's education (Astin, 1975; Fetters, 1977). Pantages and Creedon 

(1978) concluded that the amount of parental influence on the decision to 

withdraw was dependent on the quality of the parent-child relationship. 

Timmons (1978) found that the act of dropping out of college for male 

students was actUally a rebellion against parental influence that shows a way 

of asserting independence. Ekstrom et al. (1986) reported that dropouts are 

disportionately from low socioeconomic status and minority groups. Dropouts 

tended to come from homes with a weaker educational support system. They 

further noted that dropouts had mothers with lower levels of formal 

education, lower educational expectations for their offsprings and more likely 

to be working. Although these findings are not consistent, there is more 
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evidence that supports the influence of parental education and income on the 

child's educational attainment process. Hence, it is important to include 

family background variables such as parental education and income in the 

study of college student retention as higher educated parents provide 

educational climate more conducive to stimulate the educational striving of 

children with respect to lower educated parents. 

Sibling Influence 

Individuals in society set personal goals with respect to socially 

structured behavior alternatives. Educational aspirations are essentially 

attitudinal variables describing differences in personal goal levels. This 

personal goal setting is conditioned by the influence of immediate role models 

such as siblings in the family. In the status attainment literature, the 

researchers have described this particular influence as significant other's 

influences (Haller and Portes, 1973). The Wisconsin model of status 

attainment has specified that the status expectation levels that the others 

hold for the youth, act as a facilitator of early educational aspirations. Thus, 

higher the number of siblings with college education in the family, greater will 

be the influence on the student's educational aspirations. As such, this 

variable is considered to be a facilitator for improved educational attainment 

for the student and will help him/her to retain in the college. 
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High School Performance 

There is a growing body of data that suggest that the strength of high 

school preparedness directly affect the level of commitment in college (Astin, 

1972; Chase, 1970; Dicesare, Sedlack & Brooks, 1972; Gustavas, 1972; 

Kowalski, 1977; Peng & Fetters, 1978; Pantage & Creedon, 1978; Tinto, 1975). 

Based on a national longitudinal study, Munro, (1981) noted that high school 

academic performance was a good predictor of college academic performance. 

One study conducted by Ekstrom, Geortz, Pollock and Rock (1986) on the high 

school and beyond database, found that dropouts exhibited different school 

behavior. They had lower school grades and lower test scores, did less 

homework and reported more disciplinary problem in schools. It appeared 

that the gap between stayers and dropouts is greater in the area of school 

performance as measured by grades than in tested achievement. The typical 

sophomore who remained in school reported a grade average B, while those 

who dropped out reported grades "mostly C's", a difference of about one 

standard deviation. Thus it clearly shows that high school performance 

(measured by high school GPA) plays a greater role in influencing individual's 

educational aspirations and academic success in college, thereby affects the 

retention behavior of the student. 
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Parental Aspirations 

Munro (1981) in her study of national longitudinal sample, found that 

perceived parental aspirations had the strongest direct effect on student's 

educational aspirations. This lends further support to the claims of previous 

researchers that parental aspirations are one of the powerful predictors of 

student's educational aspirations (Munro, 1981; Sewell & Shah, 1969; Sewell, 

Haller & Ohlendrorf, 1970; Suelzle, Singleton & Rosenfeld, 1983). Haller and 

Ports (1973) had elaborated the direct and indirect effects of parental 

aspirations on students' educational and occupational aspirations, which 

further influence their educational and occupational attainment. The 

execution of occupational and educational aspirations appears to be a central 

process in early adult status attainment, not only because it represents a clear 

expressive orientation towards desirable goals but also because it is likely to 

involve a realistic appraisal of possibilities conveyed to ego by significant 

others. Duncan et al. (1972) have found that parental aspirations define the 

existential conditions for the individual and provide a long-run influence of 

parents' ambition for their children's achievement. They have further noted 

that parental aspirations also affect the development of motivation in the 



children to improve in the educational and occupational statuses. Thus, it is 

assumed that parental aspirations will have direct effects on both students' 

educational aspirations and degree level commitment. 

Ego's Educational Aspirations 
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Persistence of college students seemed to be positively influenced, either 

directly or indirectly, by the existence of clear educational goals and by a high 

level of commitment to those goals (Astin, 1972; Chase, 1970; DiCesare, 

Sedlacek, & Brooks, 1972; Gustavus, 1972; Kowalski, 1977; Peng & Fetters, 

1978; Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Rossman & Kirk, 1970; Tinto, 1987). Based 

on a national longitudinal study, Munro (1981) reported that educational 

aspirations of students and parents were the most powerful predictors of 

commitment to educational goals, which in turn had a strong effect on 

persistence. Campbell (1980) found that persisters were more likely than 

nonpersisters to have decided on a career or academic field of interest prior to 

enrollment and that graduating from college was reported as being more 

important to persisters than it was to nonpersisters. In a study conducted at 

the University of Miami in Florida, Steele (1978) noted that the perceptions 

that students had of their progress toward attaining their academic or career 

goals was the most significant correlate of retention. 
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Broughton (1986), in a study of community college transfers, found that 

educational goals contributed positively, but indirectly, to intent to remain in 

school through academic outcome. Beal and Noel (1980) listed limited 

educational aspirations as the second major characteristic of dropout-prone 

students, following only low academic achievement, a factor more associated 

with forced dropout. Similarly, Hall (1984), in a survey of nonpersisters, found 

career indecision is one of the reasons for dropping out. Although the bulk of 

the literature was supportive of a positive relationship between educational 

goals and persistence, a few studies reflected no relationship between the two 

variables (Panos & Astin, 1968; Schmid & Reed, 1966). Ramist (1981) reported 

that indecision about an area of study was not related to a high attrition rate 

for college freshmen. 

Degree Level Commitment 

Students with high degree level expectations seemed to be highly 

committed to remaining in college until they received a degree. Campbell 

(1980) found that persisters, when compared to dropouts, reported more 

determination to obtain a college degree. Similarly, Astin (1975) reported that 

students having high degree level aspirations when entering college had 

higher graduation rates after four years than did students who aspired for no 
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degree or for only an associate degree. Ramist (1981) noted that students who 

did not expect to obtain a four-year degree were likely to drop out during the 

freshman year. In recent research, Mallinckrodt (1988) found a correlation 

between persistence and certainty of obtaining a degree for black students, as 

well as for white students. However, in regard to obtaining a degree from a 

particular institution, the correlation with persistence was positive for white 

students but was not significant for black students. 

College Enyironment Factors 

While the major longitudinal studies of dropouts have paid little 

attention to the role played by college environmental factors, there is 

empirical evidence as well as theoretical support which suggest that perceived 

social and academic environment playa role in student dropouts (Ekstrom et 

al., 1986). Although the colleges can do nothing about student's 

socio-economic status (SES) or innate ability, other important contributing 

factors to dropping out that are under the control of the college may be 

modified to change the conditions of marginal students. It is important to 

conceive the cause of dropping out not only in the characteristics of dropout, 

but also in relation to those institutional characteristics that affect the 

marginal student in a negative manner (Lightfoot, 1983; Sharp and Chason, 
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1978). Presumably, the college is obligated to create an environment in which 

these youth can experience some kind of success, find institutional 

participation rewarding and develop aspirations for additional education that 

can lead to satisfying employment. Therefore, it is important to understand 

institutional character of the college and how this affects the potential 

dropout. 

Even though institutional character has broad meaning, the focus can be 

to those programs that have impact on the institution's holding power. This 

holding power ought to be articulated among marginal students so that they 

don't feel isolated or deprived. This perception of the institutional character is 

important for the student to stay in the educational system (Wehlage and 

Rutter,1986). Moreover, perceived social and academic environment of the 

institution reflect student's own estimation of his/her success in the social and 

academic integration process. If students perceived these situational factors 

negatively, they may likely to withdraw from the partiCUlar institution (Bean 

and Metzner, 1985; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1980). These perceived college 

environmental factors provide meaningful interaction between student and 

his immediate social and academic climate. The manifestations from this 

interaction are important in the development of retention model. 
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Social Integration 

Social integration refers to the extent and quality of students' interaction 

with the social system of the college environment. Several researchers found 

social incorporation into college life to be an important factor in retention 

(Beal & Noel, 1980; Kramer, Moss, Taylor, & Hendrix, 1985; Mallinckrodt, 

1988; Neumann, 1985; Tinto, 1988). According to Tinto (1988), students 

having limited social interactions tended not to integrate into the college 

structure; therefore, those students, feeling isolated, dropped out or 

transferred, depending on their goals and commitments. Fetters (1977) 

reported that involvement in the social life on campus related significantly to 

persistence of students at four-year colleges. Faughn (1982) found that 

nonpersisters had fewer self-reported significant relationships with other 

students, faculty, or staff than did persisters. Accordingly, Pollard (1982) 

stated that minority retention might be improved through the promotion of 

high quality personal interactions. 

Munro (1981), using data from a national longitudinal study of 6,018 

college freshmen, found that academic integration had a strong effect on 

persistence but that social integration had no effect. Pascarella et al. (1983) 

found a strong negative association between persistence and measures of 
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social integration (degree to which students formed peer friendships at the 

university, satisfaction with these relationships, extent of non-class room 

interaction with faculty, ratings of influence and satisfaction from these 

relationships). However, there appears to be considerable empirical evidence 

indicating that students' degree of social integration at resident four-year 

institutions is positively related to persistence, as such, this measure is 

important to be part of the retention model. 

CollegeGPA 

College grade point average (GPA) measures the extent and quality of 

students' academic performance. Grades represent both the level and quality 

of academic success in student career. The direct effects of low GPA often 

result student attrition. Failing to achieve an acceptable level of performance 

becomes the basis of academic dismissal. Above this level, students may 

perceive grades as the most tangible rewards that integrate them to the 

academic system of the institution (Bean, 1980; Pascarella and Terenzini, 

1980; Tinto, 1975, 1987). The higher the level of this reward, the more likely a 

student is to remain in the institution. The effect of GPA on attrition is 

expected to be primarily direct. Students receiving poor grades, however, may 

also be more likely to withdraw. Several empirical studies reported that 



students' grade point average indicated strong negative relationship with 

attrition from college (Aitken, 1982; Bean, 1983, 1985; Lenning et al., 1980; 

Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Summerskill, 1962; Tinto, 1975). 
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Staman (1980) found that college grade point average was positively 

related to the persistence of continuing students under age 22 but showed no 

significant relationship to the persistence of older continuing students who 

attended a commuter four-year college. At a community college, however, 

Costa (1984) found that first semester GPA was a significant predictor of 

attrition for entering students age 25 or older. However, Bean & Metzner 

(1985) reported that GPA was relatively less predictive of persistence for 

part-time and older commuter students than for their traditional 

counterparts. In essence, college GPA has been a consistent and powerful 

indicator of academic achievement that predicts student persistence. As such, 

college GPA is considered as a component in the development of the retention 

model. 

Description of a Retention Model 

The variables identified in the literature review, provided a basis to sort 

out the contributions of various concepts that have significant bearing on 

student retention. The review focused mostly on studies that had longitudinal 
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design or had used multivariate analytic models. Further, it presented 

variables that were relevant to student retention for residence-oriented 

institutions. It has been noted that social and academic systems of residential 

colleges and universities provide powerful socializing effects on students' 

performance and in particular, on their retention behavior. These socializing 

contexts along with other variables are considered in the development of the 

conceptual model which depicts the retention behavior of traditional students 

in residence-oriented institutions of higher education. 

The model that is being proposed here consists of the variables shown in 

figure 1. In this model, it is assumed that individual students enter 

institutions of higher education with a range of differing family backgrounds 

(e. g. as measured by parental education, income and number of siblings 

having college education), bring with them variety of personal attributes (e.g. 

sex, race, and age), and varying degree of pre-college experiences and 

achievements (e. g. high school grades and test scores). Each of these variables 

prior to college enrollment is posited to have effects on the educational 

aspirations and degree level commitment of the student. These two variables 

specify the strength of motivation to achieve college degree. Educational 

aspirations along with perceived academic environment directly affect college 



GPA At this stage, perceived academic environment represents student's 

assessment of the fit between student's own career goal and institutional 

capacity to meet that goal. 
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Positive perception of this congruence between individual and 

institutional goals and high educational aspirations influence academic 

achievement which brings higher college performance among students. 

Further, high school performance also directly affects college performance 

which also helps students in the academic integration process. It is assumed 

that degree level commitment affects college GPA through student's 

educational aspirations. Higher the commitment for the degree, greater is 

student's educational aspirations that would bring more academic integration 

with positive perceived academic environment. 

Parental education, income and the presence of college educated siblings 

in the family, all affect student's degree level commitment. Similarly, 

perceived social environment, a measure of student's image of the social 

climate that exists in the given institution, along with degree level 

commitment directly affects social integration. It is assumed that perceived 

social environment is an important integrative force that orients students in 

the involvement of formal and informal interactions with various components 
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of social and academic systems. Thus, positive experiences with various groups 

in the institution would bring greater normative congruence between 

students' expectations and institutional demands. If the prevailing social 

environment of the institution is perceived as congenial, students would likely 

integrate into the social life and may likely stay in the institution until degree 

completion. Further, it has been noted that parental education provides 

powerful socializing effects on the development of social skills among children. 

These skills help students in adapting to the given environment and improve 

their level of social integration in the institution of higher education. Strong 

commitment provides holding power for the student to develop a sense of 

belongingness to the institution. Positive perceptions of social environment 

brings greater normative congruence. Both of these two variables along with 

parental education would lead the student for greater social integration. 

College GPA represents the student's level of academic achievement that 

successfully incorporate him/her into the college's academic life. In the same 

token, social integration refers to student's level of satisfaction with the 

quality of social life in the college. Both, academic and social integration 

together affect retention behavior of the student. Moreover, perceived social 

environment, parental education and presence of siblings as role models 

provide strong socializing effects on the student's motivations, as such, would 
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directly affect retention behavior. In this model, both academic and social 

integrative processes are reinforced by several background variables to 
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influence the student to stay in the institution until degree completion. 

Either academic or social integration alone is not sufficient condition for the 

student to persist in the given institution. 

Further, it is emphasized that situational factors, such as perceived 

academic environment, and perceived social environment each provides the 

student with an opportunity to evaluate his/her situation within the given 

institution and reflects the subjective estimation of the chance to achieve the 

desired career goal. Clearly, the model specifies that other things being 

equal, the degree of one's social and academic integration into the 

institutional culture determines the likelihood of one's persistence in the 

institution of higher education and one's achievement of the college degree. 

The model as represented implies a definite time sequence and depicts the 

assumed direct causal connections between pairs of variables. The model is 

tested empirically with the longitudinal data set available from one of the 

studies undertaken in South Carolina State University. The main objective of 

this research is to test empirically the model of student retention and to 

identify the relevant factors that contribute significantly to the process of 

retention among various groups of students. These factors of student 

retention will provide the knowledge-base for the design and development of 

expert system. 
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METHODS 
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In order to test the effects of pre-college and college socialization 

variables on student retention, controlling for students' educational 

aspirations and degree level commitment, the recursive model of retention 

was developed and illustrated in figure 1. Given this model, it was 

hypothesized that pre-college socialization agents such as parental education, 

parental income, parental aspirations, sibling influence and high school 

performance along with age affect both students' educational aspirations and 

degree level commitment in the college. Further, it was hypothesized that 

educational aspirations and perceived academic environment both affect 

directly and degree level commitment affects indirectly the level of academic 

integration of the student. By the same token, perceived social environment 

and degree level commitment and parental education effects exert direct 

influence on the level of social integration of the student. Both academic and 

social integration together with parental education, sibling influence and 

perceived social environment affect directly student's retention behavior. 

The model incorporated situational factors, such as perceived academic 

environment and perceived social environment that provide socialization 

contexts in the given institutional milieu. These situational variables exert 

considerable influence in shaping academic and social integration of the 
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student, which in turn affect the retention behavior. Further, the influence of 

significant others, particularly the siblings' educational attainment has direct 

effects on students' educational attainment, thereby directly affects retention. 

In the similar vein, parental education provides a stronger influence on the 

level of student's motivation to pursue the educational goal. Thus, greater is 

the motivation, higher would be student's desire to stay in the institution to 

complete the degree. Therefore, it was assumed that parental education would 

directly affect student's retention. 

Perceived social environment represents student's subjective estimation 

of adaptability to the social life of the institution. If the student fails to adopt 

to the prevailing social milieu, then he/she may likely to withdraw from the 

institution even if the student does well academically. Thus, perceived social 

environment directly and indirectly through social integration process affect 

retention. It may be noted that students in the residential colleges, are 

required to stay in campus residence halls and participate in variety of 

curricula and extracurricular activities. Positive perceptions of social 

environment would strongly motivate students to pursue their career goals, 

thereby help retain them in the given institution. If one feels comfortable in 

the given social milieu, then he/she would certainly feel committed to the 

institution to carry out the academic goal of obtaining the college degree. 
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Once the model is identified, the next step is to select a sample of 

fIrst-time, full-time freshman cohort that represents the traditional 

undergraduate student population in the residence-oriented four-year 

institution of higher education. Students from commuter colleges are 

distinguished by the lessened intensity and duration of their interaction with 

the primary agents of socialization (faculty, staff and peers) at the institution 

they attend (Bean and Metzner, 1985). As a result, commuter students are less 

likely to be influenced by the social environment of the institution. While 

traditional students (full-time, degree seeking students) attend college for 

both social and academic reasons (Tinto, 1975), for commuter and 

non-traditional students, academic reasons are paramount. Therefore, the 

model which describes the retention behavior of traditional students, can not 

depict retention for the non-traditional and commuter students. It should be 

noted that different retention models need to be developed for the commuter 

and non-traditional students. For purpose of this study, the model only 

describes the retention behavior of traditional students who resides around 

college campuses to participate in the organized academic and social activities 

of the institution. 

Sample 

From a total enrollment of 3129 fIrst-time, full-time freshmen at 6 

colleges in South Carolina, a sample of 1378 students were selected on the 
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basis of two-stage cluster sampling scheme. The flrst phase was the selection 

of the 6 institutions, and second phase consisted of selecting individual 

students based on sex and race. By the end of the freshman year, the sample 

diminished to 1376 because of the deaths of2 white students, one male and 

one female. Table 1 shows the composition of the sample and the student 

population at these six institutions by sex and race. 

Table 1 

Distribution of Students by Sex and Race 

Population Sample 

Sex Race N % N % 

Male Black 703 22.5 301 21.8 
White 558 17.8 220 16.0 

Female Black 1074 34.3 538 39.0 
White 794 25.4 319 23.2 

Column Total 3129 100.0 1378 100.0 

According to this table, black females were overrepresented in the sample 

relative to their representation in the population. Likewise, both white males 

and white females were underrepresented in the sample as compared to their 

respective groups in the population. This information will be used while 

comparing results among various groups of students based on sex and ethnic 

differences. 
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Context of the Study 

The data-set for this study was obtained from the research project 

entitled: "A longitudinal/Panel Study of persisting and nonpersisting Rural 

minority college students" which was conducted in South Carolina state 

University. Funding for this Project (SC X-121-02-83) was provided by 

Cooperative State Research Services, United States Department of 

Agriculture (Moore, 1985). Three of the 6 institutions participating in the 

study were small private four-year colleges with total undergraduate 

enrollments ranging from 600 to 1500 students. The other institutions were 

mid-sized public four-year colleges with total undergraduate enrollments 

ranging from 2000 to 4500. One of the public colleges and all of the private 

colleges were traditionally black. Table 2 reports some of the selected 

characteristics of the students in these six colleges. Out of the six colleges, 

only two institutions were predominantly white and the remaining four were 

historically black. The majority of students enrolled in these institutions came 

from rural communities in the state. 

The average annual parental income of students were from nearly 

$17,000 to a high of $36,500. However, the average parental income for three 

historically black colleges fell below the state median income level which was 

about $29,500 in 1985, the year in which the study was undertaken (South 

Carolina Statistical Abstract, 1989). The mean parental education scores were 

also lower for all the four historically black schools as compared to the 
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Table 2 

Socio-economic Characteristics of Students by College 

College 

Socio-economic Row 
Characteristics A B C D E F Total 

~ean parental 
22,150 21,200 36,440 30,800 16,960 34,570 31,000 Income 

Mean l;larental 
education 6.40 6.56 8.06 7.69 5.06 8.50 7.59 
Percent Black 
Students 97% 98% 15% 93% 100% 15% 61% 
Percent Rural 56% 65% 64% 55% 66% 56% 59% 
Mean Verbal SAT 
Score 312 289 413 306 317 446 368 
Mean Math SAT 
Score 355 330 463 354 366 505 418 
Mean Total SAT 
Score 667 619 875 660 682 951 786 
Mean High School 
GPA 3.33 3.34 3.62 3.38 3.44 4.17 3.64 

same score for the two white schools. The scholastic aptitude test (SAT) 

scores on verbal, mathematics, and total were lower than the respective 

national averages for all but school F. The national average SAT scores on 

verbal, mathematics and total were 431, 475,977 respectively in 1985 

(Statistical Abstract of United States, 1989). These measures clearly showed 

that the students in the sample are typically came from the lower 

socioeconomic levels and represent one of the academically disadvantaged 

group with low ability. This fact should be noted in comparing findings from 

other studies. 
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Instrumentaion 

Responses to a six-page, 52-item student survey provided base-year data. 

The self-report instrument elicited demographic information, such as race; 

sex; marital status; enrollment status; number of siblings having college 

education; family structure; religious preference of students and parents; 

hometown size; and parental education, income, and occupation. The 

questionnaire also included items to assess: (1) perceptions of students and 

their parents regarding the importance of graduating from college, (2) degree 

of parental influence on the decision to attend college, (3) employment status 

of students, (4) primary persons who influenced career goals of students, (5) 

educational aspirations and expectations, (6) primary sources of educational 

funding, (7) concern about finances, (8) choice of major, (9) personal values 

concerning education, (10) extent of participation in extracurricular activities, 

and (11) perceptions of students toward the college's academic and social 

environment. The items from this questionnaire used in this study are listed 

in Appendix-A The high school and college performance data, such as high 

school and college GPAs, high school rank, scores of scholastic aptitude test 

(SAT) were collected by the investigator from the respective college admission 

and Register's offices and were incorporated into the existing data set for 

testing the conceptual model of this study. 
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Procedure 

This longitudinal study spanned 4 years, the 1983/84 school year through 

the 1986/87 year. Representatives appointed by agency heads at each of the 6 

college campuses coordinated the data collection. To insure uniformity of 

data collection, these individuals received specific instructions for 

administering the questionnaire. Collection of base-year data occurred during 

October and November of 1983. 

At the end of each of the six semesters, campus representatives provided 

rosters of participating students, as well as pertinent enrollment information 

on each student. Enrollment data included: (1) current enrollment status, (2) 

date of withdrawal ifnot enrolled, (3) reason for withdrawal, (4) whether a 

transcript was sent to another institution, and (5) the date a transcript was 

requested and the name of the institution to which the transcript was sent. 

During the spring, summer, and fall of 1984, mail and telephone follow-ups 

provided information on withdrawn students to determine whether the 

students transferred or dropped out and reasons for withdrawal. For each of 

the six semesters, three distinct groups of students were identified: (1) 

returnees, those who might have left sometime during their student career 

but were enrolled during the eighth semester; (2) transferees, those who were 

not enrolled in the institution of original entry but had requested that a 

transcript be sent to at least one other institution; and (3) dropouts, those who 



were not enrolled in any given semester and who had not requested that a 

transcript be sent to another institution. There was no data collection after 

the seventh semester. However, after the eighth semester, campus 

representatives provided data regarding graduates, returnees, and dropouts. 

Operationalizing the Variables 
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The conceptual model of retention provided several exogenous and 

endogenous variables. These variables were operationalized by developing 

appropriate indices, scales and measures. In this process, ordinal, interval and 

ratio level measurement were involved in defining these variables. The 

following section describes the indicators for each of the exogenous and 

endogenous variables. 

Parental Education 

Parental education represents the combined educational levels of 

student's father and mother. The educational levels were measured by a eight 

point ordinal scale, one indicating elementary school or less and eight being 

doctorate or professional degree in law or medicine. The combined educational 

level of student's father and mother provides a summary measure of parental 

education. 

Parental Income 

Parental income is the combined annual income of student's father and 

mother. Each income was measured by a fifteen point interval scale, one 
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representing under $4000 and fIfteen showing the highest in the amount of 

$41,000 or more. The total income of both father and mother shows the 

fmancial status of the family. Clearly, a higher score indicates better fInancial 

resources and provides greater opportunities for parents to support children's 

education in the family. 

Sibling Influence 

Sibling influence refers to the number of college educated sibling(s) in the 

family. Sibling's educational attainment provides a driving force for the 

individual student to achieve at least the same or higher level of education. 

Thus higher the number of educated brothers and sisters in the family, 

greater is the influence on the student's educational attainment. As such, the 

influence of sibling(s) is measured by asking the student the following 

question: If you are not an only child, how many brothers or sisters have 

attended college or graduated from college? A simple count of brothers or 

sisters who attended the college or graduated, provides the required number. 

A zero is assigned to such cases where the student has no college educated 

sibling or is the only child. It is assumed that students without college 

educated sibling would face greater challenge to complete the desired 

education relative to their peers with similar educated brothers or sisters. 

Clearly, the student is influenced early by the college educated sibling(s) and 

is likely to obtain the college degree than his counterparts who lack such 
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brothers or sisters in the family. It may be noted that higher the number of 

educated siblings in the family, greater is the emphasis on the student's 

educational attainment. Therefore, the student with more educated siblings 

will be influenced higher by his brothers' and sisters' educational 

achievements than his peers who lack such siblings. 

Parental As>irations 

Parental aspirations refer to the level of educational aspirations of both 

father and mother for the student. The measure for this variable was 

developed by eliciting responses to the following questions: (1) How important 

do you think it is to your parents/guardian that you graduate from college? (2) 

To what extent was your decision to attend college influenced by your 

parents/guardians? (a) Mother or substitute; (b) Father or substitute. The 

responses were recorded on a five point ordinal scale, five being extremely 

important and one showing not at all important for the first question; five 

indicating very much and one being none for the second question. The 

parental aspirations measure was the sum of all three responses to indicate 

the level of perceived parental aspirations for the particular student. 

High School Performance 

High school performance was measured by the cumulative grade point 

average (CGPA) of the student after four years of study in high school. The 
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CGPA is preferred to standardized test scores such as scholastic aptitude test 

scores in mathematics or reading because of the fact that it provided a better 

measure in predicting student persistence (Astin, 1975; Munro, 1981; Ekstrom 

et al., 1986). Further, it can be noted that CGPA is a measure of student's 

academic performance over a period of four years whereas test scores may 

represent an outcome for a particular period. Therefore, CGPA is considered a 

stable measure to represent student's high school performance. 

Age refers to life cycle experiences of the individual student. Higher the 

age, more the life cycle experiences. These experiences make the individual 

more mature to take informed decisions. In situation where students are 

taking their decision to stay or leave from the institution, it is important to 

examine how age as a factor influence this decision. It is assumed that older 

freshmen are more mature and are less likely to withdraw than their younger 

counterparts. As such, age measured in years during the freshman class was 

taken as an exogenous variable to represent life cycle experiences of the 

individual student. 

Ego's Educational Aspirations 

It has been noted that student's educational aspirations provide an 

indicator of ego's motivation to achieve the desired education. Thus, the 
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students were asked: what is the highest level of education that you expect to 

attain? The answer to this question was measured on a seven point scale. The 

lowest level was 1 representing one year of college or less and the highest level 

of 7 referred to achieving professional degree in law or medicine. Higher score 

on this scale shows greater educational aspirations. 

Degree Level Commitment 

Degree level commitment refers to the intensity of one's desire to 

graduate from college. This intensity of desire or the strength of motivation to 

complete the college degree was measured by asking the student the following 

question: How important would you say that graduating from college is to you 

personally? The answer was recorded in a five point ordinal scale ranging from 

1 to 5. The scale value of 1 represents not at all important and the value of 5 

indicates extremely important. Higher scores on this scale show greater level 

of commitment to complete college degree. 
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Perceived Academic Enyironment 

Perceived academic environment represents the level of one's subjective 

estimation about the quality of academic ethos that exist in the given 

institution. The students were asked the following questions to evaluate the 

academic climate of their colleges. The three item scale was constructed to 

measure the perceived academic environment. The items were: (1) Most of the 

students are of very high calibre academically; (2) There is keen competition 

among most of the students for high grades; (3) Being in this college builds 

poise and maturity. The responses to these statements were either "yes" or 

"no". The score was computed by counting all positive responses ("yes"). 

Higher score indicated positive perceptions of the college environment which 

was academically stimulating for the students. 

Perceived Social Enyironment 

The perceived social environment refers to the perceived quality of social 

climate that exists in the given institution. The perceptions of the social 

climate are of importance to students as this will guide them to interact with 

other components of the social system such as peers, faculty, and other 

significant actors in the institution. In assessing the social climate, if the 

student perceives that the atmosphere in the institution is conducive for 

learning and personally satisfying, then the student is likely to stay in the 
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given institution. Otherwise, he would leave as he does not feel comfortable 

personally in the particular environment. In order to estimate students' 

evaluation of social climate, the following questions were asked: To what 

extent do you think each of the following describes the climate or atmosphere 

at this college? (1) Social; (2) Practical minded; (3) Warm; (4) Realistic; and (5) 

Liberal. The responses to these questions were recorded on a three point 

ordinal scale, one representing not at all descriptive; two as in between; and 

three indicating very descriptive. The combined responses of all five questions 

provide the summary measure for this variable. The internal consistency for 

this five-item scale measured by the alpha coefficient, was .65 which is an 

acceptable coefficient of reliability for this scale. 

CollegeGPA 

College GPA measures the extent and quality of academic performance of 

a particular student in the given institution. For this purpose, grades 

represent the measure of academic success. Higher the level of this success, 

greater is the academic integration. Thus, college sophomore year cumulative 

grade point average (GPA) was taken to operationalize the level of academic 

integration of the student. 
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Social Integration 

Social integration is operationally defmed as the sum of the perceived 

social values of the student. These value orientations reflect student's overall 

satisfaction with the college's social environment. Perceived values are the 

manifestation of student's interaction with the social system of the institution. 

These manifestations provide a basis to measure the level of social integration 

of the student to the particular institution. In order to estimate the personal 

value orientations, the students were asked: How important is each of the 

following to you personally? (1) Becoming a more interesting well-rounded 

person; (2) Becoming an expert in a particular field of study; (3) Helping others 

who are less fortunate than I. The responses were recorded in a five-point 

ordinal scale ranging from extremely important to not at all important. The 

sum of three responses provided the score for this measure. The three-item 

scale yielded an internal consistency (the alpha coefficient) of .52, a 

moderately acceptable reliability measure for this scale. 

Retention Behavior 

Student's retention behavior was measured in a three-point ordinal scale 

indicating the student's status after the fourth year in the given institution. 

The various categories of the student status were defmed as follows: (1) 

dropouts were those students who withdrew from the institution and never 
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returned by eighth semester; (2) returnees were those who left sometime in 

their student career but enrolled during eighth semester in the institution of 

their original entry; (3) graduates were those who completed the college 

degree by the end of eighth semester. It may be noted that the this study only 

considered voluntary dropouts and did not take the forced dropouts into 

account because of the fact that majority of dropouts were voluntary. Only few 

students may be forced to dropout from the institution because of their poor 

academic performance below the acceptable standard. Thus, student's 

retention. behavior is defmed by these three ordinal categories, one 

representing dropout, two as returnee and three being graduate who 

completed the degree within four years. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher employed appropriate multivariate statistical technique 

such as path analysis to estimate the causal model of college student 

retention. In order to obtain internal consistency for various scales involved in 

the study, reliability analysis was conducted where applicable and alpha 

coefficient was taken as the test statistic. The path analysis was conducted by 

using the linear structural relationship (LISREL VII) estimation procedure 

available in Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) Software. 
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The causal modelling was carried out for the total sample and separate 

analyses were conducted for each of the sub-sample groups representing black 

male, black female, white male and white female students. The total effects 

(direct and indirect effects together) of the exogenous variables on the 

endogenous variable were taken into account for assessing the relationship of 

the factors on the outcome measure. To examine whether a given parameter 

is invariant across various groups based on sex and race differences and in 

comparison with the corresponding parameter for the total sample, student-t 

was used as the test statistic. The level of confidence for rejecting the null 

hypothesis was established at .05 through out the study. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

After creating the data set with the selected variables from the primary 

data files, the first step in the analysis was to develop the profile of each 

variable. This profile provided the basis to examine each of the variables to 

ensure that the distribution is not highly skewed. For ordinal, interval and 

ratio level variables, descriptive statistics such as mean, mode, standard 

deviation, minimum, maximum, kurtosis, skewness, and the range were used 

where applicable to assess the distributions. For the nominal variables, 

one-way frequency distributions along with the histogram were used to 

examine distribution of variables, such as sex and race. The main purpose of 

this investigation was to explore the nature of the distribution and to find out 

the effects of missing cases for each variable. Selected characteristics of the 

variables as well as the correlation coefficients among them are included in 

Appendix-B. 

As discussed by Wolfle (1975), the purpose of causal modelling is to 

determine the extent to which a priori system of hypothesized causal effects 

is supported by actual data, usually in the form of a correlation matrix. Thus 

causal relationships exist in the models not because they are IIprovenli by 



68 

regression coefficients but because theory guides to posit the causal links. 

From this perspective, if regression coefficients tend to support the presence 

of a hypothesized causal relationship, it suggests only the possibility that 

observed relationship may be causal (Kenny, 1979; Wolfle, 1985). 

I t has been emphasized by researchers that causal modelling requires 

considerable understanding of the theoretical structure of the problem 

(Braxton, Duster and Pascarella, 1988; Duncan, 1975). This means that the 

researcher must not only specify the relevant independent and dependent 

variables, but also be quite explicit about the causal ordering and cause-effect 

relationships in the model. This is often accomplished by drawing path 

diagram in which causal arrow reflects the direction of the relationship 

between the exogenous and endogenous variables as suggested by theory or 

relevant literature. Further, causal modelling not only provides the direct 

unmediated effects of each independent variable but also specifies their 

indirect effects through intervening variables on the dependent variable. It is 

in the investigation of indirect effects as well as total effects (direct + indirect 

effects) that causal modelling provides substantively more information than 

typical regression analyses. 

The estimation of direct effects in a causal model can be achieved 

through the regression analysis of independent variables on the dependent 
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measure. But the indirect and the total effects can not be estimated by the 

multiple regression approach. The special software package such as Analysis 

of Linear Structural Relationships by Maximum Likelihood and Least Square 

Methods (LISREL VII) was used to compute the direct, indirect and total 

effects of each exogenous variable on the endogenous variable (Joreskog and 

Sorbom, 1981). This software was used to estimate the parameters for 

various structural equations involved in the causal model. The next step is to 

define these equations and to describe the procedure used in the estimation of 

the given model. 

Estimation of the Model 

Figure 1 illustrates the preliminary model designed to explicate the 

relationships of pre-college and family variables with retention behavior, 

controlling for student's motivational, academic and experiential conditions 

in the given institution. The causal model can be represented by the system 

of equations which are given as follows: 

.......... (1) 

.......... (2) 

.......... (3) 
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.......... (4) 

.......... (5) 

The Yjj coefficients represent the direct effects of the exogenous variables 

and f3jj coefficients are the direct effects of endogenous variables on 

endogenous variables. The Ej in the above equations represent error terms 

which are taken to be the variables not in the equation but thought to have 

some effects on the endogenous variables. Given the variables in the form of 

their deviations from the respective means, the intercept term in each of the 

five equations becomes zero as such, the system of five such structural 

equations can be written in the matrix form as follows: 

................... (6) 

The matrix form of the system of structural equations is given in the 

following diagram. 

x2 
x 3 
x 4 
x 5 
x 6 
x 7 
x 8 

........... (7) 
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It can be clearly seen from equation (7) that matrix B is sub-diagonal, 

i. e. this multi-equation system represents a recursive model (Duncan, 1975; 

Hanushek and Jackson, 1977). In this model, random disturbance terms 

(EbE2' •••• Es) are assumed to be uncorrelated with the exogenous variables. 

Under the usual assumption, maximum likelihood estimation of the 

parameters provides an efficient and acceptable procedure (Hanushek & 

Jackson, 1977 pp. 312 - 324). As the residual variance-covariance matrix is 

no longer diagonal, the estimation procedure adopts the full information 

method because it incorporates the information about specifications of all 

equations in the given model simultaneously. 

Full information methods tend to increase the efficiency of the 

estimators by incorporating more information in the estimation process. Full 

information estimators appear to be more sensitive to specification error than 

limited information methods. Thus, full information of the coefficient matrix 

and residual variance-covariance matrix of the observed variables were used 

to estimate the unknown parameters. This method permitted the 

combination of all the information about the covariance structure into an 

estimation procedure that simultaneously estimates all the parameters on 

the basis of measured variances and covariances as the best estimates of 

population variance and covariance. LISERL version VII is used to obtain 



maximum likelihood estimates of Band r that are unbiased. The 

standard errors are biased in small samples, but as sample size increases, 

this bias approaches zero (Hanushek and Jackson, 1977). 
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One important advantage of the maximum likelihood method is the 

asymptotic properties of the estimators. Under broad conditions, the 

maximum likelihood estimators are: (a) consistent; (b) asymptotically 

efficient; and (c) asymptotically normal (Duncan, 1975; Hanushek and 

Jackson,1977). As maximum likelihood estimates satisfY normality 

assumption and asymptotically the variance of the estimates are unbiased, 

one can apply usual tests applicable to estimates having normal distribution. 

The student-j; is used as the test statistic to evaluate how reliable and 

accurate the estimated coefficients are. The estimate is taken to be 

significantly different from zero if the absolute computed i-value is greater or 

equal to 1.96. In order to test whether two corresponding coefficients are 

different between two groups, the following formula was used to compute the 

t-value, and the usual criterion is applied to assess the significance of the 

difference between the two estimates. 



Where a l and a2 are the corresponding coefficients for the two groups, 

sel and se2 are the associated standard errors. 
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The general model as illustrated in figure 1, was estimated from the 

longitudinal data set for the first-time, full-time freshmen cohort of 1983-84 

school year. This group represents the traditional students in the institution 

of higher education. The pattern of student retention is explored in 

sex-ethnic SUb-populations. The goal was to find the general pattern of 

retention among the traditional student population and to see whether the 

same pattern holds true in different sub-population groups. 

Estimation of the structural equation parameters poses a problem of 

identification of the parameters in the model: If, as in the present case, they 

cab be identified from the given equations, then the model is said to be just 

identified. In this situation, judged by order conditions for identification, the 

model provides equal number of instrumental and exploratory variables in 

each equation which is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for 

identification (Duncan, 1975). By examining the equation and solving the 

unlolOwn parameters case by case in terms of variance and covariance of the 

observed variables, one can solve the unlrnown parameters that are uniquely 

defined. This clearly suggests that the whole model is identified (Joreskog 



and Sorbom, 1981). The fact that the whole model is identified, allows 

parameters to be estimated by specifying the effects of exogenous and 

endogenous variables on the endogenous variables. 
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In the assessment of the fit of the model, the output containing 

parameter estimates, standard errors, squared multiple correlation, 

coefficients of determination and correlation of parameters estimates was 

examined. If any of the above quantities has an unreasonable value such as 

negative variance, correlation larger than one, negative squared multiple 

correlation or coefficient of determination, then it is an indication that the 

model is fundamentally wrong (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1981). Since maximum 

likelihood estimates assume normality condition, chi-square can be taken as 

a test statistic for the goodness of fit of the model (Hanushek and Jackson, 

1977). However, Joreskog and Sorbom (1981) recommended that instead of 

taking chi-square as a test statistic, one should regard it as goodness of fit 

measures in comparative model fitting. They have noted that chi-square 

measure is sensitive to sample size and very sensitive to departure from 

multivariate normality of the observed variables. 

Large sample sizes and departure from normality tend to increase 

chi-square over and above what can be expected due to specification error. In 

comparative model fitting, chi-square is a suitable test statistic to select a 
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parsimonious model over a constrained model. Another measure of overall fit 

is the goodness-of-fit index whose value ranges from zero to one. These 

measures are taken together to assess the fit of the model. Sometimes, when 

the model does not provide a good fit to the data, the parameters are 

constrained as suggested by the modification indices. However, only those 

parameters are constrained in the model that are substantively meaningful 

and conceptually appealing in the causal ordering of the variables. Once the 

model is identified and parameters are estimated for the entire sample, the 

same model is employed to estimate parameter for sub-population groups 

based on sex and race. The results of the maximum likelihood estimation of 

parameters for the whole sample and sub-sample groups are presented in the 

next section. 

Direct and Total Effects for Whole Sample 

It may be recalled that the direct effects of the exogenous and 

endogenous variables on endogenous variables are estimated by the 

full-information maximum likelihood method. Further the total effects of 

various factors on the outcome measures are computed taking the direct and 

indirect effects together. Table 3 presents the maximum likelihood 

coefficients for the first-time, full-time freshmen cohort under the preferred 

model as described in equation (7). 
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I t can be noticed from Table 3 that only parental education and degree 

level commitment affected student's educational aspirations significantly. 

Other variables such as parental income, sibling influence, high school 

performance and age didn't influence the same outcome. The first 

assumption of family status variables, high school performance and degree 

level commitment affecting student's educational aspirations was supported 

only partially by the findings from the data. 

The second hypothesis was that parental education, parental income, 

sibling influence, parental aspirations and age would affect degree level 

commitment positively. The effects of all except sibling influence were 

statistically significant. However, parental education, parental income, and 

age affected degree level commitment negatively while parental aspirations 

contributed positively to the same outcome. 

High school performance directly affected college GPA with the highest 

effects of .426 with respect to the effects of pre-determined variables in the 

causal model. Parental education effects were negative as opposed to the 

positive influence of perceived social environment and degree level 

commitment on social integration. Finally, parental education, sibling 

influence, perceived social environment, and degree level commitment 

affected retention positively. The direct effects of college GPA and social 



77 

Table 3 

Full-information Maximum Likelihood Coefficients Under the 
Preferred Model for First-time. Full-time Freshman Cohort (Total 
Sample). 

Variables 

Parental Education (xl) 

Parental Income (x2) 

Sibling Influence (x3) 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 

High School Performance (xS) 

Age (x6) 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 

Degree Level Commitment (y1) 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 

College GPA (y3) 

Social Integration (y4) 

* P.$. .05 ** P.$. .01 

Endogenou'i Variables 

Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

0.101 •• -0.050 • 

0.026 -0.051 • 

0.009 0.010 

0.158 ... 

0.008 0.426 ••• 

-0.010 -0.047 • 

0.002 

0.331 ... 

0.012 

*** P.$. .001 

Social Retention 
Integration 

-0.107·· 0.092·· 

0.089·· 

0.070 • 0.112 ** 

0.337··· 0.154 ... 

0.052 • 

-0.024 
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integration on retention were not statistically significant. Degree level 

commitment had the highest effects on retention with the Beta value of .154, 

followed by perceived social environment (.112), parental education (.092) 

and sibling influence (.089). 

Table 4 reports the total effects (direct and indirect) of pre-determined 

variables on endogenous variables for the whole sample. Judged by the 

relative size of the total effects, the variables that affected student's 

educational aspirations were degree level commitment, parental education, 

and parental aspirations. These findings support the hypothesis that 

parental education, parental aspirations and degree level commitment 

influence student's educational aspirations positively. However, parental 

income, sibling influence, high school performance and age did not influence 

educational aspirations significantly, contrary to the hypothesis connecting 

factors that influence educational aspirations. Parental aspirations, parental 

income, parental education and age had sizable and statistically significant 

effects on degree level commitment, but all except parental aspirations were 

negative. 

High school performance was the sole predictor of college GPA with an 

effect of 0.427. The contributions of parental education, parental aspirations, 

degree level commitment and educational aspirations were small and not 



Table 4 

Total Effects of the Exogenous and Endogenous Variables on 
Endogenous Variables for the Total Sample. 

Endogenous Variables 
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Variables Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

Social Retention 
Integration 

Parental Education (xl) 0.084 • -0.050 • 0.001 -0.124 • 0.087 • 
Parental Income (x2) 0.009 -0.051 • -0.017 -0.007 

Sibling Influence (x3) 0.012 0.010 0.003 0.091 • 
Parental Aspirations (x4) 0.052 • 0.158 ... 0.001 0.053 • 0.023 • 
High School Performance (xS) 0.008 0.427·" 0.022 • 
Age (x6) -0.026 -0.047 • -0.016 -0.007 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 0.002 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 0.070 • 0.110 .. 

Degree Level Commitment (y1) 0.331 ... 0.004 0.337·" 0.146 ... 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 0.012 0.001 

College GPA (y3) 0.052 • 
Social Integration (y4) -0.024 

R2 0.119 0.033 0.182 0.135 0.054 

Cocff. of Determination for 
Structural Equations 0.259 

Chi-Square 32.52 df = 27 P = .213 

Goodness-Fit-Index 0.993 

Adj. Goodness-Fit-Index 0.976 

Root Mean Square Residual 0.024 

* P.$. .05 ** P.$. .01 *** P.$. .001 
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statistically significant. Social integration as an outcome variable, was most 

strongly affected by degree level commitment (.337), followed by parental 

education (-0.124), perceived social environment (0.070), and parental 

aspirations (0.053). The effects of parental education were negative while 

the effects of other significant contributors were positive. 

The degree level commitment, perceived social environment, sibling 

influence, parental education, college GPA, parental aspirations and high 

school performance had comparatively large, positive and statistically 

significant influence on student's retention behavior. These findings support 

the hypothesis that student retention is primarily affected by student's 

degree level commitment, perceived social environment, academic 

performance and family status variables such as parental education, parental 

aspirations and sibling influence. The effects of parental income, age, 

educational aspirations, and social integration on retention were 

nonsignificant. The patterns of relationship between pre-determined and 

outcome variables show some similarity with the findings from status 

attainment studies, specifically the effects of ambitions and significant 

others' influence on educational attainment. However, the effects of parental 

income were nonsignificant on the student retention. It may be that the 

results from the whole sample do not lend support the Wisconsin status 

attainment model fully because the sample was different and students for 
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this study came primarily from low socioeconomic levels. The differences in 

the pattern of relationship between pre-determined and outcome variables in 

the various sub-sample groups of students based on sex and race and are 

examined and discussed in the next section. 

The proportion of variance explained by the relevant instrumental 

variables for student's educational aspirations, for degree level commitment, 

for college GPA, for social integration and for retention were given as 11.9%, 

3.3%, 18.2%, 13.5%, and 5.4% respectively. Given the ordinal nature and 

restricted range of degree level commitment and retention as endogenous 

variables, the low levels of explained variance were not unusual. The 

coefficient of determination for structural equations was 0.259 showing 

nearly 26% of the variance being explained. The model provided a reasonable 

fit for the data indicated by the nonsignificant chi-square and the 

goodness-fit-index of 0.993. 

Analysis of Sub-sample Groups 

It may be recalled that the sample was divided into separate groups 

based on sex and ethnic differences, which provides a context to evaluate the 

pattern of relationship between the pre-determined and outcome variables. 

The model was estimated for each group separately, providing a basis to 

examine the general pattern of agreement between the total sample, and 
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each of the four groups: black males, black females, white males and white 

females. Further, it allowed to test whether there were differences in effects 

of variables between two groups. This comparison helps to describe the 

general process of student retention, as it relates to the structural variables 

such as family status and pre-college performance mediated through 

educational aspirations, degree level commitment and subjective estimations 

of the academic and social environment of the given institution. 

There is considerable literature on the effects of sex, race, and family 

background on student retention (Wilson & Portes, 1975; Stockard, 1985; 

Sewell & Hauser, 1980). In theory, these variables should be orthogonal to 

success at a particular school, once a student has been accepted, assuming 

that students are accepted on the basis of their merit rather than on their 

ascribed characteristics and social background. There is some evidence that 

this is true. Sewell and Shah (1967), for example, found that although social 

background had a stronger influence on college entrance than intelligence, 

continuing in college depended more on intelligence than on social 

background. Where admission is influenced by ascribed characteristics, one 

might see some effect of sex or race on educational attainment, thus on 

student retention. 



83 

Historically black institutions predominantly recruit so-called minority 

students with admission criteria different from the traditional white 

institutions. Thus, one would expect race to have an effect on the student 

retention through intervening variables, namely degree level commitment 

and college performance. Preliminary analysis has suggested that sex affects 

retention though the mediating variables of ego's education aspirations, 

academic and social integration. It was suspected that there might be race -

sex interaction effects on student retention. As such, the sample was divided 

into separate groups: black males, black females, white males and white 

females to explore differences in the pattern of relationship between 

pre-determined and outcome variables. 

The full-information maximum likelihood metric coefficients were 

presented in tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 for black males, black females, white males, 

and white females respectively. These coefficients represent the direct effects 

of pre-determined variables on the outcome measures. As can be seen from 

tables 5, and 6, parental education had a significant influence on student's 

educational aspirations for black males as compared to their female 

counterparts. Parental income had an inverse relationship with educational 

aspirations for black males while the same relationship was positive for black 

females. This suggests that black male students may not like to identify 

their lower economic status once they are in the college. But the pressures 



from peers and other role models in the college helped them to develop 

higher educational aspirations. For black females, family economic status 

helped to improve their educational aspirations. High school performance 

was a stronger predictor of educational aspirations for black males than for 

black females. Degree level commitment affected educational aspirations 

directly for both sexes. 
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Parental aspirations were the best predictor of degree level commitment 

for black females than for black males. Parental income effects were negative 

on degree level commitment for black males indicating that this group may 

be showing some kind of "indifference II to the family's economic status. As 

expected, high school performance was the strongest predictor of college GP A 

for both black males and females. 

Degree level commitment effects were positive on social integration for 

both sexes. Perceived social environment effects were positive while parental 

education effects were negative on social integration for black males. These 

effects were nonsignificant for black females. It appeared that socioeconomic 

status variables have negative influence on social integration for black males 

but none for their female counterparts. This might suggest that black males 

are experiencing lIindifference ll to their lower socioeconomic status while 
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black females do not. Perhaps, this indifference of black males toward their 

family of orientation represents an "alienation" from the lower socioeconomic 

status that their parents have. 

As can be noticed from tables 5 & 6 that parental education, sibling 

influence, perceived social environment affected retention positively for both 

black males and females. The effects of college GPA and degree level 

commitment were statistically significant for black males but not for black 

females. Social integration effects exercised positive influence on retention 

for black females while the same effects for black males were nonsignificant. 

As seen in tables 7 and 8, degree level commitment was the most 

important predictor of educational aspirations for white male and female 

students. Sibling influence had greater effects on educational aspirations for 

white males than for white females. Parental aspirations were the strong 

predictor of degree level commitment for both white male and female 

students. Age affected degree level commitment negatively for white males 

as opposed to nonsignificant effects for white females. High school 

performance was the strongest predictor of college GPA for both white male 

and female students whereas the effects of perceived academic environment 

were statistically significant for white males only. 
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Table 5 

Full-information Maximum Likelihood Coefficients Under the 
Preferred Model for First-time. Full-time Freshman Cohort (Black 
Male Students). 

Variables 

Parental Education (xl) 

Parental Income (x2) 

Sibling Influence (x3) 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 

High School Performance (,0) 

Age (x6) 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 

Degree Level Commitment (y1) 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 

College GPA (y3) 

Social Integration (y4) 

* p~ .05 ** p~ .01 

Endogenous Variables 

Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

0.247 ** -0.022 

-0.118 * -0.111 * 

0.020 -0.064 

0.100 * 

0.140 * 0.371 .. * 

-0.037 -0.098 

0.049 

0.162 * 

-0.002 

*** p ~ .001 

Social Retention 
Integration 

-0.139 * 0.137 * 

0.147 * 

0.091 * 0.200 * 

0.205 ** 0.171 * 

0.110 * 

0.031 
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Table 6 

Full-information Maximum Likelihood Coefficients Under the 
P:referred Model for First-time. Full-time Freshman Cohort (Black 
Female Students). 

Variables 

Parental Education (xl) 

Parental Income (x2) 

Sibling Influence (x3) 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 

High School Perfonnance (xS) 

Age (x6) 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 

Degrcc Level Commitment (y1) 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 

College GPA (y3) 

Social Integration (y4) 

* p.$. .05 ** p.$. .01 

Endogenous Variables 

Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirntions Commitment GPA 

0.037 0.024 

0.102 • 0.087 

0.041 0.061 

0.172 •• 

0.020 0.349·" 

-0.021 -0.022 

0.D15 

0.172 .. 

*** P.$. .001 

Social Retention 
Integration 

-0.009 0.189 ** 

0.085 • 

0.034 0.105 • 

0.213 ••• 0.020 

0.041 

0.078 • 
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Table 7 

Full-information Maximum Likelihood Coefficients Under the 
Preferred Model for First-time. Full-time Freshman Cohort (White 
Male Students). 

Variables 

Parental Education (xl) 

Parental Income (x2) 

Sibling Influence (x3) 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 

High School Perfonnance (xS) 

Age (x6) 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 

Perceived Social Env. (xB) 

Degrcc Level Commitment (yl) 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 

College GPA (y3) 

Social Integration (y4) 

* P oS .05 ** p oS .01 

Endogenous Variables 

Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

0.079 0.075 

0.020 0.041 

0.125 * 0.052 

0.117 * 

0.047 0.477 *** 

-O.OlD -0.lD7 • 

0.087 * 

0.475 -** 

0.013 

*** p oS .001 

Social Retention 
Integration 

0.070 0.096 * 

0.048 

0.300 *** 0.126 * 

0.197 ** 0.204 --

0.016 

0.054 
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Table 8 

Full-information Maximum Likelihood Coefficients Under the 
Preferred Model for First-time. Full-time Freshman Cohort (White 
Female Students). 

Variables 

Parental Education (xl) 

Parental Income (x2) 

Sibling Influence (x3) 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 

High School Performance (xS) 

Age (x6) 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 

Degree Level Commitment (yl) 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 

College GPA (y3) 

Social Integration (y4) 

* p~ .05 ** p~ .01 

Endogenous Variables 

Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GilA 

0.054 0.075 

-0.026 0.050 

0.006 0.060 

0.091 * 

0.017 0.452··· 

0.024 0.083 

0.035 

0.497 ... 

0.039 

*** p ~ .001 

Social Retention 
Integration 

0.046 0.129 * 

0.034 

0.123 • 0.064 

0.301 .. 0.255·· 

0.017 

0.148 • 
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The effects of perceived social environment and degree level commitment 

were positive and statistically significant on social integration for both white 

male and female students. As observed from tables 7 and 8, parental 

education and degree level commitment had sizable effects on retention for 

both white males and females. Perceived social environment contributed 

significantly to influence retention of white male students, whereas social 

integration effects on retention were statistically significant for white female 

students. 

Comparing the direct effects on retention for these four groups, one can 

observe that parental education came out to be a significant contributor to 

student retention irrespective of sex and race differences. For blacks, sibling 

influence and perceived social environment were the common predictors of 

student retention. Further, degree level commitment and college GPA were 

additional predictors of retention for black male students, however, social 

integration was an added factor for black female student retention. For 

whites, degree level commitment was the common predictor of retention for 

both sexes. Perceived social environment was a significant contributor to 

retention for white male students whereas social integration effects were 

statistically significant for white female student retention. For males, one 

can notice that degree level commitment and perceived social environment 

were significant predictors of retention, in addition to the structural variable 



of parental education. Finally, social integration along with parental 

education became the common predictors of retention for both black and 

white female students. 
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The total effects of pre-determined variables on the outcome measures 

were presented in tables 9, 10, 11, and 12 for the respective groups of black 

males, black females, white males and white females. The path diagrams 

representing the causal models were depicted in figures 2, 3, 4, and 5 for 

black males, black females, white males and white females respectively. 

Exploring the total effects for black males and females, one can observe from 

tables 9 and 10 that the metric coefficients for various significant factors that 

affect outcome measures clearly mirror the same pattern as described earlier 

when direct effects for these two groups were presented. The proportion of 

variance explained by the corresponding instrumental variables for each of 

the endogenous variables were higher for black males than for black females 

except for degree level commitment. The proportion of variance explained for 

retention were 12.4% for black males as compared to only 6.3% for black 

females. The amount of variance explained by the system of structural 

equations was 31.4% for black males as compared to 22.6% for black females. 

In both cases, the chi-square value was not statistically significant showing a 

good fit of the model to the data. 



Table 9 

Total Effects of the Exogenous and Endogenous Variables on 
Endogenous Variables for Black Male Students. 

Endogenous Variables 
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Variables Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

Social Retention 
Integration 

Parental Education (xl) 0.243 .. -0.022 -0.143 • 0.128 • 
Parental Income (x2) -0.136 • -0.111 • -0.023 -0.020 

Sibling Influence (x3) 0.010 -0.064 -0.013 0.136 • 
Parental Aspirations (x4) 0.016 0.100 • 0.020 0,018 

High School Performance (xS) 0.140 • 0.370 ... 0.041 

Age (x6) -0.053 -0.098 -0.020 -0.017 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 0.049 0.005 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 0.091 • 0.203 .. 

Degrcc Level Commitment (y1) 0.162 • 0.205 • 0.177 .. 

Educational Aspirations (y2) -0.002 

College GPA (y3) 0.110 • 
Social Integration (y4) 0.031 

R2 0.095 0.038 0.136 0.075 0.124 

Cocff. of Determination for 
Structural Equations 0.314 

Chi-Square 16.52 df=27 P = .942 

Goodness-Fit -Index 0.981 

Adj. Goodness-Fit-Index 0.937 

Root Mean Square Residual 0.034 

* P.$. .05 ** P.$. .01 *** P.$. .001 



Table 10 

Total Effects of the Exogenous and Endogenous Variables on 
Endogenous Variables for Black Female Students. 

Endogenous Variables 
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Variables Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

Social Retention 
Integration 

Parental Education (xl) 0.042 0.024 -0.004 0.190 • 

Parental Income (x2) 0.117 • 0.087 0.019 

Sibling Influence (x3) 0.051 0.061 0.013 0.085 • 
Parental Aspirations (x4) 0.030 • 0.172 •• 0.037 • 0.001 

High School Performance (xS) 0.020 0.349··· 0.014 

Age (x6) -0.025 -0.022 -0.005 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 0.D15 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 0.034 0.102 • 
Degree Level Commitment (yt) 0.172 •• 0.213··· 0.037 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 

College GPA (y3) 0.041 

Social Integration (y4) 0.0784< 

R2 0.055 0.050 0.122 0.046 0.063 

Coeff. of Determination for 
Structural Equations 0.226 

Chi-Square 29.98 df = 27 P = .315 

Goodness-fit -Index 0.979 

Adj. Goodness-fit-Index 0.930 

Root Mean Square Residual 0.038 

* P oS. .05 ** p oS. .01 *** p oS. .001 



FIGURE 2 

Path Diagram Representing Causal Model For Black Males 
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FIGURES 

Path Diagram Representing Causal Model For Black Females 
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Table 11 

Total Effects of the Exogenous and Endoflenous Variables on 
Endogenous Variables for White Male Students. 

Endogenous Variables 
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Variables Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

Social Retention 
Integration 

Parental Education (xl) 0.079 0.075 0.001 0.084 0.116 • 
Parental Income (x2) 0.040 0.041 0.001 0.008 0.009 

Sibling Influcnce (x3) 0.125 • 0.052 0.001 0.010 0.059 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 0.056 • 0.117 • 0.001 0.023 0.025 

High School Perfonnance (x5) 0.047 0.478·" 0.008 

Age (x6) -0.041 -0.107 • -0.001 -0.021 0.023 

Pcrceived Acad. Env. (x7) 0.087 • 0.001 

Perceived Social Env. (xB) 0.300 ... 0.142 .. 

Degree Level Commitment (yl) 0.475 ... 0.006 0.197 .. 0.214 .. 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 0.013 

College GPA (y3) 0.016 

Social Integration (y4) 0.054 

R2 0.237 0.034 0.235 0.141 0.084 

Cocff. of Detcnnination for 
Structural Equations 0.371 

Chi-Square 24.14 df = 27 P = .622 

Goodncss-Fit-Index 0.975 

Adj. Goodncss-Fit-Index 0.917 

Root Mean Square Residual 0.038 

* P.$. .05 ** P.$. .01 *** P.$. .001 



Table 12 

Total Effects of the Exogenous and Endogenous Variables on 
Endogenous Variables fOl· White Female Students. 

Endogenous Variables 
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Variables Educational Degree Level College 
Aspirations Commitment GPA 

Social Retention 
Integration 

Parental Education (xl) 0.091 • 0.075 0.004 0.069 0.138 • 
Parental Income (x2) 0.001 0.050 0,015 0.010 

Sibling Influence (x3) 0.036 0.060 0.001 0.018 0.047 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 0.045 • 0.091 • 0.002 0.027 0.019 

High School Performance (xS) 0.017 0.451 ••• 0.008 

Age (x6) 0.065 0.083 0.003 0.025 0.018 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 0.035 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 0.123 • 0.046 

Degree Level Commitment (y1) 0.497 ••• 0.020 0.301 •• 0.211 .. 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 0.039 0.001 

College GPA (y3) 0.017 

Social Integration (y4) 0.148 • 

R2 0.254 0.027 0.208 0.110 0.086 

Cocff. of Determination for 
Structural Equations 0.264 

Chi-Square 16.93 df = 27 P = .264 

Goodncss-Fit -Index 0.987 

Adj. Goodness-Fit-Index 0.956 

Root Mean Square Residual 0.029 

* p~ .05 ** p ~ .01 *** p~ .001 
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FIGURE 4 

Path Diagram Representing Causal Model For White Males 
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FIGURE 5 

Path Diagram Representing Causal Model For White Females 
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The goodness-fit-index values were consistent for both black males and 

females and were close to 1 indicating a good fit of the model. The root mean 

square residual, an index of the average deviation of the predicted 

correlation matrix from the actual matrix, was 0.034 and 0.038 for black 

males and females respectively. These values suggest that the correlations 

predicted from the model differed from the actual correlations, on average, 

only by 3.4% and 3.8% for respective black males and females. 

A close examination of the total effects for white males and females 

indicated the same pattern of relationship between pre-determined and 

outcome variables as evidenced from the direct effects for these two groups. 

Additionally, the indirect effects of parental aspirations were significant 

contributor to educational aspirations for both white male and female 

students. It may be noted that, parental aspirations were an important 

contributor to degree level commitment for white males and females as well 

as for black females but not for black males. 

The proportion of variance explained by the instrumental variables for 

each of the endogenous variables was very similar for both white males and 

females. However, the amount of variance explained by structural equation 

was 37.1% for white males as compared to only 26.4% for white females. The 

chi-square values for both groups were not statistically significant as such it 
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clearly provided a good fit of the model to the data for these two groups. The 

goodness-fit-index values were close to 1 supporting the fact that the model 

provides an acceptable fit to the data for the two groups. The root mean 

square residual was 0.038 and 0.029 for white males and females 

respectively. These values clearly show that the correlations predicted from 

the model differed from the actual correlations, on average, only by 3.8% and 

2.9% for respective white male and female groups. 

One final point with regard to the total effects of significant 

pre-determined variables on the outcome measures relates to the similarity of 

metric coefficients among the four groups. Applying the standard t-test to 

examine the difference of two corresponding coefficients between two groups, 

it was found that all of the relevant coefficients for one group did not differ 

from the respective coefficients for another group. Clearly, this indicated 

that the size of respective significant effects were very similar among the four 

groups even though the patterns of relationship were different. 

It is important to point out that the general pattern of retention as 

evident in the whole sample only holds true for black males and females with 

some exceptions. For black females, degree level commitment and college 

GPA effects were nonsignificant, but social integration contributed 

significantly to retention. The effects of parental aspirations diminished to 
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almost zero for both black males and females. For whites, the pattern of 

student retention provided a different picture. It was observed that degree 

level commitment, perceived social environment and parental education were 

the significant predictors of retention for white males. By the same token, 

degree level commitment, social integration and parental education had 

significant influences on retention for white female students. 

It can be noted that the effects on retention of parental aspirations, 

sibling influence, and college GPA are reduced to zero for both white males 

and females whereas these effects on retention were statistically significant 

for the whole sample. Further, the pattern of student retention more closely 

resembled the general pattern of retention (pattern of relationships between 

instrumental variables and retention as seen in the whole sample) for blacks 

than for whites. It may be recalled that blacks were over-represented and 

whites were under-represented in the sample, as such, the close agreement 

between the pattern of retention for the whole sample and the one for blacks 

is not surprising. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

The problem of educational attainment and student retention have been 

the subject of increasing attention by social researchers for many years. The 

focus of analysis has shifted from the traditional concerns of describing status 

mobility -- distance between status positions within and between generations 

to the casual sequence of status transmission and attainment (Haller and 

Portes, 1973; Wilson and Ports, 1975). By shifting the question from how far 

the individual has moved across status hierarchies to the factors which have 

led to describe the process of status attainment, particularly educational 

attainment, sociological research has helped in understanding this 

phenomenon clearly by specifying the pattern of relationships involved in the 

process. 

Two major lines of research can be traced in this area. One of the best 

known work of Blau and Duncan (1967), focused the sequence of status 

transmission, both inter and intra generational on the basis of objective or 

structural variables. The other group associated with the research work of 

Sewell and his Associates (popularly known as "Wisconsin Model") 
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complimented the earlier tradition by focusing on the process of individual 

status attainment and by examining both objective and subjective variables 

as causal inputs in the process. 

The present research followed the approach of "Wisconsin model". Its 

main purpose was to examine the process of educational attainment, thus 

student retention by applying the objective and subjective variables in a 

sequence of casual relationships that describe the individual educational 

attainment process. In support of this line of research, the present study 

examined the pattern of relationships between pre-college experiences and 

retention mediated through intervening variables such as educational 

aspirations, degree level commitment, social integration and college 

performance. The results were summarized in the following section. 

Summary of Findings 

As stated in earlier chapter, the process of student retention relates to 

high school and family influences mediated through student's educational 

aspirations, and degree level commitment. These early socialization 

variables in combination with each other influenced the level of social 

integration and college performance of the student. It was emphasized that 

situational factors such as perceived academic environment and perceived 

social environment both provided contexts for the students to evaluate their 



situation in the prevailing academic and social climate of the institution. 

These situational factors play an important role in influencing student's 

decision to stay in the college. 
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I t was further hypothesized that perceived social environment would 

make a greater impact on retention. The positive perceptions about the 

social environment create important social bond between the student and the 

institution. This perceived social attachment would help improve the level of 

commitment of the student to stay in the given the institution until degree 

completion. It may be noted that if the perceived social life in the campus is 

positive and congenial, students are likely to stay in the institution. If the 

perceptions appear negative, students may withdraw from the institution. 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that perceived social environment would 

directly affect student retention. 

Parental education and the presence of college educated siblings both 

provide powerful socializing contexts for the student. These two socializing 

agents would directly influence educational attainment, thus, students' 

retention behavior. .Af3 such, it was hypothesized that parental education and 

sibling's attainment would directly affect student retention. Considering 

these hypothesized relationships between pre-determined variables and 

retention, it was necessary to explore the patterns in the whole sample and in 

sub-sample groups based on sex and ethnic differences. 
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Given the model of retention for the entire sample, one can notice that 

parental education and parental aspirations had significant influence on 

educational aspirations, degree level commitment, social integration and 

retention. However, parental education had negative effects on degree level 

commitment and social integration. It may be pointed out that the sample 

was over represented by students with low socioeconomic status of origin. 

However, these students showed higher degree level commitment and greater 

social integration. The negative relationship between parental education and 

college experiences seems to indicate that this upwardly mobile group has 

shown a kind of "alienation" from the status of origin. This status 

"indifference" among the college students, particularly black males might 

account the inverse relationship between parental education and individual 

commitment to college degree. 

Examining the effects of parental education on endogenous variables for 

various sub-sample groups, it was found that the inverse relationship was 

only for black males. The background of low parental education and low 

parental income did not hinder the levels of motivation and social integration 

of black males. Perhaps, degree level commitment was stronger for this group 

which helped create high social integration despite low socioeconomic status 

of origin. 
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Sibling's educational attainment provided greater influence on retention 

for blacks than for whites. It may be argued that educated siblings were 

important role models for the black students as such sibling influences 

helped them to stay in school. High school performance was the most 

important contributor to academic integration. As expected, pre-college 

academic skills helped the students in their college performance and this was 

true for all groups irrespective of sex and race differences. Degree level 

commitment was also significant predictor to educational aspirations, and 

social integration. Perceived social environment had positive effects on social 

integration for all the four groups of students. 

The total effects of significant pre-determined variables on retention 

were presented in table 13. One can observe that parental education was the 

common contributor to retention for all the four groups. For blacks, sibling 

influence, perceived social environment along with parental education were 

important predictors of retention. Similarly, degree level commitment and 

parental education were the best predictors of retention for whites. For 

males, parental education, perceived social environment, degree level 

commitment were significant contributors to retention. In the similar vein, 

parental education and social integration were important predictors of 

retention for females. Even though there were some common casual 

variables to retention for these four groups, it seems that a general process of 
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Table 13 

Total Effects of Significant Factors on Retention for various Groups 
of Students. 

Various Groups or Students 

Variables Black White Black White Overall 
Males Males Females Females Sample 

Parental Education (xl) 0.128 • 0.116 • 0.190 • 0.138 • 0.087 • 

Parental Income (x2) 

Sibling Influence (x3) 0.136 • 0.085 • 0.091 • 

Parental Aspirations (x4) 0.023 • 

High School Performance (,0) 0.022 • 

Age (x6) 

Perceived Acad. Env. (x7) 

Perceived Social Env. (x8) 0.203 • 0.142·· 0.102 • 0.110 •• 

Degree Level Commitment (y1) 0.177 • 0.214·· 0.211 .. 0.146 ••• 

Educational Aspirations (y2) 

College GPA (y3) 0.110 • 0.052 • 

Social Integration (y4) 0.078 • 0.148 • 

* p ~ .05 ** p ~ .01 *** p ~ .001 

educational attainment will be inadequate to describe the retention behavior 

of students. For this reason, the discussion is focused on the selection and 

allocation processes that are occurring among the four groups of students in 

this study. It may be noticed that sibling influence on retention disappeared 

for whites. Likewise, the effects of social integration on retention diminished 



for males. The influence of degree level commitment on retention also 

emerged as a much weaker variable for black females. Similarly, college 

GPA became nonsignificant to influence retention for black females, white 

males and white females. 
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The central role in the causal sequence which these effects portrayed 

was that parental education, sibling influence, perceived social environment 

were important determinants of retention for black students. Besides these, 

degree level commitment and college performance were also significant 

contributors for black males and social integration effects were important for 

black females. The general pattern of influences relate to parental education 

and degree level commitment on retention for whites. However, perceived 

social environment was an important determinant of retention for white 

males whereas social integration was an additional significant factor of 

retention for white females. 

Interestingly, the model did not specifY stronger effects of ability 

measures such as college GPA, on retention rather objective variables such as 

parental education and sibling influence were more important determinants 

of retention. Degree level commitment provided a critical link with retention, 

perhaps made it clear that the commitment to achieving the degree is a 

stronger motivator than educational aspirations. Finally, perceived social 

environment provided a subjective feeling about the situation that played an 
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important role in student retention. For females, social integration certainly 

helped to bring more normative congruence and that supported their desire 

to stay. 

Implication of findings 

The study only focused the retention behavior of traditional students. 

These students are different from the non-traditional students as such 

separate model of retention must to be developed to explore the process 

among the commuter and non-traditional students. The sample for this 

research was only from a particular southern state. This type of sample does 

not permit to generalize the results. However, future research must 

concentrate on replication among national samples if the results need to be 

generalizable. 

The data involving parental attitudes and opinions were collected from 

students instead of their parents. These perceived parental attitudes may 

not accurately represent actual parental opinions and perceptions. The 

variables in a causal model has a definite time sequence or causal ordering. 

In this context, the variables representing the causal order must be measured 

in that sequence. To make the relationship between causal and outcome 

measures more meaningful, the variables must be measured in the time 

sequence as specified in the model. This study suffers from this perspective 

by not measuring the intervening variables in proper time sequences. 
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Some of the dependent variables were measured by single item scale. 

These measures may not provide high reliability. As such, the proportion of 

variance explained for these measures were small within the range of 5 to 10 

percent. Despite these limitations in the study, the results provided 

interesting models for the four groups of students. It may be noted that the 

sample for the study represented mainly black students with low 

socioeconomic status of origin. Therefore, the results may show some 

departure from the status attainment models. 

Theories of educational attainment have broadly concerned with the 

relationships between individuals and the social structures. Where theories 

differ, however, is the degree of "causal primacy" attributed to structural 

versus individual or interpersonal factors. Much of the findings reported in 

this research tended to stress interpersonal influences. Direct effects of 

parental education and sibling influence on student retention suggest the 

importance of early socializing effects which help educational attainment. 

This fact conf'rrms the earlier research findings (Haller and Ports, 1973; 

Sewell at al., 1970; Wilson and Ports, 1975). Direct effects of perceived social 

environment on retention clearly point to the situational factors that relate to 

the college social life. If the social life in the college campus is personally 

satisfying to the students, they would like to stay in the institution. Degree 

level commitment refers to clear educational goal that reflects the student's 

ambition in life. This ambition provides a stronger motivation that urges the 
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student to stay in college until degree completion. Social integration provides 

the extent of student's overall satisfaction with college's social environment. 

It showed that the level of social integration helped females more than males 

to stay in the college. 

Status attainment models have incorporated two broad causal 

components: a cognitive-motivational component, formed by aspirations and 

commitments and contextual component formed by a set of socioeconomic 

actors affecting their enactment (Haller and Ports, 1973). The status 

expectation levels that others hold for the youth and the status attainment 

levels they exemplify are crucial variables describing the contextual 

component. In the Wisconsin model, significant other's influence acts as a 

facilitator of educational attainment. The findings from studies undertaken 

by Sewell at el. (1970), Haller and Ports (1973), Hauser at el. (1982) revealed 

that while parents and peers key their influence and encouragement to the 

socioeconomic background of high school students, teachers' encouragement 

for these youth were heavily influenced by performance criteria such as grade 

point average. In the present study, sibling's levels of educational attainment 

provided a stronger influence on retention for black students. However, this 

influence disappeared for whites. This suggests that siblings as role models 

have greater influence for blacks than for whites. 
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Parental income effects were nonsignificant on retention for all four 

groups. Even though parental income represents family's economic status, it 

appears that majority students did not depend on parental support for their 

college eduction. Since most students for this study came from lower 

socioeconomic level, they were all eligible to receive variety of financial aids 

from the federal and state governments. These financial support helped these 

students not to depend on family resources for their college education. 

Mention may be made that parental education had stronger effects on 

retention for all four groups of students. This clearly shows that parental 

education provides a powerful socializing agent in influencing youth in the 

attainment of higher education and occupation. 

A pervasive assumption in all of the status attainment studies is that 

the maturing young person is subject to influences from those with whom 

helshe interacts during formative years. Thus the influence of significant 

others such as parents, siblings, teachers and peers is important on students' 

ambition and attainment. Results from this study have supported this 

assumption as the effects of parental aspirations and sibling's attainment on 

retention were statistically significant. Measures of academic performance 

have shown to be associated with student retention. The general model of 

retention in the study have shown that ambition as measured by degree level 
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commitment is strongly associated with student retention, a fact which 

supports the findings from earlier studies of status attainment (Haller and 

Ports, 1973; Wilson and Ports, 1975). 

Clearly, the results of the study show that educational attainment thus, 

student retention in four-year colleges may come to depend increasingly on 

objective institutional resources in terms of parental education and sibling's 

educational attainment that provide quality home environment and family 

support along with strong individual commitment to educational goals and 

positive feelings about the institution the student attends. 
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APPENDIX-A 

Selected Questions From The Survey Instrument 

In addition to the student's demographic variables and parental education 

and income (as reported by students), the following is a list of questions that 

were used in the analysis for this study. 

1. Racial/ethnic Identity: 

American 
Indian 
Black 
Oriental 
White 
Spanish Origin 
Other 

7. With whom did you live during 
your high school years? 

Both Parents 
Mother 
Father 
Grandparents 
Grandmother 
Grandfather 
Other 

3. YourSex: 

Male 
Female 

8. Are you an only child? 
Yes No 

9. If you are not an only child, how many brothers and sisters do you have? 

Older brothers 
Younger brothers 
Older sisters 
Younger sisters 

10. How many of your brothers have attended college? 

11. How many of your brothers have graduated from 
college? 

12. How many of your sisters have attended college? 



13. How many of your sisters have graduated from 
college? 

18. Where have you lived most of your life? 

On a farm or in a small town 
(population less than 2,500) 

In a large town 
(population between 2,500 and 9,999) 

In a small city 
(population between 10,000 and 29,999) 

In a medium sized city 
(population between 30,000 and 49,999) 

In a large city 
(population between 50,000 and 200,000) 

In a metropolitan area or its immediate suburbs 
(population greater than 200,000) 

19. How important would you say that graduating from college is to you 
personally? 

Extremely important 
Very important 
Fairly important 
Not too important 
Not at all important 

20. How important do you think it is to your parents/guardians that you 
graduate from college? 

Extremely important 
Very important 
Fairly important 
Not too important 
Not at all important 
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23-24. What was the highest level of education completed by your 
parents/guardians? 

117 

PLEASE INDICATE FOR EACH PARENT/GUARDIAN SEPARATELY. 

Elementary school or less 
Some high school 
High school graduate 
Vocational, business, or 
technical schoolgraduate 
Some college but did not 
graduate 
Four-year college graduate 
Master's degree 
Doctorate 
Professional degree (law, 
medicine, etc.) 

Mother or 
Substitute 
(Check one) 

Father or 
Substitute 
(Check one) 

25-26. What was the total income of each of your parents/guardians 
(beforeuctions) for the 1982 calendar year? 

INDICATE FOR EACH PARENT SEPARATELY. 

Under $ 4,000 
$ 4,000 - $ 5,999 
$ 6,000 - $ 7,999 
$ 8,000 - $10,999 
$11,000 - $13,999 
$14,000 - $16,999 
$17,000 - $19,999 
$20,000 - $22,999 
$23,000 - $25,999 
$26,000 - $28,999 
$29,000 - $31,999 
$32,000 - $34,999 
$35,000 - $37,999 
$38,000 - $40,999 
$41,000 or more 

Mother or 
Substitute 
(Check one) 

Father or 
Substitute 
(Check one) 
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27 -28. To what extent was your decision to attend college influenced by your 
parents/guardians? 

PLEASE INDICATE FOR EACH PARENT/GUARDIAN SEPARATELY. 

Very much, I would have chosen 
not to attend college if he/she 
had not insisted that I enroll. 

Quite a bit, although it was my 
decision, he/she encouraged and 
supported me in the decision. 

Very little, he/she didn't seem 
to care whether I enrolled in 
college or not. 

None, he/she views college-going 
as a waste of time and money. 

I don't really know. We have 
always talked about college-going 
as a natural step to follow high 
school graduation. 

Mother or 
Substitute 
(Check one) 

Father or 
Substitute 
(Check one) 

39. Below is a list of persons who sometimes exert influence on the 
career/occupational choices of young people; indicate the extent to 
which each of the following persons has influenced your occupational 
life plans and career goals. 

CHECK ONE FOR EACH ITEM, A THROUGH M. 

A. Mother 
B. Father 
C. Brother 
D. Sister 
E. Other Relative 
F. Friend of Same Sex 
G. Friend of Opposite Sex 
H. High School Counselor 
I. High School Teacher 

Very Very Not at 
Much Somewhat Little All 



J. Professional College 
Counselor 

K. College Advisor 
L. Minister 
M. Other 

41. What is the highest level of education that you exnect to attain? 

CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE TO THIS ITEM. 

One year of college or less 
2 - 3 years of college 
Associate's degree (A.A.) 
Bachelor's degree or equivalent 
Master's degree 
Professional degree (law, medicine, etc.) 
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42. If there were no limitations, what is the highest level of education that 
you would like to attain? 

CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE TO THIS ITEM. 

One year of college or less 
2 - 3 years of college 
Associate's degree (A.A.) 
Bachelor's degree or equivalent 
Master's degree 
Professional degree (law, medicine, etc.) 

48. To what extent do you think each of the following describes the 
psychological climate or atmosphere at this college? 

CHECK ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM. 

Intellectual 
Snobbish 
Social 
Victorian 
Practical-minded 
Warm 
Realistic 
Liberal 

Very 
Descriptive 

In 
Between 

Not at all 
Descriptive 
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51. How important is each of the following to you personally? 

CHECK ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM, A THROUGH J. 

Extremely Very Fairly Not Too Not At All 
Important Important Important Important Important 

A. Becoming an expert in a 
particular field of study as 
a source of personal 
satisfaction 

B. Working in a prestigious 
job 

C. Helping others who are 
less fortunate than I 

D. Gaining recognition as an 
expert in a particular field 

E. Making a lot of money 

F. Getting a permanent job 
which offers security 

G. Becoming a more 
interesting, well rounded 
person 

H. Preparation for the 
responsibilities of 
marriage 

I. Being able to assist parents 
with their financial 
problems 

J". Owning a successful 
business 



Appendix-B 

Table B-1 

Mean l Standard Deviationsl and Correlation Coefficients for First-timel Full-time Freshman Cohort (Total SamRle}. 

Variables xl x2 x3 x4 x5 

Parental 
Income (xl) 1.0000 
Parental 
Education (xl) .5226 1.0000 
Sibling 
Influence (x3) -.0695 .0103 1.0000 
Parental 
Aspirations (x4) .0629 .0880 .0466 1.0000 
HighSchool 
Performance (xS) .1668 .11CS .0276 .0195 1.0000 

Age(x6) -.0643 -.0940 -.0353 -.0757 -.0625 
Perceived 
Acad. Env. (x7) .0200 .0020 -.0004 -.Q185 .0688 
Perceived 
Social Env. (x8) .0517 .0786 -.0179 .0070 .0276 
Degree Level 
Commitment (y1) -.0530 -.0530 .0221 .1270 -.0459 
Educational 
Aspirations (y2) .0604 .0945 .0181 .0435 .0021 
College 
GPA(y3) .0630 .0173 .0542 -.0194 .4266 
Social 
Integration (y4) -.0848 -.1267 .0261 .0424 -.1150 
Retention (y5) .0127 .0745 .0478 .0139 .0696 

x6 x7 x8 y1 y2 

1.0000 

-.0174 1.0000 

-.0486 .5140 1.0000 

-.0371 .0628 .0390 1.0000 

-.0370 .0447 .0155 .2567 1.0000 

-.0043 .0136 .0138 -.0262 .0107 

-.0001 .0954 .0817 .3051 .1346 
-.0851 .0779 .0334 .0913 .1112 

y3 y4 y5 

1.0000 

-.0613 1.0000 
.0498 .0242 1.0000 

Mean 

1253 

7.59 

1.53 

11.39 

3.64 

18.16 

6.84 

7.10 

4.66 

4.46 

2.49 

13.29 
1.75 

SD 

6.26 

3.08 

2.24 

1.69 

0.96 

0.65 

1.20 

1.24 

0.59 

0.98 

0.69 

1.62 
0.83 

..... 
N ..... 



Table B-2 

Means Standard Deviations! and Correlation Coefficients for First-time! Full-time Freshman Cohort {Black Males). 

Variables xl xl x3 x4 xS x6 x7 x8 yl y2 y3 y4 y5 Mean SD 

Parental 
Income (xl) 1.0000 11.07 6.32 
Parental 
Education (x2) .5251 1.0000 7.07 3.17 
Sibling 
Influence (x3) .0122 .0201 1.0000 1.50 2.31 
Parental 
Aspirations (x4) .0478 .1403 -.1503 1.0000 11.29 1.76 
HighSchool 
Perfonnance (xS) .1962 .1245 .0291 .0434 1.0000 3.23 0.96 

Age (x6) -.0805 -.0504 -.0459 -.0638 -.0681 1.0000 18.29 0.72 
Perceived 
Acad. Env. (x7) .0299 -.0533 .1119 .0718 -.0857 -.0505 1.0000 6.74 1.27 
Perceived 
Social Env. (x8) -.0080 -.0794 .0557 .0652 -.1027 -.0994 .5717 1.0000 7.07 1.34 
Degree Level 
Commitment (y1) -.1747 -.1380 -.0830 .1821 -.0323 -.1014 .0545 .0596 1.0000 4.73 0.51 
Educational 
Aspirations (y2) .0414 .1872 .0195 .0059 .1285 -.0747 .0844 .0752 .1161 1.0000 4.51 1.04 
College 
GPA(y3) .0709 -.0063 .0695 -.0979 .3654 .0060 -.0206 .0107 -.0147 .0568 1.0000 2.29 0.68 
Social 
Integration (y4) -.2018 -.1565 -.0058 .0350 -.0016 -.0533 .1089 .1061 .2768 .1606 -.0382 1.0000 13.62 1.43 
Retention (y5) -.0219 .0673 .1033 .0057 .1035 -.0398 .1578 .0685 .0932 .1300 .0764 .0479 1.0000 1.59 0.73 

..... 
N 
N 



Table B-3 

Means Standard Deviationss and Correlation Coefficients for First-times Full-time Freshman Cohorts (White Males}. 

Variables xl x2 x3 x4 x5 

Parental 
Income (xl) 1.0000 
Parental 
Education (x2) .3626 1.0000 
Sibling 
Influence (x3) -.0208 .1947 1.0000 
Parental 
Aspirations (x4) .1667 .1137 .1642 1.0000 
HighSchool 
Performance (xS) -.0333 -.0059 .1114 .0273 1.0000 

Age(x6) -.0209 .0425 .0337 -.0421 -.0549 
Perceived 
Acad. Env. (x7) .0580 -.0852 -.0942 .1129 .0236 
Perceived 
Social Env. (x8) .1393 .1235 -.0687 .1388 .0025 
Degree Level 
Commitment (y1) .0453 -.0574 .1018 .1572 -.0173 
Educational 
Aspirations (y2) .1225 .0356 -.0781 .0409 .0346 
College 
GPA(y3) .0088 -.1221 .0395 -.0190 .4771 
Social 
Integration (y4) .0075 -.1031 .0917 .2523 -.0377 
Retention (y5) -.0259 -.1364 -.0276 .1407 .0769 

x6 x7 x8 yl y2 

1.0000 

-.0157 1.0000 

-.0026 .5201 1.0000 

-.1379 .1514 .0374 1.0000 

-.0594 .0590 -.0158 .3479 1.0000 

.0181 -.0132 -.0862 .0714 .0487 

.0190 .3165 .2529 .3729 .1899 
-.0382 .1298 .0099 .1260 .0896 

y3 y4 y5 

1.0000 

.0305 1.0000 

.0343 .1334 1.0000 

Mean 

14.75 

8.54 

1.24 

11.37 

3.90 

18.24 

6.86 

7.07 

4.57 

4.47 

2.57 

12.25 
1.66 

SD 

5.17 

2.83 

1.88 

1.79 

0.96 

0.59 

1.13 

1.18 

0.69 

0.91 

0.72 

1.92 
0.78 

~ 

N 
W 



Table B-4 
Mean l Standard Deviationsl and Correlation Coefficients for First-timel Full-time Freshman Cohort (Black 
Females1. 

Variables xl xl x3 x4 x5 x6 x7 x8 yl y2 y3 y4 y5 Mean 

Parental 
Income (xl) 1.0000 9.83 
Parental 
Education (x2) .5719 1.0000 6.69 
Sibling 
Influence (x3) -.0492 .0067 1.0000 1.77 
Parental 
Aspirations (x4) .0626 .0634 .0983 1.0000 11.44 
HighSchool 
Performance (x5) .1484 .0282 .0210 -.0066 1.0000 3.50 

Age (x6) -.1860 -.1654 -.0410 -.0734 -.0436 1.0000 18.08 
Perceived 
Acad. Env. (x7) .0317 -.0046 .0340 -.0747 .1666 -.0209 1.0000 6.75 
Perceived 
Social Env. (x8) .0440 .0588 .0063 -.1003 .0274 -.0284 .5226 1.0000 6.99 
Degree Level 
Commitment (y1) .0824 .0637 .0530 .1384 .0142 -.0410 .0966 .0908 1.0000 4.75 
Educational 
Aspirations (y2) .1946 .1702 .0448 .0511 -.0096 -.0487 .0755 .0168 .1492 1.0000 4.54 
College 
GPA(y3) .1012 -.0008 .0468 -.0587 .3484 -.0086 .0014 -.0053 -.1015 -.0060 1.0000 2.47 
Social 
Integration (y4) .1115 .0100 .0026 -.0441 .0033 .0547 .0617 .0825 .1711 .0719 -.0123 1.0000 13.80 
Retention (y5) .1331 .1535 .0443 -.0268 .0735 -.1182 .0462 .0213 .0409 .1409 .0518 -.0244 1.0000 1.84 

SO 

6.11 

2.99 

2.50 

1.51 

0.89 

0.67 

1.18 

1.25 

0.48 

1.02 

0.64 

1.28 
0.85 

~ 

tv 
.j::>. 



Table B-5 

Mean l Standard Deviationsl and Correlation Coefficients for First-timel Full-time Freshman Cohort (White 
Females}. 

Variables xl x2 x3 x4 x5 x6 x7 x8 yl y2 y3 y4 yS Mean 

Parental 
Income (xl) 1.00000 15.01 
Parental 
Education (x2) .3568 1.0000 8.65 
Sibling 
Influence (x3) -.0700 .0284 1.0000 1.35 
Parental 
Aspirations (x4) .0159 .0909 .0558 1.0000 1139 
High School 
Performance (xS) -.0649 -.0098 .0898 .0227 1.0000 4.07 

Age (x6) .0028 -.1895 -.0169 -.1076 -.0296 1.0000 18.10 
Perceived 
Acad. Env. (x7) -.0573 .0186 -.1057 -.1004 -.0355 .0350 1.0000 7.06 
Perceived 
Social Env. (x8) .0203 .1573 -.0886 -.0002 .0698 -.0638 .4115 1.0000 7.32 
Degree Level 
Commitment (y1) .0755 .0636 -.0436 .0818 .0521 .0791 .0533 .0347 1.0000 4.50 
Educational 
Aspirations (y2) .0477 .0678 -.0200 .0593 -.0066 .0437 .0034 .0324 .4264 1.0000 4.28 
College 
GPA(y3) -.1135 -.0123 .1109 .0650 .4542 .0480 .0200 .0681 .0719 .0360 1.0000 2.65 
Social 
Integration (y4) .1577 .0735 -.0941 -.0305 -.0841 .0319 .1310 .0571 .2742 .1016 -.0618 1.0000 12.85 
Retention (y5) .0043 .1446 .0233 -.0259 -.0153 -.0242 .0330 .0458 .1390 .0705 -.0139 -.0592 1.0000 1.81 

SD 

5.56 

2.77 

1.87 

1.79 

0.85 

0.56 

1.17 

1.14 

0.72 

0.89 

0.72 

1.61 
0.88 

-N 
U\ 
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