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ABSTRACT 

This study of student persistence among institutions of the Council for Christian 

Colleges and Universities represents an attempt to understand factors, particularly student 

satisfaction, that influence student persistence. Both student-level characteristics and 

institution-level characteristics have bearing on persistence rates, so a multilevel model is 

employed that takes both sets of characteristics into account. A thorough review of 

pertinent literature is included, as well as a depiction of Hierarchical Linear Modeling, 

the statistical method used. Several student-level characteristics that had a positive 

impact on persistence are presented, including class level, graduate or professional school 

aspirations, living on campus, satisfaction with academic life, satisfaction with religious 

life, and satisfaction with social life. Two student-level characteristics that had a 

negative influence on persistence, working off campus and attending an institution that 

was not one's first or second choice, are reviewed. Two institution-level variables that 

positively impacted persistence, including tuition and total enrollment, are presented, and 

one characteristic that negatively influenced persistence, percentage of women students, 

is discussed. The implications of these findings are advanced, and recommendations for 

practice and research are presented. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

This research project focuses upon student persistence among institutions of the 

Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). In the past few decades, 

retention has been an important focal point of research in higher education (Astin, 1993a, 

1993b; Bean, 1983, 1990; Pascarella& Terenzini, 1980; Spady, 1970; Tinto. 1975, 

1987). In the face of parental and student concern about the likelihood of students' 

completing their program of study, especially given the increasing costs of attending 

college or university, administrators must address retention issues (McLaughlin, 

Brozovsky, & McLaughlin, 1998). High, or at least improved, persistence rates have 

become a tangible manifestation of institutional accountability for educating 

undergraduates (for example, Dey & Hurtado, 1994; Terenzini, 1987; Zusman, 1994). 

Institutions, then, bear some responsibility when students choose to leave those 

institutions before they graduate, particularly if they leave for the wrong reasons. 

While institutional factors are critical to understanding persistence, individual 

factors are equally important. Students enter college with characteristics that potentially 

enhance or impede persistence. Identifying these characteristics helps administrators 

determine if institutions ought to intentionally intervene in the lives of students who are 

considered at high risk for leaving college (Astin, 1993a; Tinto, 1993). In addition, 

institutions can continually e.xamine students' perceptions of campus life to identify both 

their sense of connection to, and their level of satisfaction with, the campus (Astin, 1975; 



13 

Pace. 1984; Tinto, 1993). Clearly, examining both individual and institutional factors 

that impact retention is critical to improving student persistence rates. 

While persistence has been a popular topic among researchers in higher 

education, most empirical research on persistence has focused on state-supported 

institutions fBerger & Braxton. 1998). Longitudinal databases such as the Cooperative 

Institutional Research Project (CIRP) do include private institutions among the 

institutions studied; but little attention has been drawn to persistence at these schools, 

particularly the small, private, religiously affiliated institutions that comprise the Council 

for Christian Colleges and Universities. A search for research publications devoted to 

persistence at these schools yields only a few entries (Phillips, 1998; Railsback, 1994). 

The paucity of research related to persistence at CCCU institutions indicates a pressing 

need for studies that link retention theory to this unique association of colleges and 

universities. This study makes the link and also examines the impact of student 

satisfaction upon persistence. 

This study addresses student persistence at institutions of the Council for 

Christian Colleges and Universities in four ways: (1) it describes retention theory, 

investigates previous research on persistence, and discusses other theories relevant to 

student persistence; (2) it explicates and implements a particular statistical method. 

Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM), that is best suited to address questions about 

persistence at both the individual and institutional levels; (3) it depicts and analyzes the 

findings that emerge from this study; and (4) it addresses implications for both the topic 

of persistence and the schools that are part of the Council. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Student retention at universities and colleges is an important marker of 

institutional accountability for undergraduate education (Dey & Hurtado, 1994; 

Terenzini, 1987; Zusman. 1994). Persistence rates, when measured accurately, indicate 

in pan how effectively and faithfully institutions fulfill their mission to educate 

undergraduates. These rates demonstrate institutional commitment to retaining qualified 

students rather than permitting these students to depart from college (McLaughlin. 

Brozovsky, Sc McLaughlin, 1998). Institutions with low persistence rates often are seen 

as lacking in their commitment and service to students. Institutions with relatively high 

persistence rates often are seen as places worthy of emulation by other colleges and 

universities. To increase persistence rates, or to maintain them if they are high, 

institutional leaders must understand the impact of student characteristics and 

institutional factors on persistence rates (Kinnick & Ricks, 1993). This knowledge 

allows institutions to create institutional environments appropriate for student success, 

and to attract students who are likely to succeed (Delaney, 1997; Terenzini, 1993). Such 

endeavors should lead to higher persistence rates, and higher persistence rates, in turn, 

enhance institutional accountability. 

Another measure of institutional accountability is student perception of the 

colleges and universities they attend. Upcraft and Schuh (1996) point out that measuring 

student satisfaction is a well-accepted practice in higher education. Although satisfaction 

is not a foolproof recipe for persistence, students who are more satisfied with campus life 

arc more likely to remain enrolled. Over the past few decades, a number of different 
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tools have been developed and utilized to ascertain student perception of the quality of 

campus life (Pace, 1984; Astin, 1975/ One such tool. Pace's College Student 

Experiences Questionnaire (1983. 1984. 1990) has been administered to thousands of 

students on campuses of all sizes, and of both public and private control. Another tool, 

the Student Satisfaction Inventory (Schreiner & Juillerat. 1994). is in use at over eight 

hundred campuses nationwide and measures both the satisfaction students have with 

various aspects of campus life, and their perception of how important those aspects of 

campus life are. Institutions that boast high, student satisfaction scores on aspects that 

students also deem important are institutioas that presumably are providing high-quality 

educational experiences for students, one measure of institutional accountability (Bogue 

& Saunders, 1992). 

The Student Satisfaction Inventory (Schreiner & Juillerat, 1994) is a useful tool in 

that it provides institutions with valuable feedback regarding students* individual and 

collective impressions of the campus climate. The SSI enables institutions to compare 

their satisfaction scores with the scores of institutions of similar type. For e.xample, 

small, private, liberal arts institutions may compare their SSI results with those of similar 

institutions. If institutions demonstrate that their students are highly satisfied with 

campus life, and if these same institutions show patterns of persistence rates that are 

higher than other institutions of similar type, then there may be some crucial links 

between the institutional environment, as manifested by student satisfaction, and student 

retention. Both persistence rates and satisfaction scores, then, can be used to indicate the 
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level of accountability and effectiveness of various institutions in fulfilling their mission 

to educate undergraduate students. 

The issue of accountability comes into focus more clearly when applied to 

institutions of both public and private control. Since World War II, with the creation of 

the G.I. Bill of 1944 that guaranteed a higher education to veterans, higher education has 

been billed as a right rather than a privilege (Kaplin & Lee, 1995; Nuss, 1996). The 

implications of this shift have been profound: the number of students enrolled in 

postsecondary institutions rose from 2.3 million in 1947 to 14.3 million in 1996 (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2000); community colleges entered the scene, and thus 

the number of postsecondary institutions increased dramatically; and public institutions 

carried the legal burden of providing access to all qualified applicants (Kaplin &. Lee. 

1995). Public institutions, because they are charged with guaranteeing access, have a 

rather daunting task when challenged to maintain high retention rates. In general, they 

have less stringent admissions policies than their private counterparts (Astin, 1975), so 

the students they enroll may be less prepared for college and, consequently, less likely to 

remain enrolled to graduation. 

Private institutions are not required to adhere to the same legal commitments as 

public institutions: they are not legally obligated to provide access to all qualified 

applicants (Kaplin & Lee. 1993). Private institutions may attract students who are better 

prepared for college. Private schools also are generally more e.xpensive to attend than 

their public counterparts and. financial aid not withstanding, students generally must 

make a greater absolute financial investment to attend private schools. Students may 
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view this financial investment as a personal investment in a positive outcome (in effect, a 

student "gets what he or she pays for"). If a student invests a considerable amount of 

money, he or she is more tied to a positive return on the investment, which translates into 

a greater likelihood of persisting to graduation (Heller. 1997; Leslie & Brinkman, 1988). 

Data from the U.S. Department of Education's National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES) support the assertion that persistence and graduation rates at private institutions 

are higher than at public institutions. Consider Table 1.1: 

TABLE 1.1: Enrollment and Completion Status for First-time Postsecondarv 
Students Starting During the 1989-90 Academic Year, bv Control of Institution: 

1994 

Control of institution Students starting in 4-vear institutions 
Highest degree attained No No 

Total, Cert. Assoc. Bachelor's degree, degree, 
any still not 
degree enrolled enrolled 

Public 54.8 3.2 4.7 47.0 18.4 26.8 

Private 71.9 2.3 3.0 66.6 8.6 19.5 



IS 

Table 1.1 (NCES, 1998) displays graduation and persistence rates among first-

time postsecondary students who entered four-year private and public institutions in the 

1989-1990 academic year. Forty-seven percent of students who originally enrolled at 

four-year public institutions had obtained their bachelor's degree by 1994. while 66.6% 

of students who originally enrolled in private institutions had obtained their bachelor's 

degree by 1994. In addition, 26.8% of students who originally enrolled in public, four-

year institutions and had not yet obtained a degree were no longer enrolled in 1994, 

compared with 19.5% of students who originally enrolled in private, four-year 

institutions. These data suggest that at least one cohort of students seeking their 

bachelor's degrees fared better at private institutions than public ones. Nevenheless. 

some private institutions do better than others in retaining students, so schools whose 

persistence rates lag behind institutions of similar type can leam much from looking at 

those institutions that retain more students to graduation. Public institutions may also 

benefit from examining the reasons why some institutions, regardless of type, boast high 

persistence rates while others do not (Berger & Bra.xton, 1998). 

Certainly, public institutions are an important and necessary focus of persistence 

research. They form the backbone of American higher education, and they are 

accountable to the American public for producing positive outcomes for the financial 

investment Americans make, outcomes such as high persistence rates. To document the 

progress made in retention efforts at public institutions, large-scale studies have been 

conducted on the nations's Research I, AAU. and Land Grant institutions (Howard, 

Woodard. & Kroc, 1994). In contrast, few large-scale studies have examined private 
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institutions collectively. While far more students attend public institutions rather than 

private institutions, enrollment trends in American higher education over the past few 

decades demonstrate that between twenty and twenty-five percent of students enrolled in 

postsecondary institutions have attended private schools (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 1998). Enrollment numbers for 1997 reflect these trends. Table 1.2, which 

includes data acquired from the IPEDS database of the NCES (2000), breaks down 1997 

enrollment numbers by control of institution and student level. 

Private institutions form an important segment of the overall picture of higher education, 

particularly among traditional, four-year institutions. Among all students enrolled in 

higher education institutions in 1997, about 21% were enrolled in private institutions. 

Among undergraduate students enrolled in four-year institutions, the proportion is higher. 

Table 1.2 demonstrates that in 1997, fully one-third, or 2,905,820, of the 8,896,765 

undergraduate students enrolled in four-year institutions were enrolled in private, non

profit schools. One explanation for this proportional increase is that two-year public 

institutions account for nearly half of all students enrolled in public higher education. 

While public institutions enroll most of today's college students, private non-profit 

schools enroll a disproportionately high number of the undergraduate students enrolled in 

four-year institutions. 

Many of the students enrolled in private, four-year institutions attend religiously 

affiliated colleges and universities. The NCES Digest of Education Statistics (1998) 

indicates that in 1996 1,511,151 students attended private, non-religious, non-profit 

institutions, while 1,425,227 students enrolled in religiously affiliated, non-profit 
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TABLE 1.2: Enrollment in Higher Education - Fall 1997 

Control of institution and student level Total 
All institutions 14,502,334 

Undergraduate 12,450,587 
First-year, first-time 2,219,255 
Other undergraduates 10,231,332 

First professional 298,258 
Graduate 1.753,489 
4-year 8,896,765 
2-year 5,605,569 

Public 11,196.119 
Undergraduate 10,007,479 

First-year, first-time 1.679,316 
Other undergraduates 8,328,163 

First professional 118,249 
Graduate 1,070,391 
4-year 5,835,433 
2-year 5,360,686 

Private non-profit 2,977,614 
Undergraduate 2.139,824 

First-year, first-time 437,223 
Other undergraduates 1.702,601 

First professional 178,544 
Graduate 659,246 
4-year 2,905,820 
2-year 71,794 

Private for-profit 328,601 
Undergraduate 303,284 

First-year, first-time 102,716 
Other undergraduates 200,568 

First professional 1,465 
Graduate 23,852 
4-year 155.512 
2-year 173.089 
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schools. Thus nearly fifty jjercent of students enrolled in private schools were enrolled in 

institutions with a religious affiliation. In contrast, in 1980 only forty percent of students 

enrolled in private institutions attended institutions vvith a religious affiliation (NCES, 

1998). The number of students enrolled in religiously affiliated institutions is on the rise. 

As previously noted, minimal attention has been drawn to persistence at this subgroup of 

postsecondary institutions. Clearly, these institutions are important stakeholders in the 

broader picture of American higher education, and therefore merit more attention with 

regard to persistence research. 



22 

Significance 

Traditionally, retention research has focused upon students as the unit of analysis 

(Tiemey. 1992). This approach looks at students and their ability to enmesh themselves 

in the college fabric. If students are unable to integrate themselves into the social and 

academic milieu, then students carry the burden for their attrition (Tinto, 1975). It is 

important, of course, to understand what types of students persist to graduation, but it is 

just as important to look at what institutions themselves can do to enhance persistence. 

Admittedly, this is a difficult task, especially since no one postsecondary institution is 

like another. As Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) point out, comparing institutions that 

have innumerable differences is a daunting prospect. Nevertheless, focusing upon what 

institutions are doing to enhance persistence is critical if researchers and practitioners are 

to understand what is institutionally effective in terms of retaining students (Tiemey, 

1992). Only by understanding what institutional characteristics are conducive of success 

can institutional leaders strive to create environments that will provide the best possible 

atmosphere for students to remain enrolled. This dual focus is the main reason why this 

study is important. Focusing on both institutions and students within those institutions, 

then, is necessary to understand persistence. 

The use of Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) as the statistical technique 

distinguishes this study, as does the nature of the institutions studied. First, HLM 

provides a unique, two-level approach to analyzing data. Through HLM techniques, it is 

possible to examine the impact of both individual-level data, such as student 

characteristics, and institution-level data, such as enrollment and tuition, upon individual-
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level outcomes, such as persistence. This approach is a departure from traditional studies 

of persistence that employ a one-level regression model (Bean, 1980, 1983; Tinto, 1975, 

1987). Second, the type of institutions examined in this study is unique. As previously 

mentioned, little empirical research has been done on persistence at private, religiously 

affiliated institutions. This study is, in fact, the first to apply HLM to the institutions 

afifiliated with the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). What makes 

these institutions unique, and why are they worthy of study? The ninety-five North 

American institutions affiliated with the Council share some common characteristics, 

which are described by the Council's web site (Council for Christian College and 

Universities' Membership Criteria, 2000), First, they are connected to specific Protestant 

denominations or are Protestant in mission without having a specific denominational tie. 

As such, the institutions promote a Christ-centered mission that drives the integration of 

faith into all aspects of institutional life. Second, the schools are four-year institutions 

with curriculums rooted in the arts and sciences. Third, the institutions each have 

relatively small enrollments. In 1996, the school with the largest enrollment had 6000 

students, while the smallest institution enrolled 400. Fourth, the institutions enroll a 

traditional student body. That is, most students at these institutions are white, middle 

class, traditional-age undergraduates. Fifth, the institutions work cooperatively on 

various research projects, including the Quality/Retention Project currently underway. In 

1997. the Quality/Retention Project began with a survey conducted among member 

institutions. This survey was structured to assess retention needs on CCCU campuses. 

Seventy-eight of the member schools participated in this survey. The schools identified 
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retention-related concerns relevant to their campuses. Out of these concerns, five main 

goals of the Project were identified. The goals include (Council for Christian Colleges 

and Universities Quality/Retention Project. 1998): 

1. To identify the environmental factors on college campuses that facilitate the 
academic, social, and spiritual integration of students into the campus 
experience. 

2. To determine the personal characteristics predictive of student success and 
persistence on Christian liberal arts campuses. 

3. To enhance the ability of CCCU schools to design programs and services that 
will facilitate student success and increase persistence to graduation. 

4. To strengthen the quality of Christian liberal arts colleges through the 
appropriate use of the data collected about individual students and the campus 
environment. 

5. To create, test, and disseminate a model of person-environment fit which 
facilitates student success and persistence. 

The aims of this study, which include using HLM to identify individual and 

institutional factors that influence persistence, buttress the goals of the Project. It is 

hoped that this study will improve the quality of research done regarding CCCU students 

and will enhance institutional efforts to create climates conducive to student success. 
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Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to determine both the student characteristics and 

institutional characteristics predictive of persistence at institutions affiliated with the 

Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). This study, conducted in 

conjunction with the Quality/Retention Project, includes individual-level data collected 

from a cross section of students enrolled in CCCU institutions in the fall of 1997. These 

individual-level data reflect both student characteristics and student satisfaction scores 

from an instrument administered to this cross section of students. The institution-level 

data include measures of cost, housing status, student composition, size, and quality, as 

well as an aggregate measure of student satisfaction. 

In addition to student characteristics and institutional characteristics, persistence 

data were collected in the fall of 1998. The data indicate whether students who 

participated in the study in the fall of 1997 returned in the fall of 1998. Identifying 

characteristics of both students who returned and those who did not return, including their 

satisfaction levels, will help institutions understand the persistence picture on each 

particular campus. 



26 

Theoretical Frameworks 

Several frameworks form the underpinnings of this study. The primary focus is 

retention theory because this study seeks to identify individual-level and institution-level 

factors associated with retention. Retention theory provides an interpretation of why 

students remain eru-olled in postsecondary institutions or, conversely, why they leave. 

The second framework utilized in this study involves cultural capital and self-efficacy. 

These notions suggest that students who possess cultural capital and who can picture 

themselves completing college are more likely to achieve that goal than their peers 

without cultural capital who do not see themselves graduating. Third, theories of 

constructed envirormients are used to validate the assertion that student perception 

informs students' decisions to remain enrolled. Finally, the Retention Assessment Model 

(Woodard, Mallory, & DeLuca, 1999) is useful because it is a practical tool institutions 

can use to assess institutional environments. Such assessment can aid institutional 

leaders in creating climates conducive to persistence. 

Retention Theory. Institutions seeking to improve retention rates, or to maintain 

high ones, must understand retention, or persistence, both in theory and practice. In 

practice, institutional leaders must understand the particular characteristics of their 

student population and their campus environment before applying retention theory. 

These characteristics make each institution unique and subject to variations from what 

might be expected from retention theory. In a theoretical sense, student persistence is a 

complex concept that is influenced by both personal and environmental factors. Bean 
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(1983. 1990), Pascareila& Terenzini (1980, 1983). and Tinto (1975, 1987) talk about the 

fit between students and their institutional environment as a predictor of student 

retention. If students "fit" well socially and academically at an institution, then they are 

more likely to remain enrolled at that institution. Certainly, personal factors, such as 

financial instability or family problems, can cause a student to leave college for a time or 

even permanently; however, students are more likely to stay at an institution if the "Tit" is 

good (Tinto, 1975, 1987). The population of students at CCCU institutions is traditional: 

most are white, middle class, and traditional-age. Thus, traditional models of persistence, 

which are also based upon traditional college-going populations and focus upon the fit 

between students and institutions, work best for these students. Person-environment fit. 

then, forms the backbone of retention theory because it speaks to both personal and 

institutional factors that influence student persistence. 

Cultural Capital and Self-efficacy. The notion of cultural capital (Bourdieu, 

1973, 1977a, 1977b), discussed in more detail in chapter two, reinforces the idea of fit 

between students and institutions. Bourdieu's theory of social reproduction suggests that 

those who occupy the upper rungs of the social ladder are able to provide their children 

with advantages that allow them to maintain their position in society. Economic capital 

is an obvious advantage, one that allows students to attend high-cost, private institutions. 

Another, more subtle, advantage is cultural capital, which Bourdieu defines as various 

forms of knowledge, dispositions and skills (1977a). Students of high socioeconomic 

status are in a better position than other students to learn the strategies, linguistic codes. 
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and cultural competencies that ease the transition into higher education (Bourdieu, 1977a, 

1984; Valadez, 1993). The transmission of cultural capital from one generation to the 

next, then, helps students from high socioeconomic backgrounds to succeed in 

institutions that typically attract such students. Cultural capital is an important factor in 

the notion of person-environment fit. 

Self-efficacy supplements cultural capital in reinforcing person-environment fit. 

Bandura (1993) says that self-efficacy is defined as people's beliefs about their 

capabilities to exercise control over their own level of functioning and over events that 

affect their lives. These beliefs have implications for how people make decisions and set 

goals. Indeed, the stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the higher the goals and 

challenges people set for themselves and the firmer is their commitment to them 

(Bandura. 1991, 1993; Bandura & Jourden, 1991). These patterns could hold true for 

students deciding whether to remain enrolled or to leave an institution. If students can 

envision themselves completing the goal of graduating from college, especially if they 

have the self-confidence to believe they have what it takes to finish, they may be more 

likely to stay at an institution. Self-efficacy, then, is an aspect of cultural capital because 

it emanates from a knowledge of what it takes to succeed in college. Both cultural capital 

and self-efficacy have indirect influences on students' fit at a given institution. 

Theories of Constructed Environments. Retention theory forms the basis of 

this study, but theories of constructed environments are also important insofar as they 

inform the issue of persistence. Several campus environment theorists envision 
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the collective perceptions held by participant-observers, including students (Chaffee & 

Tiemey, 1988; Kuh & Hall, 1993; Moos, 1979; Pace & Stem, 1958; Strange, 1996). 

Students' perceptions of campus life and culture are important because these perceptions 

inform students' decisions about whether to remain enrolled. Students who are satisfied 

with campus life are less likely to leave an institution than dissatisfied students are 

(Strange, 1996). The Student Satisfaction Inventory (Schreiner & Juillerat, 1994) is 

designed to determine students' perceptions of campus life, so it is a useful tool that 

supports the notion that students socially construct their environments. The SSI, in 

measuring students' perceptions of campus life, offers an important starting point for 

institutions that seek to connect student satisfaction with retention. Student satisfaction 

rates, both individually and as an aggregate measure, may help to explain variations in 

persistence rates between institutions as well as within them because they provide more 

information than student characteristics and institutional characteristics provide. 

Retention Assessment Model. While person-environment fit is helpful as a 

theoretical concept, many retention theorists concentrate primarily on the "person" but 

neglect the "environment". In other words, these theorists focus upon students, their 

characteristics, and their responsibility to integrate themselves into the college 

environment in order to remain enrolled (Astin, 1971, 1993a; Tinto, 1975, 1987; Bean, 

1983. 1990; and Nora, Castaneda, & Cabrera, 1992). Such an approach is incomplete 

because it does not attend to institutional factors that impact retention. Clearly, students 
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have a responsibility to do all they can to remain enrolled and to graduate. Institutions, 

however, are partners in the academic enterprise and must share the responsibility for 

student retention. Institutions shape their own environments in ways that either impede 

or enhance persistence rates. If institutional climates are "chilly" for some students, then 

those students are less likely to remain enrolled because they do not feel welcome or 

valued (Hall & Sandler, 1982, J 984). 

Indeed, student outcomes such as retention are shaped not only by student 

characteristics, but also by institutional factors. The Retention Assessment Model 

(Woodard, Mallory, & DeLuca, 1999) is a useful tool in assessing institutional retention 

efforts. The Model incorporates both student characteristics and institutional factors such 

as student services good practices (ACPA & NASPA Joint Document, 1997) and 

academic good practices (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). into a paradigm for 

understanding retention. Institutional leaders can use the Model to assess campus 

retention efforts and to develop retention strategies. Clearly, students and the institutions 

they attend share the responsibility for retention. 

Recap of theoretical frameworks. Retention theory, cultural capital and self-

efficacy, theories of constructed environments, and the Retention Assessment Model all 

play a role in shaping this study. Retention theory provides the foundation by advancing 

scholarly understandings of why students remain enrolled in or leave an institution. Of 

particular importance for this study is the concept of person-environment fit: that is, 

congruence between students and the collegiate environment makes persistence more 
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likely. Cultural capital and self-efficacy reinforce this concept by suggesting that 

students who believe they can finish and who have the cultural resources to achieve their 

goals are a better fit at institutions of higher education, especially private schools. 

Theories of constructed environments assert that student perceptions of campus life are as 

important as the reality of campus life. Students will use their perceptions in making 

decisions about enrollment. Finally, the Retention Assessment Model serves as a 

reminder that persistence is not simply about student characteristics; it is also about the 

campus climate. Campus leaders cannot control student characteristics, but they can 

influence and shape the campus climate. All four frameworks provide critical lenses for 

understanding persistence at the institutions involved in this study, and the frameworks 

will be used in analyzing the results of the study. 
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Research Questions 

This research seeks to assess the impact of student characteristics, including 

measures of student satisfaction, on persistence at participating institutions of the Council 

for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). In addition, this study examines the 

impact of institutional characteristics, including an aggregate measure of student 

satisfaction, on persistence at these schools. Specifically, this study addresses the 

following three research questions: 

1. What are the effects of student satisfaction, controlling for student variables, on 

persistence into the next year at the same institutions? 

2. Does the effect of individual student satisfaction, controlling for student differences, 

vary across the population of CCCU institutions? 

3. If variation exists, what institution-level variables can help account for the varying 

effects of student satisfaction across these institutions? 

This study is designed to address the aforementioned research questions. 

Persistence is impacted by both individual level and institution level variables, so a 

multilevel method like Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is the best approach because 

it addresses the impact of multi-level data (e.g., individual and institutional) on individual 

outcomes, in this case persistence. 
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Assumptions and Limitations 

This study is characterized by several assumptions. First, multilevel regression 

models are presumed to be more sophisticated, informative, and useful than single-level 

regression models. In this case, multilevel regression models permit a more complete 

understanding of retention processes at CCCU schools. Second, student satisfaction 

ratings, which emanate from student perceptions, are seen as valid indicators of 

institutional effectiveness. Institutions, then, may use such ratings when assessing 

campus efforts toward promoting persistence. Third, students have a responsibility to 

take advantage of campus resources that enhance their ability to succeed, w^hile 

institutions have a responsibility to create environments conducive to success for all 

students. Fourth, this study assumes that institutional leaders at CCCU institutions are 

interested in how to improve persistence rates on their campuses. This assumption 

suggests that CCCU leaders may use this study as a springboard for improving 

persistence efforts on campus. Finally, this study assumes that students at CCCU 

institutions who are academically, socially, and spiritually integrated are more likely to 

remain enrolled. 

This study is limited in several ways. First. CCCU institutions are all small and 

religiously affiliated; therefore, they are not representative of all institutions of higher 

education. The generalizability of the study's results is limited by this feature. Second, 

CCCU institutions are populated primarily by traditional-aged, white, middle class 

students. Again, generalizability to non-traditional populations may be problematic. 

Third, the Student Satisfaction Inventory provided all individual-level data except 
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persistence rates, so the study is limited by the data gathered in the Inventory. Having 

other variables, such as a measures of students' pre-college academic aptitude and 

socioeconomic status, would have been helpful. Stoecker, Pascarella, and Wolfle (1988) 

state that. "Because the original data may have been collected for purposes quite different 

from those of the individual conducting the secondary analysis, he or she must often 

make the best of survey designs and e.xisting variables that provide a less than optimal 

test of the model being estimated." This statement accurately describes the study. 

Fourth, the individual-level data that are used were gathered from students' self-reports. 

These self-reports are based on students' perceptions, which may or may not reflect the 

truth. Finally, the model will explain some of the variation in persistence but not all. 

Certainly other explanations must be considered when attempting to understand variation 

in persistence. 
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Conclusion 

Clearly, persistence is an important topic in higher education circles, and for good 

reason. Persistence rates, for better or worse, represent one measure of institutional 

accountability for educating undergraduates. Schools that demonstrate patterns of 

consistently high retention rates, as compared to schools of similar type, are likely to be 

seen as places that foster student success. The CCCU institutions are interested in 

comparing their persistence rates. Institutions that have comparatively low persistence 

rates can leam from their peer institutions that boast comparatively high persistence rates. 

This study will provide CCCU institutions with a foundation on which to base their 

efforts in creating climates conducive to student success. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This chapter focuses on literature related to retention, cultural capital, good 

practices in undergraduate education and, more specifically, in student services, and 

constructed environments or aggregate perceptions of environments. The literature 

related to student retention will be discussed first. Various approaches to student 

retention will be addressed, from the notion of student-environment fit and integration to 

the concept of institutional responsibility for retention. Second. Bourdieu's theory of 

cultural capital and Bandura's description of self-efficacy, as they relate to student 

retention, will be e.xamined. Third, theories of constructed environments, which have 

bearing upon both individuals' perceptions of their surroundings and aggregate 

perceptions, will be advanced. Finally, the literature connected to good practices in 

higher education will be addressed, particularly as it is discussed in the Retention 

Assessment Model (Woodard, Mallory, & DeLuca, 1999). Chickering and Gamson's 

(1987) seminal work regarding principles of good practice, as well as the NASPA/ACPA 

joint document regarding good practices in student affairs, will be reviewed. 
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Retention Theor\' 

Educational attainment in American society is tantamount to status attainment. 

Over the years, researchers have shown that the more formal education an individual has 

received, the more economic, social, and personal benefits that individual will receive 

(Blau and Duncan, 1967; Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan, 1972; Leslie and Brinkman, 

1987). These benefits, in turn, positively influence that individual's status attainment. It 

seems, then, that individuals who wish to increase their status in society would be well 

ser\'ed to attend an institution of higher education. Stoecker, Pascarella. and Wolfle 

(1988) argue that "postsecondary education has come to be a widely used method for 

individuals and policy makers to improve existing social inequalities." If individuals are 

to realize all of the potential benefits of higher education, then it makes sense that they 

need to remain enrolled until they graduate. If individuals withdraw from higher 

education, those persons must take the corresponding social, economic, and personal 

costs. -A. goal of researchers has been to determine the factors that influence students to 

remain enrolled in an institution or to withdraw. Retention theory emerged from this 

goal. 

The term dropout is often used to describe students who depart from an institution 

of higher education. According to researcher Vincent Tinto (1987), the term does not 

differentiate among various forms of departure. Students may leave because of personal 

problems, or family responsibilities, or failure to meet the academic standards of the 

institution, or dissatisfaction with a particular institution. Because dropoui does not 

convey the range of reasons for students' departure, the terms attrition, persistence, and 
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retention have emerged as the best words to describe departure. Boyle (1989) suggests 

that "attrition implies multiple reasons for departure, while retention implies that it is not 

only the student who bears some responsibility for departure, but the institution as well." 

Retention theory, then, had its genesis in the movement toward a more sophisticated 

understanding of student departure. 

From its early days, research on student retention in higher education has focused 

upon the imperative for students to integrate themselves into the culture of colleges and 

universities (Spady, 1971; Tinto, 1975). If students intend to complete their degrees, then 

they must take responsibility for melting into the cultural milieu. Presumably, students 

will do better at integrating themselves if there is a psychological fit between them and 

the institution they attend (Astin, 1975, 1993a). Influential retention theorists, such as 

Spady (1970, 1971) and Tinto (1975, 1987), an early proponent of the Student Integration 

Model, were influenced by the work of Emile Durkheim (1951). Durkheim studied the 

phenomenon of suicide, and determined that individuals who are integrated into the 

fabric of social institutions are less likely to commit suicide than if they are not 

integrated. Durkheim argued that four types of suicide exist, each a different 

manifestation of difficulty with societal integration. Tinto drew parallels to Durkheim's 

work by suggesting that there are four analogous types of student departure that 

demonstrate students' reactions to their institutional surroundings. Tinto suggested that 

individuals are less likely to leave an institution if they are integrated into the fabric of 

the university. Integration, then, becomes the defining characteristic of success. 
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Tinto also drew from the work of Arnold Van Gennep (1960), who examined 

tribal cultures worldwide and discovered that in many of these cultures, young people 

went through rites of passage that defined their movement from one developmental phase 

to another. These rites of passage provided tangible ways for young people to be 

integrated appropriately into their society. In borrowing from Van Gennep's work. Tinto 

argued that higher education serves as a rite of passage for a subgroup of young adults in 

the United States. While students who do not go to college typically are absorbed 

directly into the workforce, many other young adults are absorbed into society by 

becoming integrated into the college or university. Becoming integrated, or successfully 

navigating the rite of passage, is important to the maintenance of cultural norms (Boyle, 

1989). Those who attend college but do not become integrated, or do not successfully 

navigate their rite of passage, are at risk for "degree suicide." 

The premise behind Tinto's Student Integration Model is that a student will 

choose to remain enrolled and to graduate if he or she is integrated appropriately into the 

fabric of the college or university. This idea is closely tied to the notion of student-

environment fit that has influenced retention research. Indeed, say Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1991), "Tinto's model is essentially a variation on the theme of person-

environment fit and has as its core explanatory variables the concepts of social and 

academic integration in the institution attended." How do students become integrated? 

Tinto offers a linear model (Figure 2.1) that helps explain integration. A student enters 

the university with certain pre-eniry attributes, such as family background, prior school 

experiences, and skills and abilities. These attributes, combined with the goals and 



Ki|;uie '̂ ,1, A Mudrl uf liidiluliuu*! Dcpailuit. 
I'lt Ijiiry Coili uiil Imiiluuonal I'ciiniiit/Noiiiuiivc Cju«lk tinl 
rtiuitiMiCi Coniiniuiieiiu(T,) l:i|>ciicncu Inlcsiiliuii CtiiuiiiitiiitiiU (Tj) Ouitume 

ACADEMIC SYSTPM 
Formal 

SOCIAL SYSl I'M 

Time fl ) 

I iiiin. |i n t O I'JKT liy t III'lliiivi'ikily 4tl AM |irniiikkiiMi. 



41 

commitments the student has regarding higher education at the start of college, deter 

mine the student's propensity to be integrated upon their entry into college. Once the 

student makes the transition to college, he or she encounters a variety of institutional 

experiences, such as academic and social activities, that combine to impact the student's 

levels of academic and social integration. Purportedly, the student revisits his or her 

initial goals and commitments at some point during his or her academic career and makes 

whatever changes are deemed appropriate. Thus, the student has a (potentially) new set 

of goals and commitments that reflect his or her level of connection to the institution. 

The outcome of this model is the student's decision to remain eru-olled or to depart, to be 

described as persisters versus leavers. 

Ultimately, then, it is the student's interaction with the collegiate environment 

that increases their integration and, subsequently, their commitment to remain enrolled. 

Tinto's retention model, as a linear approach, lends itself to empirical research, 

and since Tinto initially proposed this model, many researchers have undertaken to test 

his theorv'. A search of scholarly publications that address Tinto's model reveals an 

impressive number of efforts (e.g.. Bean, 1980, 1983; Getzlaf. Sedlacek. Kearney, &. 

Blackwell. 1984; Munro, 1981; Nora & Rendon. 1990; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979. 

1980. 1983. 1991; Stoecker. Pascarella, &. Wolfle. 1988; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977. 

1978; Theophilides &. Terenzini, 1981), which attests to the widespread influence Tinto's 

model has had. Many of the studies look at only one aspect of the model in order to 

isolate given variables; few comprehensive studies have been done. Nonetheless, Davis 

and Murrcll (1993) argue that empirical research validates the influence of academic 
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integration (including student-faculty interaction) and social integration (including peer 

relations) on persistence. Among the many efforts are a number of studies conducted by 

Pascarella and Terenzini. In 1977. the duo examined the impact of informal faculty and 

student contacts (one of the potential institutional experiences for students) upon 

retention. Specifically, they looked at 1008 freshmen at Syracuse University and 

examined their retention from their freshman year to their sophomore year. The 

researchers found statistically significant differences on the contact variable between 

persisters and leavers. Pascarella and Terenzini examined the same group of students 

longitudinally to examine the predictive value of precollege characteristics on retention 

(1978). They found that precollege characteristics, though important, had limited 

predictive value. 

In another study, Terenzini and Pascarella (1977) looked at 500 Syracuse students 

in terms of their academic and social integration. The study concluded that there were 

statistically significant differences between those who remained enrolled at Syracuse and 

those who left. This study, according to the researchers, gave credence to Tinto's model 

as a conceptual approach to the study of retention. Terenzini and Pascarella (1980) again 

sought to validate Tinto's model, and they examined si.x studies that had tested the model 

since its inception in 1975. They found that the notions of academic and social 

integration indeed were significant in distinguishing between students who remained 

enrolled in college and those who left. 

Theophilides and Terenzini (1981) examined a measure of academic integration, 

nonciassroom contact with faculty, and found that students who engaged in course-
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related discussions with faculty outside of the classroom were more likely to remain 

enrolled at an institution. Terenzini. Lorang. and Pascarella (1981) also found strong 

support for the model through their development of a multidimensional instrument used 

to test the model. Again, social and academic integration proved predictive of student 

retention. Getzlaf, Sedlacek, Kearney, and Blackwell (1984). in their study of 

undergraduates at Washington State University, also supported Tinto's model. Stoecker. 

Pascarella. and Wolfle (1988), in their longitudinal study of students who provided data 

for Astin's Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) surveys, found that 

academic and social integration were the most important collegiate determinants of 

retention (Astin, 1975). Finally, Astin (1984). in his Student Involvement Theorv*. 

supported Tinto's conjecture that integration, or involvement, is key to students' sense of 

belonging on campus, and their subsequent desire to remain enrolled. 

While the aforementioned research supports Tinto's model, very few of the 

studies were conducted using multiple institutions. Several studies are worth noting 

because they did test the model on multi-institutional samples. Both Munro (1981) and 

Pascarella and Chapman (1983) supported the multi-institutional validity of the model. 

Additionally. Pascarella (1985) affirmed the importance of social and academic 

integration in his multi-institution effort. He looked at 5162 students at 74 four-year 

institutions. His focus was upon the impact of university structural and organizational 

characteristics upon students, which he found to be negligible. He did, however, find that 

a high studenL'faculty ratio had a negative impact on both social and academic 

integration. 
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Clearly. Tinto's model has been highly influential in the study of retention. 

Indeed, many institutions have brought the model from theory to practice, as they have 

taken steps to create opportunities for their students to become academically and socially 

integrated (Bean. 1990; Tinto, 1987). Why has the model had such influence? For one 

thing, the model takes into account key characteristics that students bring with them to 

college, characteristics such as socioeconomic status, family members' college 

attendance, and academic background. In addition, the model acknowledges the 

importance of a combination of factors, from background characteristics to academic 

integration to social integration, upon student retention. Focusing on individuals is 

important because each student has a different story and a different set of reasons for 

deciding whether to remain enrolled. 

.Although greatly influential, Tinto's model has not been without challengers. 

While the model has many proponents, there are some researchers who believe that it is 

flawed. Bean (1980, 1982) argued that the model is based upon a faulty premise; that is, 

Durkheim's theor>' of suicide is not the best analogy to student departure. In addition. 

Bean argued. Tinto's model is flawed because it does not clarify whether the included 

variables determine attrition or simply correlate with attrition. Thus, no identifiable path 

e.xists for tracing the influence of certain factors upon retention. To counteract these 

flaws. Bean proposed his Student Attrition Model (1980. 1982). which is premised upon 

patterns of turnover in work organizations. Bean drew parallels between employees 

leaving their place of employment and students leaving the college they attend. Bean 

suggested that colleges, like work organizations, have organizational characteristics that 
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can enhance or impede students' (workers') satisfaction, which in turn influences 

students' (workers') intentions to remain enrolled (employed). When institutional 

characteristics and policies increase student participation and rewards, satisfaction is 

likely to be high, and students are likely to remain enrolled. Ultimately, then, both Bean 

and Tinto focus upon student integration as the necessary ingredient for high levels of 

retention, so their models, while different, share fiindamental assumptions. 

The key factor in Bean's model is students" intentions throughout their college 

career. Students" beliefs about college, which are shaped by institutional and non-

institutional. or external, factors, influence their attitudes toward college. These attitudes, 

in turn, shape behavioral intentions. Bean argues that behavioral intentions throughout 

college can be traced in terms of how they predict retention. The Student Attrition Model 

(1980. 1982) succeeds in providing a path analysis of retention. A number of studies 

have utilized this path analysis, and researchers have supported Bean"s findings 

(Pascarella and Chapman, 1983; Donovan, 1984; Bean and Metzner, 1985). It seems, 

then, that Bean"s model provides a necessary reinforcement for Tinto's lack of theoretical 

specificity. Even so. Bean's model is itself flawed. While Bean considers the influence 

of organizational determinants, these determinants are defined by students" perceptions of 

campus life. Thus, the potentially differential impact of institutional characteristics, such 

as institutional size or selectivity, upon the intentions of different student groups is not 

taken into account. Bean assumes that all students, regardless of background 

characteristics, will react similarly to the institutional environment. This may not be the 

case. 
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Some researchers, seeing advantages to both Tinto's model and Bean's model, 

have sought to combine the two. These researchers believe that in combination, these 

models, as the foundational models in the study of retention, provide a solid perspective 

that simply needs to be altered to take nontraditional (e.g.. minority, women, poor) 

students into account. Cabrera, Castaneda. Nora and Hengstler (1992), Cabrera and Nora 

(1994. 1996) argue that Tinto's and Bean's models, though in need of becoming more 

inclusive, are nonetheless good places to start in terms of understanding the basis for why 

students leave institutions of higher education. 

Clearly, traditional models of retention wield much influence among higher 

educators who seek to understand students' patterns of departure. Some researchers, 

though, have challenged the underlying assumptions of these traditional models. Tiemey 

(1992) is one theorist who has challenged prevailing retention theories. He argues that 

traditional models assume that students are all equally capable of integrating socially into 

an institution. This may be true for traditional students, namely white, middle class 

males, but harder for nontraditional students. Thus, some students, particularly women, 

minorities, and poor students, are at a disadvantage before they even set foot on campus 

because they do not possess characteristics that lend themselves to social and academic 

integration. In addition. Tierney says, traditional approaches presume that institutions 

themselves are static, and that integrating into these institutions requires adopting one set 

of values (1992). From an anthropological point of view, this notion is not appropriate 

because it presumes an institution embodies only one perspective, and it suggests that 

individuals must conform to the most dominant set of values in order to remain enrolled. 
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Anthropologists such as Tiemey do not focus so heavily upon individuals; rather, 

they place emphasis on groups and group identity as opposed to individuals and 

individual identity. Because colleges and universities are large, diverse organizations, it 

is likely that many groups exist on campus with varying sets of values. Traditional 

models, which fail to acknowledge the existence of multiple sets of values, implicitly 

argue that student survival at an institution requires adherence to the dominant value 

system. Tiemey argues that institutions do a disservice to students when they presume 

that all students will and must respond similarly to the institution's structure. Ultimately, 

institutions ought to create structures that accommodate diverse students and varying 

student needs. One final critique of traditional approaches is that they fail to 

acknowledge the impact of external, or non-institutional, factors, such as family support, 

upon retention (Bean, 1983; Tiemey. 1992). Tiemey, then, provides a necessary 

corrective in focusing attention upon nontraditional students (i.e., students who are not 

white, male, and middle class), and the notion of group identity as a factor in student 

retention. In addition, he moves away from the focus on the individual student toward a 

focus upon the institution and its responsibility in enhancing student retention. 

While Tiemey offers a crucial theoretical viewpoint, he does not provide 

empirical support for his assertions regarding the need to take student differences or 

external factors into account. Other researchers, however, have used Tiemey's analysis 

as a springboard for their research on retention. Both Leslie and Oaxaca (1995) and 

Seymour (1995) looked at the retention of women within science, math, and engineering 

departments at multiple institutions. Leslie and Oa.xaca, in addition, focused upon 
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minority students within these same departments. Both studies argued that institutions, 

particularly at the departmental level, can create their structure to accommodate non-

traditional students and to enhance these students' likelihood of remaining enrolled in 

science, math, and engineering. Their findings at the departmental level have application 

at the institutional level as well. Perhaps the most important contribution of these studies 

is their focus upon institutions' responsibility to create structures conducive to retention 

for all students. 

Ultimately, the study of retention involves looking intently at both students' 

responsibility and institutional responsibility. The notion of student-envirormient fit is 

apt. but only if colleges and universities are willing to make structural, or 

"environmental", change that will accommodate many different students. In order to 

change in ways conducive to retention, it is important for institutional leaders to 

understand who their students are and what they need to succeed in college. The next 

section addresses one aspect of who students are by looking at cultural capital and self-

efficacy. 
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Cultural Capital and Self-efficacy 

In Tinto's model of student persistence, pre-entry attributes are important in that 

they influence a student's ability to integrate into an institution. One of these attributes is 

socioeconomic status. Pierre Bourdieu. a French sociologist, addresses the impact of 

socioeconomic advantage upon integration. Bourdieu proposes that society is stratified 

socioeconomically, and that it reproduces itself along stratified lines (1973, 1977a). 

Those individuals who possess socioeconomic advantages typically possess cultural 

advantages as well. Bourdieu argues that individuals who occupy privileged places in 

society have cultural advantages that reinforce their socioeconomic status. These 

advantages, passed on from one generation to the next, shovv individuals what to do and 

what to know if they desire to remain privileged. Bourdieu refers to this knowledge as 

cultural capital, and suggests that cultural capital is an asset in the schooling process 

(Bourdieu, 1973, 1977a. 1977b; Kalmijnand ICraaykamp, 1996; Zweigenhaft. 1992). 

Individuals who acquire cultural capital at home are more likely to integrate well into 

schools and to achieve higher levels of schooling than individuals with less cultural 

capital. Students who enroll in college, then, are more likely to stay eru^olled and to 

graduate if they come armed with high levels of cultural capital. 

Self-efficacy, defined as people's beliefs about their capabilities to exercise 

control over their own level of functioning and over events that affect their lives 

(Bandura. 1993), is one aspect of cultural capital. Self-efficacy has implications for how-

people make decisions and set goals. Indeed, the stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the 

higher the goals and challenges people set for themselves and the firmer is their 
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commitment to them (Bandura, 1991. 1993; Bandura & Jourden, 1991). People who 

have a low sense of efficacy in a given domain shy away from difficult tasks, which they 

perceive as personal threats. They have low aspirations and weak commitments to the 

goals they choose to pursue. These patterns could hold true for students deciding whether 

to remain enrolled or to leave an institution. If students can envision themselves 

completing the goal of graduating from college, especially if they have the self-

confidence to belief they have what it takes to finish, they may be more likely to stay at 

an institution. Students who cannot picture themselves graduating may be less likely to 

remain eru-olled. Self-efficacy can be strengthened if students possess cultural capital. If 

they know what it takes to succeed in college and have seen others do it, the goal of 

graduating may seem less daunting. Both cultural capital and self-efficacy have indirect 

influences on students' fit at a given institution. 

These notions of cultural capital and self-efficacy reinforce Tinto's theorv" of 

student integration, particularly the concept of student-environment fit. If students enter 

college with a good idea of what it takes to succeed (cultural capital), they are equipped 

with the skills and commitment to remain enrolled until they graduate, and they are likely 

to fit well at that institution. Of course, many other factors conceivably could come into 

play, such as illness or personal concerns, but students with high levels of cultural capital 

are in a better position to finish college than their peers who possess lower stores of 

cultural capital. Students with high levels of cultural capital are also more likely to attend 

private institutions because their families have the means to afford the costs of attending 

such institutions without student aid (Grubb & Tuma, 1991; Leslie & Brinkman, 1987). 
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Such colleges and universities often carry with them the prestige attached to private 

higher education in this country, prestige that accompanies the price tag of the education. 

Social stratification perpetuates itself, then, because students who are equipped to 

succeed in college often are attracted to private institutions; these institutions, in turn, 

confer upon their graduates economic advantage (Grubb. 1992), prestige and cultural 

advantage. 

Students who struggle to pay for their education often possess smaller amounts of 

cultural capital, and they are less likely to attend a higher prestige, private institution. 

Indeed, says Astin (1975). "after examining the fit between student and institution, it 

appears that, in general, persistence is enhanced if the student attends an institution in 

which the social backgrounds of other students resemble his or her own social 

background." Lower income students, then, are more likely to attend less prestigious 

than their upper income counterparts. Attending such schools may enhance persistence 

for lower income students. Nonetheless, such students who do attend college still may 

find it more difficult to make it to graduation because of less cultural capital, so they 

potentially miss out on the advantages that accompany completion of an advanced degree 

(Bourdieu, 1977a; Kalmijn& Kraaykamp. 1996; Leslie & Brinkman. 1987). Ultimately, 

then, certain background characteristics make it difficult for students to integrate into 

college life, and according to Tinto's model these students are likely to choose to depart 

rather than to remain enrolled. 
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Theories of Constructed Environments 

Theories of constructed environments also form an essential foundation for this 

research project. These theories focus upon perceptions students have of reality rather 

than upon reality as it exists external to individuals. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) state 

that students' perceptions in the aggregate "become and define the culture of environment 

in which the individual lives." Theories of constructed environments take into account 

the fact that perceptions of reality, regardless of whether they actually reflect reality, are 

important determinants of students' sense of fit in their collegiate environment. Sense of 

fit, in turn, impacts behavior. "Thus whether people are attracted to a particular 

environment or remain satisfied and stable within it is a fianction of how they perceive, 

construct, and evaluate the environment. In effect, their perception of the environment is 

its reality" (Strange, 1996). 

Pace and Stem (1958) and Stem (1970), early proponents of the perceptual 

approach, created an interactive model of "needs-press." The duo created the College 

Characteristics Index (CCl) to get at what students perceived to be the "press" at their 

particular college, and the students' "needs" that, when met, facilitate their goal-oriented 

behavior. "Press" is defined as the "characteristic demands or feature of the 

environment" (Walsh. 1973). Indeed, say Pascarella and Terenzini (1991). an 

environmental press is a "situational pressure to behave in certain ways, manifested by 

the collective activities and interpersonal interactions of the individuals [including 

students] who occupy the environment. The press of any given environment may 
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facilitate or impede the satisfaction of an individual's needs", which in turn impacts an 

individual's decision to remain enrolled. 

This concept of "needs-press" was examined in eleven different domains: 

aspiration level, intellectual climate, student dignity, academic climate, academic 

achievement, self-expression, group life, academic organization, social form, play-work, 

and vocational climate. Different types of institutions may exhibit ver>' different presses. 

For example, a small, private institution characterized by strong religious ties may 

exemplify a press toward group life, whereas a community college may show a press 

toward vocational climate. The important aspect of this model is that it uses students" 

collective perceptions of campus life to discern which press(es) the campus demonstrates. 

If students felt they were compatible with the press at their particular institution, then 

they were more likely to remain enrolled. Indeed, students may know about an 

institution's press prior to enrollment, and that press may be part of what attracts them to 

that institution. In such cases, students are likely to be a good fit with that institution. 

The concept of "needs-press" is a helpful construct and was intended to provide a 

basis for examining the interaction between students and their environment. Few studies 

have been done, however, to verify the bearing of perceptions of environmental press 

upon students" sense of belonging on campus. Nonetheless, the CCI has proven helpful 

to individual institutions that have undertaken to examine the notion of what their 

students perceive the environmental press to be (Pace, 1984: Astin, 1985). 

Another model related to group construction of environments is Moos" notion of 

social climate (1979. 1986). An institution has an overall social climate, as well as 
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numerous contexts within that overall climate. The social climate varies depending upon 

the context(s) within which students find themselves. Moos articulated several different 

contexts that impact students' experiences: social or task-focused group environments, 

which highlight students' experiences as participants in various campus groups; work 

en\ ironments, which focus upon students' experiences with on- or off-campus 

employment; and family environments, which encompass the family relationships all 

students bring with them to college (Moos. 1981; Strange, 1996). 

Moos discussed three dimensions of a given social climate: a relationship 

dimension, a personal development dimension, and a system maintenance and change 

dimension. Within each environment, and each environment's three dimensions. 

different expectations for behavior exist, so students must leam what is appropriate and 

inappropriate in a given setting in order to avoid personal discrepancies that cause 

psychological discomfort (Pervin, 1967). All of this, of course, is based upon students' 

perceptions of what is appropriate and inappropriate; they may never hear any directives 

from anyone telling them what to do. Moos created the University Residence 

En\ ironment Scale (Moos, 1979; Moos & Gerst, 1974) to determine varying 

environmental personalities present on campuses. He discovered six different types, such 

as competition-oriented environments and relationship-oriented environments. He 

determined the most dominant personality on a given campus by e.xamining the 

perceptions of students as conveyed through the URES. Thus. Moos offered a practical 

application of perceptual models that help institutions understand what their students 

believe to be the dominant expectations within various environments. 
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A final notion connected to constructed environments is that of campus culture. 

Theorists have applied concepts of organizational culture to college environments, and 

their definitions of campus culture are firmly rooted in the perception of campus 

inhabitants (Kuh. 1993; Chaffee & Tiemey. 1988; Kuh & Whitt. 1988). Campus culture, 

as defined by Kuh and Hall (1993), is the "confluence of institutional historv'. campus 

traditions, and the values and assumptions that shape the character of a given college or 

university." Essentially, campus inhabitants have assumptions, beliefs, and values they 

use to interpret the meaning of events on campus. These assumptions, beliefs, and values 

are based upon the collective perceptions of campus inhabitants, including students, and 

they reinforce or challenge e.xisting notions of a given campus culture. Students' 

perceptions are formed through their needs to survive and to maintain relationships and 

basic functioning in a new and different environment (Schein. 1985). Thus, says Strange 

(1996). "Campus culture is a critical lens through which institutional members view and 

evaluate their experiences, and these socially constructed aspects of campus 

environments offer important clues for understanding how students interact with their 

various features." 

Understanding the importance of students' perceptions of campus life in all of its 

facets, the creators of the Student Satisfaction Inventory (Schreiner & Juillerat, 1994) 

sought to investigate both students' satisfaction on their campuses and the aspects of 

campus life they deem most important to their satisfaction. Over eight hundred colleges 

and universities have put the Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) to use, and these 

institutions have used the SSI as a springboard for campus changes that could impact 



56 

students" satisfaction (Noei/Levitz, 2000). The ultimate goal for these institutions is to 

retain students rather than lose them for reasons that universities may be able to control 

or influence. The Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU) currently is 

using the SSI in a study of retention issues and campus quality among many of its 

member institutions, known as the Quality/Retention Project. E.xplicit goals of the study 

include focusing "on both the personal attributes of successful versus non-successflil 

students and the environmental conditions associated with greater levels of student 

success and persistence. Specifically, characteristics which place students at risk for 

dropping out of school will be identified, and aspects of the campus environments which 

enhance academic integration, social integration, and spiritual integration will be 

identified" (Council for Christian Colleges and Universities Quality/Retention Project, 

1998). 

To achieve these goals, the CCCU has employed several phases of the 

Quality/Retention project. First, participating institutions conducted a needs assessment 

survey regarding retention in CCCU schools. This needs assessment yielded a list of 

topics that institutional leaders wished to address through the Quality/Retention Project. 

Among the top ten topics were creating a retention plan, mobilizing the campus for 

retention activities, using assessment data to impact the campus, and assessing campus 

climate and the sense of community on campus. Second, institutions administered the 

Student Satisfaction Inventory to collect data about CCCU students' perceptions of their 

educational experiences. Seventy-seven institutions collected data from 18,470 students. 

Third, the director of the Quality/Retention Project began to empower institutional 
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leaders to use the data to make effective change on CCCU campuses. This rese£irch 

project reinforces the third phase of the Quality/Retention Project by providing an 

analysis of what individual-level and institution-level characteristics impact retention at 

these institutions. 

In sum. theories of constructed environments are essential to the study of 

retention because they focus upon students' perceptions of campus life. Perceptions 

inform the attitudes and behaviors of students, including their sense of fitting in on a 

particular campus. If students have numerous negative perceptions about their campus, 

then they are likely to dislike that campus and leave. Institutional leaders who seek to 

understand students' collective and individual perceptions of campus life will have a 

better sense for what environmental changes they can make to enhance students' 

experiences and. therefore, their perceptions. 
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The Retention Assessment Model: Applying the Principles of Good Practice 

In recent years several seminal publications have emphasized the importance of 

assessing institutional practices (Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate 

Education. 1991; Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs. 1997). These 

documents emerged as a response to criticism that higher education was failing to engage 

students, particularly undergraduates, in teaching and learning (Blimling & Whitt, 1999). 

With numerous changes confronting higher education, such as increasingly diverse 

enrollments, declining fijnding and public trust, and pressure for accountability 

(NASULGC. 1997), higher educators sought to provide practical assessment tools for 

institutional leaders. Indeed, assessment enables institutional leaders to see where 

institutional strengths and weaknesses lie. These strengths and weaknesses contribute to 

student persistence rates. If institutional leaders can identify areas of particular weakness, 

and can take steps toward correcting the weakness, then they may improve student 

persistence rates. A description of several assessment tools follows in this section. 

Good Practices in Undergraduate Education. The notion of student-

environment fit has been discussed at length, and so has the importance of both 

individual students and institutions committing to retention. Institutions ultimately have 

minimal control over the effort students will put into remaining enrolled. Nevertheless, 

they can control, to an extent, the institutional environment in which students live and 

study. When institutions seek to understand what students need by discerning their 

perceptions of campus life, they have taken an initial step toward creating environmental 
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conditions appropriate for student success. Institutions must go further, however; they 

must use not only students' perceptions, but also the wisdom of practitioners in the field 

of higher education who offer concrete advice for how to improve collegiate 

environments. Chickering and Gamson, in their seminal work known as Seven Principles 

for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education (1991), provide critical ideas for what 

institutions, through their faculty and staff, can do to enhance students' experiences in the 

classroom. These experiences, in turn, impact what happens outside of the classroom, 

and influence students' satisfaction with campus life. 

Chickering and Gamson offer seven principles for effective teaching. These 

principles, as summarized by Roper (1996), include the following: 

1. Encouraging student-faculty interaction 

2. Encouraging cooperation among students 

3. Encouraging active learning 

4. Providing prompt feedback 

5. Emphasizing time on task 

6. Communicating high expectations, and 

7. Respecting diverse talents and ways of knowing 

In addition to providing these principles, Chickering and Gamson created Faculty 

Inventories that enable faculty to examine how well their teaching practices align with 

the seven principles. Chickering and Reisser (1993) suggest that the principles and the 
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Faculty Inventory "provide useful guides for faculty members, student services staff 

members, and administrators, all of whom are in teaching relationships with students." 

Clearly, the seven principles have been a prototype for institutions seeking guidance in 

creating environments conducive to student success. 

Good Practices for Student Affairs. The Seven Principles for Good Practice in 

Undergraduate Education is useful because its intended audience is broad, including 

practitioners, scholars, and the general public. Recently, however, student affairs 

practitioners decided that a different, though compatible, set of principles was needed to 

guide the efforts of those engaged in student affairs work. To that end. Principles of 

Good Practice for Student Affairs was created (ACPATNASPA, 1997). Early in the 

history of student affairs, the Student Personnel Point of View (American Council on 

Higher Education, 1937/1994) articulated the notion that developing "the whole person" 

was a core value. Essentially, students do more than just fill seats in a classroom; they 

eat, sleep, work, join clubs, and more. To create a collegiate environment that nurtures 

holistic student success, student affairs practitioners are compelled to look at all areas of 

students' lives as places for growth and learning. The Principles of Good Practice for 

Student Affairs reflect the notion of "holistic education." These principles include the 

following: 
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1. Engaging students in active learning 

2. Developing coherent values and ethical standards 

3. Setting and communicating high expectations for learning 

4. Using systematic inquiry to improve student and institutional performance 

5. Using resources effectively to achieve institutional missions and goals 

6. Forging partnerships that advance student learning, and 

7. Building supportive and inclusive communities 

Clearly these principles, while compatible with Chickering and Gamson's seven 

principles, are focused on the broader context in which students live, study, work, and 

play. Because student success does not exist in the vacuum of the classroom, the 

Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs is a necessary document for practitioners 

trying to promote student success. Additionally, Blimling and Whitt (1999) provide 

further insight through an explanation of the principles, the research on which it was 

based, the rationale for inclusion, and illustrations of their use. Ultimately both sets of 

principles, when adhered to, promote institutional environments that encourage students 

to remain enrolled. 

Retention Assessment Model. The Retention Assessment Model (Woodard, 

Mallory. & DeLuca, 1999) provides a practical tool for conducting a broad assessment of 

institutional environments (Figure 2.2). Premised on the notion that student outcomes are 

impacted by more than just student characteristics, the model also introduces institutional 
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Figure 2.2: The Retention Assessment Model 
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characteristics and good practices as variable sets that impact student outcomes. 

Academic good practices are based on Chickering and Gamson's (1991) principles, while 

student services good practices are based on Seven Principles for Good Practices in 

Student Affairs {\991). These two sets of variables, in addition to student characteristics 

and institutional characteristics, are the four categories by which institutional leaders can 

assess student outcomes such as knowledge acquisition, complex cognitive skills, and 

integrated sense of self. If institutions do well in promoting these student outcomes, they 

are likely to have acceptable student persistence rates. The contribution of the model, 

then, is the inclusion of institutional characteristics and good practices in the discussion 

of what impacts student persistence. The Retention Assessment Model, then, is a 

comprehensive tool for assessing institutional efforts toward improving retention rates. 
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Conclusion 

The theoretical perspectives discussed in this chapter have implications for how to 

understand retention as it relates to the students and institutions examined in this study. 

Retention theory forms a useful and necessary- foundation in its propositions about the 

factors that influence retention, particularly the proposition that students are more likely 

to remain enrolled when there is a good fit between them and the institution they attend. 

Cultural capital and self-efficacy reinforce this notion of person-environment fit because 

they suggest that students who possess the skills, knowledge, and confidence usually 

connected to undergraduate success are more likely to perceive a good fit. Additionally, 

good practices support the idea that institutions must take responsibility for their impact 

upon retention. Student persistence is not merely the responsibility of individual 

students; rather, institutions actively shape their environments and can shape them in 

ways that enhance or impede retention. Good practices are critical assessment tools by 

which institutional leaders can study how institutional structure impacts student 

outcomes. Finally, theories of constructed environments provide a basis for 

understanding the impact of student perception upon retention. Students' impressions of 

campus life undoubtedly have bearing on their decisions about enrollment. Thus, student 

perception is a critical part of the persistence puzzle. These theoretical perspectives 

provide different yet complementary understandings of persistence at institutions 

affiliated with the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

Introduction 

As indicated in chapter two, this study employs a multilevel statistical approach in 

examining persistence at participating institutions. The background for this study is 

discussed first, followed by a description of both the students and the institutions 

examined. Both student-level variables and institution-level variables are used to predict 

variation in persistence, and those variables are described. The student-level variables 

include background characteristics and student satisfaction measures. The various types 

of satisfaction, as well as the factor analysis used to extract satisfaction variables, are 

depicted. The institution-level variables, including measures of size, selectivity, cost, and 

student composition, are defined. Finally, the models used to explain variation in 

persistence are presented. First, the place to begin is with a description of how this 

research project evolved. 
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Background 

I have been interested in persistence issues since early in my academic career at 

the University of Arizona. This interest was stimulated, in part, by involvement in the 

National Graduation Rate Study. The National Graduation Rate Study, conducted within 

the Center for the Study of Higher Education at the University of Arizona, examined 

variation in graduation rates among large, public. Research I universities in the United 

States. This study introduced me to the notion that both student characteristics and 

institutional characteristics impact retention. This introduction sparked an interest in the 

nature of persistence at small, private, religiously affiliated institutions. Subsequently, I 

decided to pursue persistence as the focus of dissertation research. 

1 graduated from Calvin College, a member institution of the Council for 

Christian Colleges and Universities. In 1997. Calvin and other CCCU institutions were 

beginning a collaborative study of student retention at CCCU campuses. Dr. Laurie 

Schreiner, a psychology professor at a CCCU institution, had been commissioned by the 

Council to work on this longitudinal research project regarding retention and the quality 

of campus life at Council institutions: the Quality/Retention Project. Dr. Schreiner 

encouraged me to pursue a persistence study involving Council institutions, and secured 

permission from the institutions for me to use available data for the dissertation. 

The foundation of this study is a national database of Council institutions 

developed by Dr. Schreiner for the Quality/Retention Project. As previously mentioned, 

the Quality/Retention Project (CCCU website. I999)is designed to achieve the following 

goals; 
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1. To identify the environmental factors on college campuses that facilitate the 
academic, social, and spiritual integration of students into the campus 
experience. 

2. To determine the personal characteristics predictive of student success and 
persistence on Christian liberal arts campuses. 

3. To enhance the ability of CCCU schools to design programs and services that 
will facilitate student success and increase persistence to graduation. 

4. To strengthen the quality of Christian liberal arts colleges through the 
appropriate use of the data collected about individual students and the campus 
environment. 

5. To create, test, and disseminate a model of person-environment fit that 
facilitates student success and persistence. 

To address these goals. Dr. Schreiner provided institutional liaisons with copies of the 

Student Satisfaction Inventory (Schreiner & Juillerat, 1994), an instrument she co-

designed to assess students' levels of satisfaction with campus life. Institutional liaisons 

at seventy-seven of the ninety-four institutions affiliated with the CCCU administered the 

SSI in the fall semester of 1998 to representative samples of students at these institutions. 

.A.S such, the SSI was administered to students at every class level. Ultimately, 18,470 

students at the seventy-seven participating CCCU institutions completed the SSI. 

Students who completed the SSI provided both satisfaction scores and demographic 

information. These student-level data form an essential component of this study. 

Institution-level were also gathered for this study, and a discussion of the data sources 

occurs in the next section, followed by a description of the conceptual framework and 

variables used in the study. 
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Data Sources 

Several types of data were necessar\- to achieve the aims of this study. Both 

student-level data, reflecting student background and satisfaction information, and 

institution-level data, mirroring student composition, size, selectivity, cost, and aggregate 

satisfaction, were collected. First, the Quality/Retention Project database, developed 

through the administration of the SSI on CCCU campuses, provided the student-level 

data. Second, the researcher gathered institution-level data from several sources, 

including Peterson's Guide to 4-Year Colleges and Universities (1999, 2000), the IPEDS 

database of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), and various CCCU 

college and university websites. Third, participating CCCU institutions provided 

persistence data for students who completed the SSI in 1998. Persistence data reflect 

whether students were still enrolled in October of 1999. This section discusses the 

participants in this study, the instrument used to gather student-level data, and the sources 

for institution-level data. 

First, the Quality/Retention Project, conducted under the auspices of the Council 

for Christian Colleges and Universities, provided the student-level data necessary for this 

study. The opportunity to participate in the Quality/Retention Project was offered to the 

ninety-five colleges and universities affiliated with the Council. A list of these 

institutions and their respective enrollments is provided in Appendi.x A. Originally, 

seventy-one CCCU institutions agreed to administer the Student Satisfaction Inventory in 

the fall of 1997. These institutions pledged to provide persistence data for the students 

who completed the SSI. The respondents were to be traced into the fall of 1998 to 
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determine if they persisted or left their college or university. This study initially looked 

at the sample of students who completed the SSI in 1997 to determine patterns of 

persistence. Inaccuracies in the persistence data were uncovered, however, so the 

decision was made to examine a sample of students who completed the SSI in 1998. 

The data from 1998 represented the second administration of the SSI on CCCU 

campuses. This time, seventy-seven institutions and 18,470 students participated in the 

study. Fifty-five institutions provided follow-up persistence data reflecting whether 

respondents were still enrolled in the fall of 1999, £ind these data were verified as 

accurate for the freshmen, sophomores, and juniors in the sample. Seniors were 

eliminated from analysis because of inconsistencies in how institutional liaisons reported 

persistence for that group. Seniors who were still enrolled or had graduated were 

considered persisters, but not all institutions reported graduates as persisters. Thus, the 

decision was made to remove seniors from analysis. The final sample, then, included 

data regarding 8,732 students. 

Institutional liaisons administered the SSI to a stratified random sample of 

students. That is, liaisons were to take the master class list of undergraduate courses and 

stratify them into class levels to ensure that freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors 

took the SSI. Thus, introductory, intermediate, and advanced courses were selected 

because freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors were enrolled in various levels of 

classes. Liaisons were to select classes that would make the total sample representative 

of the student population. If, for e.xample, enrollment at a college included thirty percent 

freshmen, then the liaison was charged with ensuring that thirty percent of the sample 
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completing the SSI was comprised of freshmen. That thirty percent of the students, then, 

was likely to take the SSI in an introductory course. Descriptive statistics related to the 

original respondents, as well as the final sample, are included in chapter four. 

The Student Satisfaction Inventory asked three types of questions. First, it asked 

students to read roughly eighty statements about campus life (e.g.. Faculty care about me 

as an individual; Most students feel a sense of belonging here) and to indicate, on a scale 

of I - 7, how important it was for their institution to meet their expectations regarding 

each statement. Second, the SSI asked students to indicate, on a scale of 1 - 7, how 

satisfied they were with how their particular campus met their e.xpectations regarding 

each statement. These initial measures, then, are based upon the perceptions of individual 

students, an approach used and defended in previous research (Bean, 1980; Hage & 

Aiken, 1970). Third, the SSI asked students for background information such as gender, 

race, class level, current grade point average, educational goals, employment status, 

current residence, and residence classification. The satisfaction data were subjected to 

factor analysis, and individual-level satisfaction variables emerged from it. The data 

garnered from the SSI were used to address the first research question of this study, 

namely, what is the effect of student satisfaction, controlling for student variables, on 

persistence into the ne.xt year at the same institutions? 

After addressing the first research question, the next step in this study was to 

identify any variation in satisfaction rates between colleges. The second research 

question, restated, asks if the effect of individual student satisfaction, controlling for 

student differences, varies across the population of CCCU institutions. If variation 



71 

existed, the third, and final, research question was addressed. This question is stated as 

follows: If variation exists, what institution-level variables can help account for the 

varying effects of student satisfaction across these institutions? 

To address the third research question, institution-level data were necessary. 

These institution-level data were collected from several sources. First, Peterson's Guide 

to 4-Year Colleges and Universities (1999, 2000) provided most of the institution-level 

data used in the study, including enrollment figures, library volumes, percentage of the 

student population who are women and/or minorities, percentage of students living on 

campus, cost of attendance, and the like. Two other sources provided supplemental data. 

The first was college and university web sites, and the second was the IPEDS database of 

the National Center for Education Statistics. These sources do not possess data for the 

1998-99 academic year, so data reflecting 1997-98 numbers and percentages were 

collected. The SSI provided the final institution-level data regarding aggregate measures 

of satisfaction. These measures reflect collective individual-level satisfaction data 

gathered from the students' responses on the SSI. Descriptive statistics related to 

institutional characteristics are included in chapter four. 

Finally, persistence data were gathered from participating CCCU institutions in 

the fall of 1999. The CCCU institutions were asked to provide individual-level 

persistence data reflecting the enrollment status of students who participated in the SSI 

efforts in the fall of 1998. The institutions identified whether these students were 

enrolled or were not enrolled in October of 1999. Students who were not enrolled were 

presumed to have left the institution. This analysis focused upon freshmen, sophomore. 
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and junior students, and the total number of students in the final sample was 8,732 

because accurate persistence data existed for those students. 

In sum, the data used in this study came from several sources. First, participating 

CCCU institutions provided student-level data from students who filled out the Student 

Satisfaction Inventory in the fall of 1998. Second, the researcher collected institution-

level data from several well-known sources, namely the Peterson's Guide to 4-year 

Colleges and the IPEDS database. College and university websites provided 

supplemental institution-level data. Finally, institutional liaisons for the 

Quality/Retention Project provided one-year persistence data in October of 1999, and 

these data reflected whether SSI respondents in 1998 returned to their campuses in the 

fall of 1999. 
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Conceptual Framework and Variables 

This study is premised on the belief that persistence is understood best as a multi

level phenomenon of students and schools (Figure 3.1). Student persistence at the 

individual level is a function of the characteristics and e.xperiences of individual students 

within their respective institutions. Student persistence at the school level presents the 

aggregated levels of persistence among students within an institution and is a function of 

the characteristics of that institution and their impact on the individual experiences of the 

students within that institution. 

The dependent variable in this study is one-year student persistence within an 

institution. Specifically, this study traces whether freshman, sophomore, and junior 

students enrolled in CCCU institutions in the fall of 1998 remained enrolled in October of 

1999. Seniors were eliminated from analysis because reliable persistence data were not 

available for that group. The freshman, sophomore, and junior students who were not 

enrolled in 1999 were presumed to have dropped out or transferred to another institution. 

Because this study is a multilevel study, independent variables at both the 

individual and institutional levels were included since persistence is believed to be a 

function of both. Pascarella (1986) argues that studies are most useful when variable 

selection and variable measurement are guided by theory. The selection of individual-

level and institution-level variables in this study adhered to theoretical considerations. 

Variables were selected because past research has shown them to be important in 

explaining variation in persistence. Another factor influencing the selection of variables 

was the availability of data, particularly individual-level data. The individual-level data 
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Figure 3.1: Conceptual Framework for Anal>'zing Student Persistence 
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came from a pre-existing instrument, the Student Satisfaction Inventorv-, so the variables 

derived from the SSI reflect the questions asked on the SSI. The individual-level 

variables were used to estimate the effects of student background characteristics, 

particularly satisfaction levels, on persistence within individual institutions. Institution-

[e\ el variables were used to estimate the effects of institution-level characteristics on 

differences in persistence rates between schools. 

While many of the individual-level variables were demographic in nature, the 

individual-level satisfaction variables, labeled "satisfaction variables" in Figure 3.1, were 

gathered from student perception questions on the Student Satisfaction Inventory. 

.A.mong the seventy-nine statements all respondents were asked to evaluate, many of the 

statements relate to the levels of satisfaction students have with academic, social, and 

religious life at their institutions. Students' responses to the statements indicate their 

sense of fit with their institutional environment. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), in 

describing Tinto's Student Integration Theory, point out that students who have satisfying 

and rewarding encounters with the formal and informal academic and social systems of 

the institution are more likely to integrate into those systems and, subsequently, to 

reenroll. Academic and social integration, they say, may describe an individual 

perception of an individual's sense of place, or sense of fit, within an institution. 

Traditional retention research uses the terms "academic integration" and "social 

integration" to indicate students' levels of connection and commitment to an institution 

(Tinto, 1975, 1987). Academic satisfaction and social satisfaction lead to academic 

integration and social integration. Students' responses to questions about their 
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satisfaction with academic and social life, then, connoted their integration into an 

institution and. ultimately, their commitment to that institution. 

Additionally, the institutions participating in this study are religious in nature, so 

students' responses to questions about satisfaction with religious life indicated their 

religious integration, which in turn impacted their commitment to a particular institution. 

An exploratory factor analysis, described later in this chapter, was conducted to identify 

the statements that best reflect students' levels of satisfaction with the academic, social, 

and religious aspects of campus life. 

Institution-level variables, shown to be important influences on persistence in 

previous research, were used to estimate the effects of institution-level characteristics on 

differences in persistence rates between schools. The institution-level characteristics 

included structural characteristics, such as size; institutional input variables, such as 

student composition; and aggregate student satisfaction with academic, social, and 

religious life, measures of institutional integration. Descriptive information on data from 

both levels is provided in chapter four. 

Student-level independent variables. Two types of student-level variables, 

background characteristics and student satisfaction variables, were utilized in this study, 

based on the data available from the SSI. Some background characteristics that may have 

been helpful for the purposes of this study were not included. More specifically, data 

related to family background, such as socioeconomic status and parents' levels of 

education, were not available and are not included in this study. In addition. Bean's 

external factors, hypothesized to affect attitudes and decisions related to student departure 
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(Bean, 1980, 1982, 1983), were not gathered through the SSI. Moreover, the number of 

student-level variables was limited deliberately to avoid the problem of multicollinearity 

(Pascarella, 1984). 

The first set of variables reflected students' background characteristics 

considered to be important influences on persistence in reviews of attrition research 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Pascarella &. Chapman, 1983; Tinto, 1975). Background 

characteristics were broken down into several categories: demographic characteristics, 

academic characteristics, employment, and residence. Demographic characteristics were 

measured by dummy variables and included gender (female), and ethnicity (non-white). 

Academic characteristics covered current grade point average (no credits earned, 1.99 or 

below, 2.0 - 2.49. 2.5 - 2.99, 3.0 - 3.49, 3.5 or above), desire to obtain a post-

baccalaureate degree (dummy variable for graduate aspirations) and current class level 

(Freshman, Sophomore, Junior). Employment was identified by location and level of the 

work (full-time off campus, part-time off campus, full-time on campus, part-time on 

campus, not employed), and residence identified where students lived (dummy variable 

for on-campus). Institutional commitment was measured by a question asking what 

choice this institution was when a student entered it (first choice, second choice, third 

choice or lower). 

Ethnicity, one of the student-level variables described above, needs further 

explanation. Because the proportion of minority students in this sample is 15%, it was 

deemed appropriate to classify all minority students as non-white rather than treating 

each group separately. For clarification, non-white students include students who 
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identified themselves as African-American (3%). American Indian or Alaskan Native 

(1%). Asian or Pacific Islander (3%), Hispanic (3%), Other (2.2%), or Prefer not to 

respond (3.8%). 

The second type of student-level independent variables reflected students' levels 

of academic, social, and religious satisfaction, or integration. Academic and social 

integration are theorized to be important indicators of students' commitment to remaining 

enrolled (Tinto, 1975, 1987, 1993), while religious integration is likely to be salient at 

Christian colleges. These variables were operationalized through a factor analysis of 

students" responses to various statements on the Student Satisfaction Inventory. The SSI 

contained seventy-nine statements students were asked to evaluate. The SSI, informed by 

integration theory and consumer theory, was originally designed to identify aspects of 

campus life that were enhancing or inhibiting students' levels of satisfaction with their 

college experiences. Not all of the statements reflect academic, social, and/or religious 

integration. Some questions target safety and security, others look at recruitment and 

financial aid effectiveness, and still others look at satisfaction with registration or support 

services. Such questions do not reflect the focus of this study because they are not 

theoretically linked to academic, social, or religious satisfaction. Thus, such questions 

were eliminated from the factor analysis. Over half of the statements (forty-one of the 

original seventy-nine) were retained for the factor analysis because they reflect these 

dimensions of satisfaction. Appendi.x B lists all the statements that are part of the SSI 

and identifies which statements were presumed to reflect each aspect of integration. 

Appendix B also includes the SSI statements that were eliminated from factor analysis. 
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Funhermore, the full SSI instrument (Schreiner & Juillerat. 1994) is included as 

Appendix C. 

The statements provided by the SSI. particularly those that ask for students' 

satisfaction with academically oriented aspects of campus life, were presumed to be 

indicative of students' academic integration. Such statements reflect concepts other 

researchers have used to describe academic integration, including interaction with 

faculty, faculty concern for student development and teaching, and satisfaction with 

academic experiences (Cabrera et. al., 1992; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1980; Stoecker, 

Pascarella. and Wolfle, 1988). Again. Appendix B lists these statements. 

A similar process occurred in identifying social integration. The SSI provided 

another set of statements that reflect social satisfaction, and these statements align 

themselves with concepts researchers have traditionally defined as social integration, 

including relationships with peers, opportunities for co-curricular experiences, and 

satisfaction with social experiences (Berger and Milem, 1999; Pascarella and Terenzini, 

1980; Pascarella, Duby, and Iverson, 1983). The statements related to relationships with 

peers were a bit broader than the statements that are used traditionally. The statements 

describe opportunities to build relationships with peers rather than the relationships 

themselves, which are typically used as measures of social integration. In addition, 

statements connected to satisfaction with social experiences were broader than statements 

often used to indicate social integration. Nonetheless, these statements relate to the 

broader collegiate context in vvhich students live, study, and build relationships 
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with peers and. as such, are indicative of social integration. Appendix B provides a list of 

the statements used to reflect social integration. 

Religious integration, while typically not included in studies of persistence, is 

germane to this population of institutions because of their religious nature. Students who 

attend these institutions are typically drawn to them for religious reasons. That is, 

students who wish to study in an atmosphere permeated by a Christian perspective might 

attend one of the CCCU institutions. These campuses identify strongly with a religious, 

specifically Christian, worldview, so presumably students who are religiously satisfied 

are more likely to be integrated into campus life and more likely to remain enrolled. 

Again, Appendix B includes the statements related to religious integration. 

Factor Analysis. A factor analysis was conducted that used the forty-one 

statements relevant to academic, social, and religious integration. Pedhauzer & 

Schmelkin (1991) define factor analysis as "a family of anahiic techniques designed to 

identify factors, or dimensions, that underlie the relations among a set of obser\'ed 

variables .. . the observed variables are the indicators presumed to reflect the construct." 

Two types of factor analyses may be employed: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) or 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). EFA was used in this study for several important 

reasons, as delineated by Pedhauzer & Schmelkin (1991). First. EFA is aimed at 

explaining relations among indicators and enabling the researcher to assess the 

plausibility of a model of phenomena. The latter idea implies that the researcher has 

ideas about the nature and structure of the phenomena in question. Thus, variables are 

selected for analysis not because they happen to be available, but because they are 
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considered relevant in the context of the theoretical rationale regarding the phenomena. 

This statement reflects the development of this study. The theoretical rationale regarding 

which forty-one statements were included simultaneously in the factor analysis was 

presented earlier in this chapter. Second. EFA provides the opportunity to examine 

several solutions consisting of different numbers of factors and/or different rotations. 

Thus, EFA is an initial procedure that can serve as the basis for hypotheses to be tested 

later through Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The EFA was conducted to identify the 

statements from the SSI that were the best indicators of academic satisfaction, social 

satisfaction, and religious satisfaction. The statements, or indicators, with the strongest 

factor loadings were assumed to best reflect the three categories of satisfaction. 

It is important to note that some cases in this study had missing data items. That 

is. a number of survey respondents cooperated in completing the survey but failed to 

respond to all statements on the survey, particularly those statements regarding levels of 

satisfaction with aspects of campus life. If listwise deletion of the cases was employed 

(i.e., if all cases with at least one missing response had been eliminated), the sample size 

would be greatly diminished. To avoid this problem, the decision was made to impute 

values for the missing responses. Imputing values was deemed an appropriate action 

because assigning mean values to the missing responses subsequently enables the 

researcher to conduct statistical analyses on the entire sample (Herzog & Rubin. 1983; 

Kalton. 1983). Thus, imputation enabled the researcher to maintain the original sample 

size of 8.732 respondents and to conduct a factor analysis based on data from all 

respondents. 
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Six factors emerged from the factor analysis: three that reflect academic 

satisfaction, two that reflect social satisfaction, and one that reflects religious satisfaction. 

All six of these factors were retained as variables for the level-1 model. The factors, the 

indicators associated w ith each factor, and the factor loadings for each indicator are listed 

in Table 3.1. The first factor. Factor IS, was a social satisfaction factor and reflected 

satisfaction with student support services. The second factor. Factor 2R, reflected 

religious, or spiritual, satisfaction. Factor 3S, the third factor, reflected satisfaction with 

campus climate, or students' satisfaction with their sense of connection and belonging on 

campus. Factor 4A, the fourth factor, mirrored satisfaction with academic advising, 

while the fifth factor. Factor 5A, reflected general academic satisfaction, or satisfaction 

with course content, instruction, and the intellectual atmosphere on campus. Factor 6A, 

the final factor, was another academic satisfaction factor and reflected satisfaction with 

faculty care and availability for students. 

The factor analysis was conducted according to several specifications. First, the 

factors were extracted according to Principal A.\is Factoring (PAF) rather than Principal 

Component Analysis (PCA). PAF was used because it is aimed at explaining common 

variance, or the variance shared by the indicators for each factor. In contrast, PCA is 

designed to extract total variance, which includes both common variance and error 

variance. This practice, says Wolins (1982), implies that "the variables analyzed are 

error free and no variable has specific variance." Thus, PAF was deemed the appropriate 

method of extraction because it focuses on common variance. Second, the factors were 
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Table 3.1: SSI Statements Indicative of Academic, Social, and Religious Satisfaction, 
and Factor Loadings Associated with Each Statement 

Student Support Services (Factor IS) Factor Loading 
Statement 73: Student activity fees are put to good use. .523 
Statement 56: The student handbook provides helpful information about campus life. .506 
Statement 44: Academic support services adequately meet the needs of students. .495 
Statement 35: The assessment and course placement procedures are reasonable. .490 
Statement 52: The student center is a comfortable place for students to spend their .489 
leisure time. 
Statement 69: There is a good variety of courses provided on this campus. .479 
Statement 42: There are a sufficient number of weekend activities for students. .469 
Statement 24: The intercollegiate athletic programs contribute to a strong sense of .448 
school spirit. 
Statement 34: I am able to register for classes [ need with few conflicts. .429 
Statement 64: New student orientation services help students adjust to college. .411 
Statement 60: I generally know what's happening on campus. .409 

Religious Satisfaction (Factor 2R) 
Statement 75: .Vly understanding of God is being strengthened by classroom and/'or .803 
campus experiences. 
Statement 74: Being on this campus is contributing to my spiritual growth. .756 
Statement 76: Faculty, administrators, and'or staff are helpful in processing issues .659 
related to my faith. 
Statement 79: Given where I am spiritually right now. this campus is a good "fit" for me. .653 
Statement 78: This campus provides adequate opportunities for involvement in ministrv'. .477 

Satisfaction with Campus Climate (Factor 3S) 
Statement 29: It is an enjoyable experience to be a student on this campus. 
Statement 45: Students are made to feel welcome on this campus. 
Statement I: Most students feel a sense of belonging here. 
Statement 37: I feel a sense of pride about my campus. 

Satisfaction with Academic Advising (Factor 4A) 
Statement 14: .My academic advisor is concerned about my success as an individual. 
Statement 6: My academic advisor is approachable. 
Statement 19: My academic advisor helps me set goals to work toward. 
Statement 33: .My academic advisor is knowledgeable about requirements in my major. 

Satisfaction with Course Content. Instruction, and Intellectual 
Atmosphere (FactorSA) 
Statement 16: The instruction in my major field is e.xcellent. 
Statement 8: The content of the courses within my major is valuable. 
Statement 58: The quality of instruction I receive in most of my classes is excellent. 
Statement 39: I am able to experience intellectual growth here. 
Statement 68: Nearly all of the faculty are knowledgeable in their tleld. 
Statement 41: There is a commitment to academic excellence on this campus. 

.665 

.595 

.575 

.516 

.851 

.765 

.739 

.604 

.587 

.580 

.540 

.456 

.438 

.433 
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Table 3.1 (continued^ 

Satisfaction with Faculty' (Factor 6A) Factor Loading 
Statement 59: This institution shows concern for students as individuals. .462 
Statement 65: Faculty are usually available after class and during office hours. .428 
Statement 3: Faculty care about me as an individual. .411 



subjected to two types of rotation: both orthogonal and oblique. Initially, the factors were 

rotated obliquely to allow the factors to be correlated with one another. Allowing these 

correlations is important because there may be overlap between social and academic 

satisfaction. A student's relationships with faculty, for e.xample. might be indicative of 

both academic satisfaction and social satisfaction, depending on the nature and context of 

those relationships. The oblique rotation yielded relatively high correlations among the 

six emergent factors (Table 3.2). In particular, the correlation was high between the 

Table 3.2: Factor Correlation Matri.x from Oblique Rotation 

Factor IS 2R 3S 4A 5A 6A 
IS 1.000 .405 .522 -.486 -.538 -.463 
2R .405 1.000 .338 -.457 -.266 -.316 
38 .522 .338 1.000 -.448 -.590 -.367 
4A -.486 .457 -.448 1.000 .326 .377 
5A -.538 -.266 -.590 .326 1.000 .323 
6A -.463 -.316 -.367 .377 .323 1.000 

Factor 3S (Satisfaction with Campus Climate) and Factor 5A (Satisfaction with Course 

Content, Instruction, and Intellectual Atmosphere). This is not surprising since the 

indicators for both of these factors reflect students' perceptions of campus climate, both 

social and intellectual. Nonetheless, theory indicates that social satisfaction and 

academic satisfaction are different constructs (Tinto. 1975, 1987), so the factors ought 
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not to be highly correlated. Theoretically, each indicator should retain its unique 

contributions to one factor. 

In an effort to make these factors as distinct as possible, the decision was made to 

rotate the factors orthogonally. The objective of rotating factors orthogonally is to obtain 

a structure that is characterized by two things: each indicator having a high, or 

meaningful, loading on one factor only, and each factor having high, or meaningful, 

loadings for only some of the indicators (Pedhazur «& Schmelkin, 1991). Rotating factors 

orthogonally presumes that the indicators are not tapping one general factor; rather, they 

are tapping factors that are differentiated from one another. Again. theor>- indicates that 

social satisfaction and academic satisfaction, which lead to social integration and 

academic integration, are unique constructs (Tinto. 1975, 1987). While the factor scales 

used in subsequent models were created as weighted composites, additive scales were 

computed to assess the general reliability of each scale. The Cronbach's alpha reliability 

scores, which indicate how consistent the statements, or indicators, were in measuring the 

same constructs, are listed below for the si.\ factors (Table 3.3). The reliability scores for 

both the orthogonal and oblique rotations are shown. The two rotations produced the 

same factors; the indicators that loaded highly on factors in the oblique rotation also 

loaded highly on the same factors in the orthogonal rotation. Because a reliability score 

of.7 or higher is generally considered indicative of high reliability (Nurmally, 1978), the 

three scales formed from the SSI statements were judged to be reliable measures of 

religious, social, and academic satisfaction. 
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Table 3.3: Cronbach's alpha reliability scores, orthogonal rotation and oblique 
rotation 

Scale name Alpha score Alpha score 
(orthogonah (oblique) 

Factor IS (Satisfaction with student services) .88 .86 
Factor 2R (Religious satisfaction) .86 .87 
Factor 3S (Satisfaction with campus climate) .93 .87 
Factor 4A (Satisfaction with academic advising) .87 .87 
Factor 5A (General academic satisfaction) .92 .84 
Factor 6A (Satisfaction with faculty) .77 .70 

The factor analysis produced the student satisfaction variables for the individual-

level model, while student background characteristics formed the remaining individual-

level variables. Institution-level data were collected also, and a description of these 

variables is provided below. 

Institution-level independent variables. Data on the institutions in the sample 

were gathered from the IPEDS database, Peterson's Guides to 4-Year Colleges and 

Universities (1999, 2000), and college and university websites. A first set of institution-

level variables include institutional characteristics theorized to be important influences 

upon student persistence (Kroc, Woodard. Howard, & Hull, 1995; Pascarella & 

Chapman, 1983). The institutional characteristics include structural characteristics, such 

as institutional size (undergraduate enrollment and number of library volumes) and cost 

(tuition and cost of attendance); and institution inputs, such as housing status (percentage 

of students living on campus), student composition (percentage of women students, 

percentage of minority students), selectivity (percentage of applicants admitted. 
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percentage of freshmen in top ten percent of high school class, percentage of faculty with 

terminal degrees, Peterson's Guide selectivity measure), and persistence (percentage of 

freshmen returning for their sophomore year). 

A second set of institution-level variables reflect aggregate measures of 

academic, social, and religious satisfaction, factors that emerged from the exploratory 

factor analysis conducted at the student level. These variables, aggregated to the school 

level, define collective student-level satisfaction with life on individual campuses. The 

various measures of satisfaction are presumed to reflect academic, social, and religious 

integration, as discussed in the section on student-level variables. Particularly, two 

measures of academic satisfaction, one measure of social satisfaction, and one measure of 

religious satisfaction were utilized as aggregate indicators. 
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Data Analysis 

The purpose of conducting a multilevel analysis of student persistence at CCCU 

institutions was to identify the systematic impact of both individual-level and institution-

level variables upon persistence. This is a departure from most studies of student 

persistence for two reasons: first, a multilevel better accounts for the nesting of 

individuals within institutions; and second, few studies have employed a multilevel 

approach to examine persistence; and second, a multilevel approach accounts for the 

nesting of individuals within institutions (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). In other words, a 

multi-level analysis enables the researcher to identify the impact of institution-level 

variables upon individual-level outcomes. Ultimately, this is beneficial to institutional 

leaders because it enables them to understand how institutional characteristics impact 

students" decisions about enrollment rather than simply identify ing individual 

characteristics that impact persistence. 

Statistical techniques have been developed to estimate models that account for the 

impact of individual-level and institution-level variables upon a given outcome. 

Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) provides such an approach. HLM is appropriate 

because it addresses the impact of multi-level data (e.g.. individual and institutional) on 

individual outcomes. More specifically, a multi-level technique like HLM more 

accurately estimates the unique contributions of institutional data on individual level 

outcomes (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) as opposed to merely identifying the impact of 

individual-level variables on individual-level outcomes. 
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HLM has been developed over the last decade. Most HLM has been restricted to 

analyzing continuous outcomes, but recently HLM has been extended to included 

Hierarchial Generalized Linear Models (HGLM). which provide estimates appropriate to 

dichotomous dependent variables, such as persistence (Bryk. Raudenbush. & Congdon, 

1996). w hich is the focus of this study. 

Heck and Thomas (2000) indicate that conducting a hierarchical analysis involves 

three steps. The first step is to analyze variance in an outcome, particularly the variance 

within and between level-2 units. This step is important in making the case that a 

multilevel approach is necessary. If sufficient variation in institutional persistence rates 

exists, then a multilevel approach is warranted and steps two and three follow. The 

second step entails developing a level-1 model that focuses on the impact of individual-

level variables upon an outcome. The third step involves identifying variation that exists 

across higher level units, then developing level-2 models to explain between-unit 

variation. 

Multi-level modeling enables researchers to model student-level outcomes within 

schools, known as within-school or level-1 models, and then to identify and model any 

between-school differences that arise, known as between-school or level-2 models. 

Between-school models are created by using the estimated parameters from the within-

school model as dependent variables. Because the within-school model may contain a 

number of parameters, each parameter produces its own between-school equation, and 

each equation can contain both fi.xed and random effects. In most applications, a series 
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of HLM models are estimated that begin with relatively simple models, then progress to 

more complete models that feature additional parameters. 

Null Model: The first model has no predictor variables in either the within-school 

or between-school model, and is known as a null or one-way ANOVA model. For 

dichotomous outcomes, it is necessary to specify both a within-school sampling model 

and a within-school structural model (Bryk. Raudenbush, & Congdon, 1996). For binary 

student outcomes, the sampling model is Bernoulli: 

Prob(Y,^ = li B^)=0,^ . 

For a null model, the within-school structural model is: 

Log[0^ /(1-<UJ]= Bo,. 

And the between-school structural model is: 

Boy ~ 7oO ^Oj 

Under the null model, the e.xpected probability of a student ij dropping out or leaving 

school for a given random school effect, would be: 

E ( Y , ,  ! / / , „  = l / { l + e x p { - ( 7 < ^ + / / , J } ] .  

The expected probability for a given school is its persistence rale. This model was used 

to provide a measure of estimated persistence rates for the sample schools because it 

provides a more accurate measure (by adjusting for sampling variance) than the observed 

rates based on the within-school samples (Bryk & Raudenbush. 1992). 
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Unconditional Model: The second model used in this study introduced student-

level predictors, including student satisfaction variables, to the vvithin-school model. 

This model addressed the first research question: What are the effects of student 

satisfaction, controlling for student variables, on persistence into the next year at the 

same institutions? This model estimates the effects of student-level predictors on 

persistence: 

log [0/(1-0,^)] = Bo, +B,,female,,+B,,non\vhite,,-J-B3, fresh,,+ B,,soph,, 

-r B5junior,, + B6, grade 1"'"B^, grade2/y + Bg, grade3,, "^B,, grade4,^ gradeS,^ 

+ B,,,graded„ +B,,, gradaspr,, +8,., ftoff„ + B„, ptoff,, ^B,,, fton,, +B„, pton,^ 

+ Bp^ dorm,, + B,g, choice 1,, +B,g, choice2,, +B,o, choicej „ + 3,,, factor IS,, + 

B„^ factor2R,, +B23, factor3S,, -i-B^i, factor4A,, -i-B;,^, factorSA,, + 8,^, factor6A,, 

The between-school structural model in this case contains no school-level predictors: 

Boy — /oo 

All the slopes except the intercept were "fixed"' so that the effect of the within-school 

predictors was constrained to be the same for all schools (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). In 

addition, all the student-level variables were centered around their respective grand 

means so that the intercept term can be interpreted as an adjusted persistence rate, or the 

expected persistence rate for "average" students - those with mean characteristics for the 

entire sample (Bryk & Raudenbush. 1992). This is a very useful feature because it allows 



93 

one to see how much of the observed differences in persistence can be attributed to 

differences in students, not differences in features of the schools themselves. Three other 

unconditional models were specified to test for random effects of the satisfaction 

measures. These three models are the same as the aforementioned unconditional model, 

except that the slopes for B,,, B,,, B^j. B^j, 8,5. and B,^ were allowed to vary- across 

institutions. 

Conditional models: The final model introduced a series of institution-level predictors 

to explain between-school differences in persistence rates. This model addresses the 

second and third research questions: Does the effect of individual student satisfaction, 

controlling for student differences, vary across the population of CCCU institutions? and. 

If variation exists, what institution-level variables can help account for the varv'ing effects 

of student satisfaction across these institutions? 

The between-school model introduced institution-level predictors and took the 

following form: 

Bo;=Xoo'*"^oi select^ +O0: ugenroll^ +O03 fintopIO^ +O04 women^ +0^5minority^ 

cost ^ +<I>o- tuition ^ appadmit ^ facterm ^ libvol ^ finaid^ 

-i-dJ,., frretum ^ housing , totenr^ +0,5^stfacrat ^ "^^16; factorlS^ + 

O,-, factor2R, +0,i5^ factor3S , +0,,, factor4A ^ factorSA ^ factor6A^ 

In the betwecn-school model, each level-2 coefficient was uncentered. 
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Three types of estimated coefficients emerged from the non-linear version of 

HLGM used in this study. First, the unit-specific estimate provided an estimate of the 

expected outcome assuming no random school effects. In other words, persistence rates 

were presumed to be a function of the variables in the model, with no consideration given 

to unmeasured school effects. Second, the population-average estimate provided an 

estimate of the expected outcome averaged over all possible random school effects. 

Third, the population-average estimate with robust standard error provided the same 

estimated parameters as the second type, but adjusted the standard errors for a more 

accurate test of significance. The third type of estimated coefficients is discussed later 

because they provide the best way to examine the "average" outcomes among the 

population of schools in the CCCU sample. 
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Conclusion 

Because persistence is a multi-level phenomenon. Hierarchical Linear Modeling 

provides the optimal methodological approach to address persistence. The 

Quality/Retention Project of the CCCU is a critical springboard for this study because the 

administration of the Student Satisfaction Inventory was one phase of the Project. The 

SSI provides the individual-level data necessary- for the study, while a variety of other 

sources provide the institution-level data. The union of individual-level and institution-

level variables provides a more complete picture of student persistence at CCCU 

institutions. Theory guides the selection of both sets of variables, but no precedent exists 

for including religious integration as a variable. The uniquely religious character of these 

institutions sets them apart from other institutions, and distinguishes this study from other 

studies of persistence. 



96 

CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Chapter four presents the findings of this study in three sections. The first section 

displays descriptive statistics related to the student-level and institution-level data used in 

the study. The descriptive statistics for the student-level data reflect variables related to 

the 8.732 students who took the SSI in the fall of 1998. and for whom persistence data 

were available. Additionally, descriptive statistics for the original student-level sample 

are discussed. The descriptive statistics related to the institution-level data reflect 

variables connected to both the original sample of seventy-seven institutions, and the 

fifty-five institutions that participated in the study by administering the SSI and collecting 

persistence data. The second section of this chapter contains summary statistics 

regarding the estimated persistence rates for the fifty-five CCCU institutions that 

participated in the study. The third, and final, section of this chapter presents estimates 

from individual-level and institution-level models that e.xplain differences in persistence 

rates among schools. The first model looks at the impact of student-level predictors on 

persistence, while the second model investigates the impact of institution-level predictors 

on the remaining variance in persistence. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Student-level variables. Descriptive statistics related to the student-level data 

used in this study form an important part of understanding persistence among institutions 

in the sample. Descriptive statistics provide a snapshot of students in the sample by 

identifying what the average student looks like in terms of background characteristics and 

satisfaction levels. This picture provides a basis from understanding who these students 

are before trying to determine why they persist or fail to persist. 

In chapter three, the source of the student-level data was identified as the CCCU. 

Among the institutions affiliated with the CCCU, seventy-seven originally provided SSI 

data for 18,470 students from all undergraduate class levels. Part-time students and 

graduate students were initially removed from the analysis, so the number of full-time 

undergraduates in this study was 17,413. Descriptive statistics for this original sample 

are contained in Appendi.x D. Fifty-five of the seventy-seven institutions provided both 

SSI data from the fall of 1998, and persistence data for these students in the fall of 1999. 

The total number of students forming the final sample was 8.732 and included freshmen, 

sophomores, and juniors. The data are students' self-reports. That is, the data reflect 

students" reports of their personal characteristics, so the data do not emanate from official 

university documents. Descriptive statistics for this group of students are provided in 

Table 4.1. In short, the students in this sample were predominantly white (85%) and 

female (62%), and at the time they took the survey most were attending their first-choice 

institution (74%). Freshmen comprised 41% of the students in the sample, while 31% 

wore sophomores and 28% were juniors. Si.xty-five percent of the students were 
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Table 4.1: Means. Standard Deviations, and Descriptions of Student-level Variables 
(Final Sample) 

VARIABLE MEAN SD Min. Max. Description 
Variable Names) 

Demographic Characteristics 
Gender 
Race 

Student Level Variables (N=8732) 

0.62 
0.15 

0.38 
0.36 

0.00 
0.00 

1.00 
1.00 

(FEMALE=1) 
(NONWHITE=l) 

Academic Characteristics 
Current GPA 

No credits earned 0.21 0.41 0.00 1.00 (GRADE1 = 1) 
1.99 or below 0.01 0.12 0.00 1.00 (GRADE2=1) 
2.0-2.49 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00 (GRADE3=1) 
2.5-2.99 0.17 0.3S 0.00 1.00 (GRADE4=1) 
3.0-3.49 0.27 0.45 0.00 1.00 (GRADE5=1) 
3.5 or above 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 (GRADE6=1) 

Graduate school 0.34 0.47 0.00 1.00 (GRADASPR= 
aspirations 

Employment Status 
Full-time off campus 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00 (FTOFF=l) 
Part-time off campus 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 (PTOFF=I) 
Full-time on campus 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00 (FTON=l) 
Part-time on campus 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00 (PTON=I) 
Employed (FT or PT) 0.65 0.48 0.00 1.00 (WORK=l) 

Institutional commitment 
Initial commitment 

Institution was 1" choice 0.74 0.44 0.00 1.00 (CHOICE 1 = 1) 
Institution was 2"'' choice 0.18 0.39 0.00 1.00 (CHOICE2=l) 
Institution was 3"* choice 0.08 0.26 0.00 1.00 (CHOICE3=l) 

Current Residence 
Live on campus 0.78 0.42 0.00 1.00 (DORM=l) 

Class level 
Freshman 0.41 0.49 0.00 1.00 (FRESH=1) 
Sophomore 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00 (SOPH=l) 
Junior 0.28 0.45 0.00 1.00 (JUNIOR=l) 

Satisfaction 
Factor 1S (student support services) (FACTOR 1S=0) 

0.00 0.83 -3.96 3.23 
Factor 2R (religious satisfaction) (FACTOR2R=0) 

0.00 0.91 -5.30 2.69 
Factor 3S (campus climatc) (FACTOR3S=0) 

0.00 0.85 -4.22 3.21 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 

VARIABLE MEAN SD Min. Max. Description 
Variable Names) 

Satisfaction 
Factor 4A (academic advising) (FACTOR4A=0) 

0.00 0.93 -4.14 2.24 
Factor 5A (course content, instruction, and intellectual atmosphere) (FACTOR5A=0) 

0.00 0.82 -5.00 2.61 
Factor 6A (faculty) (FACTOR6A=0) 

0.00 0.75 -4.19 3.32 
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employed either full-time or part-time, and 78% of the students lived on campus. In 

terms of their academic characteristics, 34% of these students aspired to obtain a graduate 

degree in the future. Fifty-one percent reported cumulative grade point averages of a 3.0 

or higher, while 21% of the students indicated they had yet to earn college credit and 

u ere presumed to be in the first semester of their freshmen year. 

Descriptive statistics related to student integration, or student satisfaction, deserve 

e.xpianation. The factor scores are weighted composites created by SPSS. They are 

standardized scores with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. An increase of 

one standard deviation is connected to a one-percentage-unit increase in students' 

likelihood of persisting, whereas a decrease of one standard deviation is cormected to a 

one-percentage-unit decrease in students' likelihood of persisting. Table 4.1 indicates the 

standard deviation for each of the satisfaction factors is nearly one, suggesting that the 

average student in this sample is satisfied with academic, social, and religious life on 

campus. 

A comparison of the final student-level sample with the original student-level 

sample is warranted. Appendix D displays the descriptive statistics related to the original 

sample. The two samples are similar in many ways. The percentages of women students 

and minority students, for e.xample, are almost identical. The proportions of freshmen, 

sophomores, and juniors are also similar when seniors are excluded from the original 

sample. The percentage of students living on campus is also comparable between the two 

samples when seniors are removed from the original sample. With seniors included, 71% 

of the students in the original sample lived on campus; with seniors excluded, the 
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percentage jumps to 78%, the same percentage as in the fmal sample. Additionally. 56% 

of the respondents from the original sample had cumulative grade point averages of a 3.0 

or higher, compared with 51% from the final sample. Seventy-two percent of the original 

respondents were attending their first choice institution, and 67% held a full-time or part-

time job. In the fmal sample, by comparison, 74% of the respondents were attending 

their first choice institution, while 65% were employed. 

In sum, the students in the fmal student-level sample were likely to be women, 

and they were also likely to be white. Two out of every five were freshmen, while 

sophomores and juniors comprised a nearly equal proportion of the remaining 60% of the 

students in the sample. Three-founhs of the students were attending their first choice 

institution, while 65% of them held a full-time or part-time job. Half of these students 

carried a cumulative grade point average of a 3.0 or higher, while one-third of them 

aspired to attend graduate or professional school. Nearly 80% lived on campus. 

Furthermore, the students in the sample were largely satisfied with the academic, social, 

and religious aspects of campus life. In fact, students' overall satisfaction with campus 

life, as indicated by a statement from the SSI that was not included in any of the specific 

satisfaction measures, had a mean rating of 5.64 on a 7.0 scale. Students, then, gave 

high ratings to overall satisfaction with campus life. 

Institution-level variables. Institution-level data were also collected for the 

purposes of this study. Seventy-seven institutions originally provided SSI data, so 

institutional data were collected for this group of institutions. The final sample contained 

institution-level data only for the fifty-five institutions that provided persistence data; 



twenty-two institutions did not submit persistence data in time for this study and were 

therefore excluded from this analysis. The institution-levei data were acquired primarily 

from the Peterson's Guide (1999), which provides data collected during the 1997-98 

academic year. Appendix E provides descriptive statistics for the original sample of 

seventy-seven institutions. Table 4.2 displays descriptive statistics for the final sample of 

fifty-five institutions. The average institution in this sample enrolls 1375 students, and 

59% of these students are women while 10 percent are minority students. Fifty-seven 

percent of the students live on campus, while 63% of the faculty have obtained terminal 

degrees. The average library holds 129,000 volumes. In terms of selectivity, 81% of the 

students who apply are admitted, while 26% of the freshmen who entered these 

institutions in the fall of 1997 graduated from the top 10% of their high school graduating 

class. The average institution is moderately difficult to enter, according to the selectivity 

criteria outlined by the Peterson's Guide (1999). The Peterson's Guide ranked colleges 

according to five levels of entrance difficulty. Moderately difficult institutions were 

defined as follows: (1) More than 75% of the current freshmen were in the top half of 

their high school class and scored over 1010 on the SAT I or over 18 on the ACT; and (2) 

Up to 95% of the applicants were admitted. Tuition is just under S11,000 at the average 

institution, while the cost of attendance, which includes tuition, mandatory student fees, 

and room and board, is just under $16,000. Finally, student satisfaction at the 

institutional level, represented by standardized scores with a mean of zero and a standard 

deviation of one, will be discussed later in the chapter. 



103 

TABLE 4.2: Means. Standard Deviations, and Descriptions of Institution-level 
Variables (Final Sample) 

VARIABLE MEAN SD Min. Max. Description (Variable 
Names) 

Institution Level Variables (N=55) 

Student Composition 
% of women students 58.84 

% of minoritv students 10.15 

5.91 40.00 80.00 (WOMEN=% of women 
students) 

7.41 1.70 38.00 (MINORITY=% of 
nonwhite students) 

Housing status 
% of students living on 57.36 
campus 

Selectivitv 
% of applicants admitted 80.11 

freshmen in top 10% 26.18 

% faculty with terminal 63.40 
degrees 
Peterson's selectivity 2.95 
measure 

17.40 20.00 94.87 (PCTDORM=%of 
students living on campus) 

11.70 51.00 98.00 (APPADMlT=%ofapps 
admined) 

13.08 3.00 85.00 (FINTOP10=% of 1997 
incoming freshmen from 
top 10% of high school 
graduating class) 

13.91 25.00 89.00 (FACTERM=% of faculty 

0.30 2.00 4.00 
with terminal degrees) 
(SELECT=measure of 
selectivity) 

Structural characteristics 
Cost of attendance 15591.47 

Tuition 10946.67 

Undergraduate enrollment 1375.09 

2740.12 8182.00 24046.00 (COST=tuition -f- living 
e.xpenses) 

2262.76 5260.00 17486.00 (TUmON=cost of 
tuition) 

782.10 384.00 3935.00 (UGENROLL=Number of 
PTE's) 

Number of library 
Volumes 

128893.55 89065.59 54000.00 643000.00 (LlBVOL=number of 
bound volumes) 
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TABLE 4.2 (continued) 

VARIABLE MEAN SD Min. Max. Description (Variable 
Names) 

Satisfaction 
Factor 1S - 0.01 0.19 -0.58 0.51 (FACTOR 1S= =Aggregate 
student support services satisfaction) 
Factor 2R — 0.01 0.23 -0.6 0.52 (FACTOR2R= =Aggregate 
Religious satisfaction satisfaction) 
Factor 3S - 0.02 0.17 -0.62 0.41 (FACTOR3S= =Aggregate 
Campus climatc satisfaction) 
Factor 4A - 0.01 0.22 -0.47 0.39 (FACTOR4A= =Aggregate 
academic advising satisfaction) 
Factor 5A - 0.02 0.17 -0.33 0.43 (FACTOR5A= =Aggregate 
course content, etc. satisfaction) 
Factor 6A - 0.02 0.21 -0.51 0.46 (FACTOR6A= =Aggregate 
Faculty satisfaction) 
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A comparison of the final institutional sample with the original institutional 

sample demonstrates the similarity between them. The average institution in the original 

sample is similar in size, cost, student composition, and selectivit\- to the final sample. 

.Again. .A-ppendi-x D provides data related to the institutional characteristics of the original 

sample. 

One final comparison is worth discussing; a comparison of the descriptive 

statistics for the final institutional data set, found in Table 4.2, with descriptive statistics 

for the final student-level data set. found in Table 4.1. The variables of interest are 

student composition variables, including gender and race, and the residence variable, 

which indicates the percentage of students living on campus. Among students in the 

sample, 62% were w'omen and 15% were minorities. These numbers do not mirror the 

percentages of women and minorities who were actually enrolled at participating CCCU 

institutions. Institutional data indicate that an average of 59% of the students enrolled 

at these institutions were women, while 10 % were minorities. Thus, the sample had 

more women and more minorities than the population. Finally, student-level data 

indicate that 78% of all students lived on campus. The institution-level data show that 

57% of the students lived on campus. Essentially, the sample overrepresents the 

percentage of students who live on campus, according to institutional data. This is not 

surprising because the simiple does not include seniors, and seniors are more likely than 

underclassmen to live off campus. 

The institutions involved in the study enroll small numbers of students, by the 

standards of higher education in the United States. The National Center for Education 
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Statistics (1998) reports that in the fall of 1996, 41% of institutions of higher education 

enrolled 1000 or fewer students, while 10% enrolled 10.000 students or more. These 

larger institutions enrolled over 50% of undergraduates in the United States, while the 

smaller institutions accounted for only 4% of college enrollments. In terms of gender and 

ethnicity, the schools enroll more women than men, and one out of every ten students is 

nonvvhite. The percentage of women students, at 59%, is similar to the percentages at 

other institutions of higher education. 57% of students in all institutions of higher 

education are women. The percentage of minority students in the schools in the sample 

(10%) is considerably lower than other institutions. 26.1% of students in all institutions 

of higher education are minority students, on average (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 1998). Roughly 80% of students who apply to these institutions are admined, 

while 26% of the incoming freshmen were in the top 10% of their graduating class. 

About two-thirds of the faculty have terminal degrees, while the average library contains 

129,000 volumes. Students at these institutions pay an average of SI6,000 for tuition, 

fees, and room and board; tuition itself is roughly $ 11,000. According to the National 

Center for Education Statistics (1998), the average four-year institution of higher 

education in the United State enrolls a similar percentage of women students (56%) but a 

larger percentage of minority students (16%), has a larger library (219,210 volumes), and 

charges less for tuition and for other costs associated with attendance if it is a public 

institution (S6,788). but charges more if it is a private institution (SI 8.745). CCCU 

institutions, then, form a unique subgroup within the context of four-year institutions in 

the United Stales. 
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Statistics Related to Persistence 

This study examined both differences in persistence rates among schools and the 

distribution of persistence rates among schools. The persistence rates reflect whether 

students who completed the SSI in the fall of 1998 returned in the fall of 1999. To 

explore that distribution, it was necessary to create an estimated persistence rate for the 

sample. A one-way ANOVA model, or "no-moder', was used to create the estimated 

persistence rate. Essentially, the one-way ANOVA model used the estimated values of 

the parameters from the individual-level and institution-level models and an estimate of 

each institution's unique contribution to the persistence rate to compute the estimated 

persistence rate for the students in the sample. These estimated values are a more 

accurate measure of persistence than the observed rates from the within-school model 

because they adjust for sampling variance (Bryk & Raudenbush. 1992). The persistence 

rate is displayed in Table 4.3. According to the one-way ANOVA model, one would 

expect that 83% of the freshman, sophomore, and junior respondents from the average 

CCCU institution would still be enrolled in the fall of 1999. 

.An adjusted persistence rate was also calculated. This adjusted persistence rate 

reflects the expected persistence rate for "average" students, or students who have mean 

characteristics for the entire sample. This aspect of HLM is helpful because it enables 

one to see how much of the observed differences in school performance are attributable 

to differences in students rather than in characteristics of the schools. The adjusted 

persistence rate, also displayed in Table 4.3. was .85. indicating that when one adjusts for 

differences in students, persistence rates are 85% instead of the estimated 83%. 
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Raw persistence rates for the SSI respondents are displayed in Table 4.4. The 

variable for enrollment status was a dummy variable: if students persisted, their 

enrollment status was I, and if they did not persist their enrollment status was 0. Table 

4.4 shows that 83 percent of the freshmen, sophomore, and junior students who 

completed the SSI in 1998 returned to the same institution in the fall of 1999. While 84% 

of sophomores and 90% of juniors persisted into the next year, only 77% of freshmen 

persisted. This is not surprising since nearly half of all students who leave an institution 

do so between their freshmen and sophomore years (Tinto, 1998). 

Table 4.3: Estimated and Adjusted Persistence Rate for the CCCU Sample fN=55l 

iVo-.VIodel (Estimated) Level-1 Model (Adjusted) 

Mean .83 .85 

Table 4.4: Actual Persistence Rates for SSI Resnondents. bv Grade Level (N=8732) 

Class Level Mean N Std. Deviation 

Freshman .77 3584 .42 

Sophomore .84 2686 .37 

Junior .90 2462 .30 

Total .83 8732 .38 
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Model Estimates: Individual-Level and Institution-Level 

While 83% of all SSI respondents returned to the same campuses in the fall of 

1999. persistence rates among different kinds of students and on individual campuses 

may have varied. The advantage of HLM is its focus upon both individual-level factors 

and institution-level factors as potential explicators of such variation in persistence (Heck 

& Thomas. 2000). This study estimated a series of statistical models to examine the 

effects of both types of factors upon persistence. The first model estimated the effects of 

a series of student-level predictors, particularly student satisfaction predictors, on 

persistence rates. The second model estimated the effects of institution-level predictors 

on average persistence rates after adjusting for the effects of student-level predictors. 

Individual-level Model. The first model estimated the effects of student-level 

predictors on persistence while controlling for institution-level characteristics. That is, 

institution-level characteristics were held constant to allow student-level predictors to 

explain as much variance in persistence as possible. In addition, all student-level 

variables were centered around their respective grand means. The intercept term, then, 

can be interpreted as an adjusted persistence rate, or the expected persistence rate for 

average students, or students with mean characteristics for the entire sample. This feature 

of HLM permits one to see how much the observed differences in persistence rates can be 

attributed to differences in students rather than in differences in institutions. The 

"adjusted" persistence rate is 85%. compared with the initial estimate of 83% provided 

by the one-way ANOVA model. Table 4.5 indicates that the individual-level model 
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Table 4.5: HLM Persistence Estimates 

Student Model TLevei l> institution Model TLevel 2^ 

Institution-level oredictor Coefficient SE 
Women -0.022360* 0.010467 
Tuition 0.000101* 0.000028 
•Applicants Admitted 0.009843 0.005609 
Total Enrollment 0.000119* 0.000060 

Student-level oredictor Coefficient SE Coefficient SE 
Sophomore 0.496359-^ 0.072065 0.492049-^ 0.070945 
Junior 1.236269-i- 0.089422 1.22563 7-r 0.087913 
Graduate Aspirations 0.201393-^ 0.065357 0.198497-^- 0.064714 
Full-time Employment -0.6I1660->- 0.148942 -0.605633— 0.148242 

Off Campus 
Part-time Employment -0.243777-^ 0.073414 -0.241647- 0.072655 

Off Campus 
Lives On Campus 0.232407-i- 0.080899 0.230097-r 0.079894 
Institution is Choice 3 -0.354801-^ 0.101451 -0.350501- 0.100487 
Factor IS 0.048535 0.037609 0.047403 0.37226 

Student Support Services 
Factor 2R 0.258141-^ 0.031327 0.254139^ 0.030960 

Religious satisfaction 
Factor 3S 0.405075-^ 0.034044 0.399879- 0.033702 

Campus Climate 
Factor 4 A 0.068163-^ 0.032303 0.067079- 0.031917 

Academic Advising 
Factor 5A 0.239356- 0.035603 0.236196- 0.035270 

Classes, Instruction, Intellectual Climate 
Factor 6.A -0.023983 0.039293 -0.023717 0.038880 

Faculty 

Variance Comoonent 0.20597 0.13062 

Variance Explained 0.19 0.49 

Reliability 0.656 0.663 

Chi-sguarc 266.43560 167.66680 

-^Significant at .01 level; 'Significant at .05 level 
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explained 19% of the variance in persistence. That is, the individual-level variables, net 

of the institution-level variables, accounted for 19% of the variation in persistence among 

the institutions in the sample. The chi-square value listed in the table (266.43560) 

demonstrates that this model does not explain all the variance in persistence rates. That 

is. variance in persistence rates between schools still exists after this model is run. 

A closer look at the background variables and satisfaction variables in the 

individual-level model is warranted. Table 4.5 displays the estimated effects of student-

level predictors on persistence, and each coefficient should be interpreted as an average 

after controlling for all other variables in the model. The evaluation criterion for 

significance was set at .01 for the individual-level coefficients because of the numerous 

degrees of freedom associated with a large sample size (N=8732). All variables included 

in the table were statistically significant, with the exception of two of the satisfaction 

variables (Factor IS, student support services, and Factor 6A. faculty). These two 

nonsignificant variables were included in the table because they represent answers to the 

first research question, which asks if satisfaction measures help explain variation in 

persistence rates. Four of the six satisfaction variables did, while two did not. 

Table 4.6 looks at the impact of the student-level variables in a different way. 

The table displays the effects of the significant student-level predictors in odds ratios. 

The odds ratios represent the ratio of the predicted odds of persisting due to a one-unit 

increase in the independent variable versus the predicted odds without the one-unit 

increase, controlling for the effects of the other variables in the model (Rumberger & 

Thomas, 2000). A value of one indicates no change in the odds, a value less than one 
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Table 4.6: Estimated Effects of Student-level Predictors on Persistence between 
1998 and 1999 

Student-level predictor 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Graduate Aspirations 

Full-time Employment 
Off Campus 

Part-time Employment 
Off Campus 

Lives On Campus 

Institution is Choice 3 

Religious Satisfaction 
(2R) 

Satisfaction with Campus Climate 
(3S) 

Satisfaction with Academic Advising 
(4A) 

Satisfaction with Classes, Instruction, and 
Intellectual Atmosphere (5A) 

Percent Change in Odds of Students 
of Students Persisting Due to Changes in 
Students' Characteristics 

63.57 

241.63 

21.96 

-54.57 

-78.53 

25.87 

-70.43 

28.94 

49.16 

6.94 

26.64 
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indicates a decrease in odds, and a value more than one indicates an increase in odds. In 

this study, the computed odds ratios were based on a one standard deviation increase in 

the value of the independent variable. These odds ratios were translated into percentage 

changes, with an odds ratio of 1.5 reflecting a 50% increase in the odds of persisting, and 

an odds ratio of .5 representing a 50% decrease in the odds of persisting. 

The results suggest that several background predictors impacted the odds of 

students persisting. The odds w ere increased by 64% if students were sophomores, while 

junior status increased the odds of persisting by 242%. Most studies of persistence look 

only at freshmen because failing to persist most often occurs between the freshman and 

sophomore years (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983; Stage, 1988; Tinto, 1998), so higher 

persistence rates among upperclassmen are not surprising. The likelihood of persisting 

was enhanced among students who aspired to obtain a graduate or professional degree: 

the odds of persisting were increased by 22% for students with these aspirations. This 

finding corroborates other research that suggests that positive student-faculty contact may 

influence students to consider graduate education, which in tum boosts their decisions to 

persist (Baird, 1976; Stake & Noonan, 1985). In addition, living on campus increased the 

odds of persisting by 26%. Again, this replicates previous research that indicates a 

positive connection between living on campus and persistence, at least during the first 

three years of a student's tenure at an institution (e.g., Astin. 1975, 1977, 1982; 

Chickering. 1974; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983). 

Several individual-level variables had a negative relationship with persistence. 

Those students who work off campus, whether full-time or part-time, were less likely to 
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persist than their peers who did not work or who worked on campus. The odds of 

persisting for students who worked off campus full-time were diminished by 55%. 

Meanwhile, students who worked part-time off campus were 79% less likely to persist 

than their peers who did not work part-time off campus. These findings are consistent 

with previous research regarding the impact of working off-campus on persistence: off-

campus employment has a negative influence on both year-to-year persistence and on 

bachelor's degree completion (Anderson. 1981; Astin. 1975, 1982, Ehrenberg & 

Sherman. 1987). The odds of students persisting were 70% lower if they were attending 

their third choice institution at the time they took the SSI. Choice is indicative of 

institutional commitment (Pascarella &. Terenzini, 1980): a student is more likely to 

remain enrolled if he is committed to the college he is attending. Kocher and Pascarella 

(1988) found that the expectation of transferring during college was negatively related to 

the selectivity of the four-year institution in which the student first enrolled. If a student 

was unable to attend her first or second choice institution because she was not admitted, 

she is likely to be less committed to her third choice institution. This principle may 

explain why students in the sample who indicated that the institution they were attending 

was their third choice were more likely to leave than students who were attending their 

first or second choice institution. 

After exploring the impact of student background variables on persistence, the 

student-level model considered student satisfaction measures. The student-level 

predictors were "fixed" across institutions, then each student satisfaction parameter was 

"freed" one at a time to allow the slopes to take on different values for each institution. 
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The results of this analysis, as expressed in Table 4.6. indicate that the effect of four of 

the satisfaction measures was constant across all schools, indicating that satisfaction 

mattered at all participating CCCU institutions. 

Four of the student satisfaction variables, net of all other variables in the model, 

were important in explaining variation in persistence. Satisfaction measures are 

discussed in terms of standard deviation measures. That is, students who were one 

standard deviation more satisfied with academic characteristics, such as course content, 

instruction, and intellectual atmosphere (Factor 5A), were 27% more likely to persist than 

their peers who were less satisfied with these academic characteristics. This finding is 

consistent with previous research (Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, Sc. Hengstler, 1992; 

Pascarella &. Terenzini, 1980; Stoecker, Pascarella, & Wolfie, 1988). Additionally, 

student who were satisfied with academic advising (Factor 4.A), as e.xpressed in standard 

deviations, were 7% more likely to persist than their peers who were less satisfied with 

academic advising. Students who were one standard deviation more religiously satisfied 

(Factor 2R) were 29% more likely to persist than their peers who were less religiously 

satisfied. Social satisfaction, or satisfaction with campus climate (Factor 3S), mattered 

more than the religious and academic satisfaction variables: students who were one 

standard deviation more socially satisfied than their peers were 50% more likely to 

persist. This finding supports previous research on the importance of social integration 

on persistence (Bean, 1980; Milem & Berger. 1997; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Spady, 

1970; Tinto, 1975. 1987). These findings will be discussed more fully in chapter 5. 
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The resuhs of the within-school model show that persistence is impacted by class 

level, place of residence, graduate aspirations, choice of institution, and student 

satisfaction. On average, students who live on campus, aspire to obtain a graduate 

degree, are attending their first choice institution, have already spent a year or two at the 

same institution, and are generally satisfied with campus life, particularly the social 

aspects of campus life, are more likely to persist than their peers with opposite 

characteristics. 



117 

Institution-level Model. 

The second model investigated the effects of institution-level predictors on 

adjusted institutional persistence rates. That is. this model looked at how much of the 

remaining variance in persistence rates among institutions was explained by institution-

level predictors when controlling for student-level predictors. Table 4.5 shows that 49% 

of the variance in persistence rates can be attributed to the combination of both the 

individual-level and institution-level variables. Thus, the introduction of institution-level 

variables to individual-level variables increases the variance explained from 19% to 49%. 

Often, student-level variables account for more variation in persistence than institution-

level variables do; perhaps one reason for the lesser impact of student-level variables in 

this study is the lack of student background characteristics, such as high school GPA and 

parents" education, in the model. These variables were not part of the SSI questionnaire. 

The institution-level variables, as indicated in Table 4.2, included student composition 

variables, structural characteristics, a housing status variable, selectivity variables, and 

aggregate satisfaction variables. Table 4.5 shows the estimated effects of institution-level 

variables on persistence rates, controlling for variables from the preceding model. These 

effects are expressed in terms of coefficients. Again, an individual coefficient should be 

interpreted as an average after controlling for other variables in the model. The 

institution-level coefficients were all significant at the .05 level, with the exception of the 

"appadmit" variable, which reflects the percentage of applicants admitted and was 

significant at the .10 level. The evaluation criterion for significance was set at .05 for the 
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institution-level coefficients because of the small number of degrees of freedom 

associated with a small sample size (N=55). 

Table 4.5 provides a closer look at the effects of institution-level variables on 

persistence. The table indicates that institutions enrolling high percentages of women 

had lower persistence rates. Institutions with comparatively high tuition rates had higher 

persistence rates. Institutions with relatively high undergraduate eru"ollments had higher 

persistence rates. Though not significant at the .05 level, the "appadmit" variable was 

significant at the .10 level, which represents an unexpected and counterintuitive finding 

that will be discussed in chapter five. 

The results of the between-schools model, which incorporated institution-level 

variables to gain a more complete understanding of persistence, indicate that several 

institutional variables help e.xplain variation in persistence. Net of all other factors in the 

model, institutions in the sample that have high percentages of women students, low-

tuition rates, and low undergraduate enrollment are likely to have low persistence rates. 

The converse is true for institutions with lower percentages of women students, high 

tuition rates, and high undergraduate enrollment. While knowing how student-level 

variables predict persistence is critical, understanding the impact of institution-level 

variables is just as important for institutional leaders seeking to understand the big picture 

of persistence on CCCU campuses. 



119 

Conclusion 

The purpose of chapter four was to lay out the findings generated by this study. 

First, the final student-level sample and the original student-level samples were compared 

descriptively. The final sample was similar in composition to the original sample, with 

one important difference: the final sample contained data related to freshmen. 

sophomores, and juniors, while the original sample included seniors. Second, the final 

institution-level sample and the original institution-level sample were examined 

descriptively. Again, the two samples were similar in composition. Ne.xt, summary 

statistics showed that 83 percent of the freshman, sophomore, and junior SSI respondents 

in the fall of 1998 did not return to their campuses in the fall of 1999. This variation in 

persistence led to the running of the individual-level and institution-level models. The 

individual-level model, which e.xplained 19% of the variation in persistence, indicated 

that sophomore and junior students, students with graduate aspirations, students who do 

not work off-campus and who live on campus, individuals who are attending their first-

choice or second-choice institution and who are generally satisfied with campus life are 

more likely to remain eru-olled than their peers with dissimilar characteristics. The 

institution-level model, which used both individual-level factors and institution-level 

factors to e.xplain persistence, explained 49% of the variation in persistence. Institution-

level characteristics that helped explain this variation in persistence included one 

predictor that had a negative impact (percentage of women students), and two that had a 

positive impact (tuition cost and undergraduate enrollment). These findings will be 

discussed in detail in chapter five. 
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CHAPTER 5 
ANALYSIS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

This study examined persistence at Christian colleges. Christian colleges form a 

significant proportion of this country's institutions of higher learning, yet little attention 

has been focused upon persistence at these schools. With its focus on Christian colleges 

and its use of a multi-level statistical method, this study of persistence is unique. The 

final chapter revisits the purpose of the study and the research questions enumerated in 

the first chapter, with an eye toward identifying how this study has addressed those 

questions. In addition, this chapter discusses and analyzes the findings of the study. The 

student-level characteristics that impact variation, including background characteristics 

and social, academic, and religious satisfaction, are analyzed through the lenses of the 

theoretical frameworks discussed in chapter two. The institution-level characteristics 

shown to impact variation in persistence are investigated through those frameworks as 

well. The implications these results have for CCCU institutions are advanced, and 

recommendations for institutional policy-making are discussed. Implications and 

recommendations for persistence research are also considered. Ultimately, then, this 

chapter is about making meaning out of the findings that were presented in chapter four. 
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Return to Purpose of Study and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study, as stated in chapter one, was to determine both the 

student characteristics and institutional characteristics predictive of persistence at 

institutions affiHated with the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). 

How well did the study fulfill this purpose? The research questions stated in chapter one 

are restated here in an effort to highlight the results associated with addressing those 

research questions. 

A number of different student-level characteristics were included in the analysis, but 

perhaps the most important were measures of student satisfaction. The impact of 

students* satisfaction with the religious, academic, and social domains of student life 

were presumed to be important to understanding the persistence picture on CCCU 

campuses. Indeed, the first research question indicated that student satisfaction was the 

main emphasis in terms of its impact upon persistence: What are the effects of student 

satisfaction, controlling for student variables, on persistence into the next year at the 

same institutions? 

Before addressing the first research question, it was necessary- to identify the impact 

of student background characteristics on persistence. Several of them help to explain 

variations in persistence: working off campus, institutional choice, living on campus, 

aspiring to attend graduate school, and returning from the freshman to sophomore year or 

from the sophomore to junior year. When these student-level variables are held constant, 

religious, academic, and social satisfaction matter. The answer to the first research 

question regarding the impact of satisfaction on persistence, then, is that academic, social. 



and religious satisfaction indeed explain variations in persistence. More satisfied 

students are more likely to persist, while less satisfied students are more likely to go. 

Because student satisfaction matters, the next step of the study was to determine if the 

effects of student satisfaction varied across institutions. This question could be asked 

because the hierarchical model can accommodate data from both the individual and the 

institutional levels. The second research question asked: Do the effects of individual 

student satisfaction, controlling for student differences, vary across the population of 

CCCU institutions? 

The answer to the second research question was yes. The effects of student 

satisfaction do vary across institutions. But it was not enough to simply answer this 

question without understanding what institutional variables might account for this 

variation. The third research question inquired: If variation exists, what institution-level 

variables can help account for the varying effects of student satisfaction across these 

institutions? Several institution-level variables helped account for the variation in 

persistence rates exhibited among CCCU institutions. Variables that mattered, or that 

were statistically significant in predicting persistence, were gender composition, tuition 

cost, and undergraduate enrollment. 

Clearly, the study was designed to answer the three research questions, geared 

primarily toward identifying the student-level and institution-level characteristics that 

impacted persistence. An in-depth discussion of the findings occurs in the ne.xt section. 
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Discussion and Analysis of Findings 

Why do the student-level characteristics and institution-level characteristics 

discussed in the previous section help explain variation in persistence among the students 

in the sample? While many of the findings support and extend previous research, some 

of them are unique to this subset of college and universities. The theoretical frameworks 

discussed in chapter two provide a foundation for analyzing the impact of the student-

level and institution-level characteristics that help explain variation in persistence. 

Background characteristics. Among student-level background characteristics 

that predicted persistence, class level was highly impactful. Sophomore and junior 

students were far more likely to persist than freshmen. This finding is not surprising; in 

fact, the vast majority of persistence research, particularly cross-sectional research, 

concentrates on understanding why students fail to persist after their freshman year (e.g.. 

Cabrera. Castaneda. Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Pascarella. 1984; Pascarella «fe Terenzini, 

1977. 1978). Indeed, Tinto (1993) states that 29 percent of students entering four-year 

institutions depart those institutions at the end of their first year. Tinto (1998) also 

indicates that nearly half of all leavers depart before the start of the second year. Clearly, 

then, it is no surprise that the sophomores and juniors in the sample were more likely to 

persist than the freshmen. Once students have affiliated themselves with an institution 

for several years, their commitment to persisting at that institution is likely to be greater 

because of the personal, social, and financial investment they have already made to that 

institution, and bccause they arc likely to be integrated into that institution (Tinto, 1975, 

1987). 
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Students who aspired to attend graduate or professional school were more likely 

to persist than their peers without those aspirations. Why was this the case? One 

possibility is that students with graduate aspirations entered college with strong academic 

preparation. That is, students with graduate aspirations were likely to have precollege 

traits, such as academic ability and family financial resources, that gave them the 

confidence to think beyond the completion of a bachelor's degree (Pascarella & 

Terenzini. 1991). Another possible e.xplanation is that students with graduate aspirations 

were more likely to enroll at more selective CCCU institutions. Selective institutions, or 

institutions with comparably rigorous entrance requirements, attract academically 

prepared students who are likely to have initially high educational aspirations; these 

aspirations are nurtured in an environment where faculty encourage students to consider 

graduate study (Kamens. 1974), and where peers also have high educational aspirations 

(Pascarella, 1984). 

Another possible reason why students with graduate aspirations were more likely 

to persist is that students who are committed to academic goals are more likely to invest 

academic energy into their current academic situation. Students who wish to be 

competitive when they apply to graduate or professional school must focus on their 

studies since admission is connected to undergraduate academic performance, among 

other criteria. Additionally, students who aspire to attend graduate or professional school 

are likely to be well-integrated academically, especially in terms of their connection to 

faculty. Pascarella (1985) found that among a sample of students from seventy-four four-

year institutions, students who entered college with high educational aspirations were 
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more likely to develop close personal relationships with faculty during the first two years 

of college than those who did not. This interaction with faculty, in lum, had a significant 

and positive influence on sophomore-year educational aspirations. Thus, students who 

entered college with high educational aspirations, and who subsequently developed close 

relationships with at least one faculty member, were more likely to persist to graduation 

and. eventually, to enter graduate or professional school and obtain an advanced degree. 

Another important factor that may influence students' graduate aspirations is self-

efficacy. As discussed in chapter two, self-efficacy involves an individual's belief about 

his ability to exercise control in a given situation (Bandura, 1993). The stronger the 

individual's self-efficacy, the higher the goals and challenges that person is willing to set 

for himself. Individuals who possess cultural capital, defined as the knowledge required 

to remain in a socially advantageous position, are in a position to have stronger self-

efficacy than individuals without cultural capital because they have the background and 

experience to know what it takes to succeed, particularly in college (Bourdieu. 1973. 

1977a). Such students are more likely to believe they can handle college and can handle 

post-graduate study as well. Their commitment to persisting from one year to the next, as 

well as to completion of a bachelor's degree, is no surprise. 

Living on campus was associated with higher persistence rates: students who 

lived on campus were 26 percent more likely to remain enrolled into the next year. This, 

too, is a finding one would expect. Living on campus is likely to increase a student's 

integration into the campus community, w^hich in turn positively impacts persistence. 

This is because living on campus facilitates a student's involvement in campus life: he 
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lives, eats, socializes, and studies on that campus (Astin. 1975; Pascarella &. Chapman, 

1983; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Velez. 1985). This is especially true at institutions 

where the majority of students live on campus, and the institutions of the CCCU fit this 

criterion. A student who commutes to campus must be ver>' deliberate about her desire to 

integrate into the campus social network; such integration is unlikely without time and 

initiative on the part of that student. Students who live on campus do not have to exert 

the same level of effort to get involved since campus involvement is readily accessible. 

An alternative explanation for why students who live on campus are more likely 

to persist involves the notion that living on campus is a proxy for socioeconomic status. 

Living on campus is generally more expensive than living off campus, particularly if a 

student chooses to live at home. Students who come from families who can afford to pay 

for on campus housing are also more likely to have the financial stability to afford the 

cost of tuition at these institutions. Without financial constraints, students are more likely 

to persist at a relatively expensive institution. The cost of attendance at tlie average 

CCCU institution in this sample was SI6,000, a figure that is substantially higher than the 

average cost of attending an in-state, four-year, public institution: $6,788 for the 1997-98 

academic year (National Center for Education Statistics, 2000). Students who can afford 

the cost of on campus housing, then, are likely to have the resources to afford four or 

more years of tuition at one of the CCCU institutions. In addition, people with higher 

levels of financial capital are likely to possess cultural capital, which indicates they are 

likely to know what it takes to succeed in college and, therefore, to persist from one year 

to the next. 
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Several student-level characteristics were negatively associated with persistence. 

Working off campus, for example, was detrimental to persistence among the students in 

the sample. Students who worked off campus full-time were 54 percent more likely to 

leas e their institution than their peers who did not work off-campus full-time, while 

students with part-time jobs off campus were 22 percent more likely to leave. Evidence 

for this finding is replete in the research: off-campus employment has a negative impact 

on both year-to-year persistence and bachelor's degree attainment (.Anderson, 1981; 

•Astin. 1975, 1982; Ehrenberg & Sherman, 1987). Astin (1975) indicates that full-time 

employment off campus may be more injurious to persistence rates than part-time 

employment off campus, and this assertion is supported in the study. The impact of 

working on campus, either full-time or part-time, was not detrimental to persistence for 

the students in the sample. In fact, studies indicate that working on campus has a positive 

impact on year-to-year persistence and bachelor's degree attainment (Anderson. 1981; 

-Astin. 1975; Ehrenberg & Sherman. 1987; Velez. 1985). That working on campus was 

not detrimental to persistence, then, is not surprising. .Anderson (1981) contends that 

working on campus enhances students" ability to be socially integrated into the 

institution, which in turn positively impacts persistence. Students who work on campus 

have the opportunity build connections with faculty, staff, and other students. These 

interpersonal connections serve to enhance involvement and integration, and to provide 

e.xira support for students (Ehrenberg & Sherman. 1987; Wenc. 1983). Working off 

campus is likely to inhibit such opportunities because students do not interact with 



128 

faculty, staff, and other students. Working on campus, then, may have an indirect and 

positive impact on persistence through its effect on integration. 

It is important to remember that the students in the sample were all full-time 

students. None of the students were combining a part-time student schedule with ftill-

time or part-time work; rather, the students who worked full-time or part-time were also 

full-time students. Pascarelia & Terenzini (1998), reporting on data from the National 

Center for Education Statistics (1996), state that in 1993, 46 percent of all full-time 

college students aged eighteen to twenty-four were employed, and more than half of this 

group worked at least twenty hours per week. Balancing full-time study with part-time or 

full-time work is a difficult juggling act. While some students may thrive on the 

challenge of simultaneously handling work, family, and school responsibilities, others 

may find the combination too overwhelming and may opt to leave school, if only 

temporarily. 

Another student-level characteristic that had a negative relationship with 

persistence was college choice. If an institution was a student's third choice of 

institutions when they entered college, the student was less likely to persist than if the 

institution was her first or second choice. St. John, Paulsen, & Starkey (1996), in their 

discussion of college choice and persistence, argue that students who enter college with 

certain predispositions are likely to retain those predispositions as their college careers 

progress. For example, if a particular variable increases a student's decision to 

matriculate, then that same variable is likely to increase a student's decision to persist. 

Thus, if a student is attending his first choice institution, which indicates he is committed 
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to that institution, he is likely to retain a strong commitment, and will subsequently 

persist. Conversely, if a student is attending his third choice institution because he was 

not admitted to his first choice institution, or because he cannot afford his first choice 

institution, he is not as likely to have a strong commitment to that third choice institution 

and might decide to leave. Indeed. Villella and Hu (1990) found that whether students 

matriculated at their first, second, third, or fourth choice institution was significantly and 

inversely related to the consistency between their expectations and their actual 

experiences in college. That is, if a student attended her first choice institution, she was 

likely to experience harmony between her expectations and her experiences, while a 

student who attended her third or fourth choice institution was likely to experience 

inconsistency between her expectations and experiences. This disharmony is related to a 

student's intent to persist. 

Another point relating to why students were less likely to persist if they were 

attending their third choice institution deserves discussion. Some students at Christian 

colleges may feel compelled to attend such a college because of parental pressure. 

Parental pressure is not the exclusive domain of parents who wish their children to attend 

Christian colleges. Nonetheless, some parents may want their children to attend a college 

that more closely reflects the family's religious values, both in the classroom and out of 

the classroom. Certainly, some students do not enter Christian colleges happily; they 

might prefer to have a more "typical" college experience at a large, state-supported 

university or a more "religion-neutral" private institution. Such students may be less 

likely to build strong connections on campus because they do not want to be there in the 
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first place and consider the institution in which they are enrolled to be a less-than-optimal 

choice. 

In summary, several oackground characteristics impacted persistence for the 

sample of CCCU students. While students were more likely to persist if they were 

sophomores or juniors, if they had graduate aspirations, and if they lived on campus, they 

were less likely to stay if they worked off campus and were attending an institution that 

was not their first or second choice. 

Student satisfaction. Student satisfaction matters. This statement reflects the 

findings generated by addressing the first research question in this study. The findings 

reflect students" perceptions of campus life. Students' beliefs about their campus are 

important because those beliefs inform their sense of fit with the campus and. in tum, 

their attitudes and behaviors, including persistence behavior (Kuh & Hall. 1993; Schein. 

1985). When they filled out the SSI, respondents were asked their opinions about 

religious, social, and academic life on campus. According to their responses, religious 

satisfaction matters, social satisfaction matters, and academic satisfaction matters. But 

how important were these aspects of satisfaction in relation to one another? Table 4.5 

shows that religious satisfaction (Factor 2R) and academic satisfaction, defined by the 

academic advising variable (Factor 4A). and the courses, instruction, and intellectual 

atmosphere variable (Factor 5A), were important. Most important in terms of predicting 

persistence, though, was social satisfaction (Factor 3S). defined as satisfaction with the 

campus climate. Each type of satisfaction is addressed in tum. 
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Student satisfaction: Academic satisfaction. The odds of students persisting 

were 27 percent greater if they were satisfied with classes, instruction, and the intellectual 

atmosphere on campus. The statements related to academic satisfaction, displayed in 

Table 3.4. reflect students' satisfaction with course content and instruction in the major 

field, the quality of instruction and commitment to academic excellence on campus. 

Icnowledge of the faculty, and the opportunity for intellectual growth. Tinto (1975, 1987) 

argued that academic integration was a critical indicator of a student's commitment to an 

institution and. subsequently, her decision about whether to remain enrolled. Students 

who were academically satisfied believed that their academic e.xperiences met or 

exceeded their expectations. Such students are not likely to believe they could get a 

better academic experience somewhere else, so they are more likely to stay at the same 

institution if academic satisfaction is an important part of their college experience. One 

reason why students may be highly satisfied with academic life is that they entered 

CCCU institutions because they wanted to be taught within the framework of a Christian 

worldview. Such students may find the combination of course content, faculty 

knowledge, quality of instruction, and opportunity for intellectual growth to be 

heightened through the Christian foundation of CCCU institutions. 

Conversely, it can be stated that students who were not satisfied with classes, 

instruction, and the intellectual environment were more likely to leave campus. The 

CCCU institutions all have relatively small enrollments, particularly when compared with 

state-supported institutions. Students, then, do not have as many options in terms of 

majors and programs. Students may perceive that the opportunity for intellectual growth 
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is limited because of the small size of the CCCU schools. Students who are not 

academically satisfied may also believe that the opportunity for intellectual growth is 

minimized by the nature of academic instruction. CCCU institutions, by definition, are 

Christian, and faculty are required to possess a Christian commitment themselves. One 

of the hallmarks of the CCCU institutions is that course content is shaped by a Christian 

perspective. While most students are probably attracted to the institutions for this very 

reason, some may wish to have a more diverse curriculum, or one that is not overtly 

Christian. In addition, students may be dissatisfied with the knowledge of faculty. 

Institution-level data indicate that only 63% of the faculty from the institutions in the 

sample have terminal degrees. While terminal degrees do not automatically increase 

faculty know ledge or teaching ability, they do indicate that faculty have formally pursued 

a line of study as far as they can. Thus, several factors might be responsible for students' 

lack of satisfaction with courses, instruction, and the intellectual atmosphere at the CCCU 

schools in the sample. These factors contribute to students' decisions about persistence. 

Additionally, the odds of students persisting were increased by 7% if they w^ere 

satisfied with academic advising. As Winston (1996) points out, academic advising is the 

single most frequently used strategy to increase student retention. Indeed, Anderson 

(1985) suggested that individual attention is one of the most powerful positive influences 

on student persistence, and attention from advisors who can help students clarify their 

goals, handle an.xiety related to course selection and life purpose, and recognize their 

potential can make an important difference in persistence decisions. 



133 

Advising on most CCCU campuses, and indeed at most four-year institutions of 

higher education, is the domain of faculty members (Habley, 1993). Not all faculty 

members are well prepared for the task of advising. At some institutions, all faculty 

members are expected to advise, and thus faculty members are presumed to have enough 

knowledge of the curriculum and of graduation requirements to advise adequately. Good 

advising is more than simply fulfilling mechanical, clerkish activities; it also entails the 

formation of "a close student-adviser relationship intended to aid students in achieving 

educational, career, and personal goals through the utili2:ation of the full range of 

institutional and community resources" (Ender, Winston, & Miller, 1984). Faculty 

members who do well in facilitating strong student-adviser relationships provide students 

with an important connection on campus; this connection is likely to increase students' 

commitment to the institution. Poor advising, which is typically characterized by weak 

corinections between students and their advisers, does little to adhere students to their 

campuses and. as such, does little to increase their odds of persisting. CCCU institutions 

would do well to provide adequate training for faculty advisers, training that includes the 

mandate to develop supportive relationships with the students they advise. 

Student satisfaction: Religious satisfaction. Religious satisfaction had an 

important impact on persistence. Students who were more satisfied religiously were 29 

percent more likely to persist into the fall of 1998 than their peers who were less satisfied 

religiously. Tinto does not include religious integration in his Student Integration Model; 

nonetheless, religious integration is important to the institutions in this study because of 

their shared Christian worldview. The statements that were indicative of religious 
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integration, listed in Table 3.4. reflect how the campus has contributed to students" 

spiritual growth, understanding of God, opportunities for ministry, processing of faith 

issues, and sense of spiritual fit. Students who believed their campus was meeting or 

e.xceeding their e.xpectations in the religious realm were more likely to remain enrolled 

than students with disparate views. Strange (1996). in his discussion of constructed 

environments, argues that people are attracted to a particular environment and are more 

likely to remain in that environment because of how they perceive, construct, and 

evaluate that envirorunent. Their perception of the envirorunent is. in effect, its reality. 

Thus, if students at the CCCU institutions believe their campus is providing an 

appropriate spiritual climate in which they can live and study, then they are likely to 

persist. In light of evidence suggesting that students who attend a secular institution are 

more likely to experience a decline in religious values than their counterparts who attend 

church-related colleges (Rich & Jolicoeur, 1978). students who wish to maintain or 

increase in faith are more apt to do so at a Christian college. 

On the other hand, students who are not satisfied religiously are less likely to 

persist. Why might students be dissatisfied with the spiritual climate on campus? While 

all CCCU institutions adhere to a shared set of basic Christian principles, there is 

variation in how individual institutions enact those principles. The CCCU requires 

member institutions to adhere to a Christ-centered mission, namely "A public mission 

based upon the centrality of Jesus Christ and evidence of how faith is integrated with the 

institution's academic and student life programs" (Council for Christian Colleges and 

Universities' Membership Criteria, 2000). This statement provides a basis for general 
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agreement among institutions; however, individual institutions may have ver\' different 

ways of interpreting and enacting this statement. How the institutions uphold a Christ-

centered mission may have implications for whether students are satisfied religiously. A 

student who enters a CCCU institution with the expectation that faith is seamlessly 

integrated into every facet of campus life may be disappointed if the institution is either 

too deliberate or not deliberate enough. On the other hand, a student may enter a 

Christian college with little desire to grow^ spiritually, perhaps because he is attending the 

institution only at his parents" behest. Lack of religious integration, then, may occur 

because students are not interested in spiritual growth or because the religious 

atmosphere of an institution is either too simplistic or too lax. 

Student satisfaction: Social satisfaction. Social satisfaction was the most 

important of the four significant satisfaction variables in terms of its ability to e.xplain 

variation in persistence. In fact, students who were highly satisfied socially were 50 

percent more likely to persist than their peers who were less satisfied socially. This 

finding is consistent with Tinto's (1975, 1987) argument that social integration is also an 

important indicator of student commitment, which in turn impacts persistence. Table 3.4 

lists the statements that were indicative of social satisfaction. These statements indicate 

whether students felt welcome and felt a sense of belonging on campus, enjoyed being a 

student on campus, and felt a sense of pride about their campus. Students who believed 

that their institution met or exceeded their expectations socially were much more likely to 

persist than their peers who were dissatisfied socially. 
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Again, student perception is important in understanding why students who are 

socially integrated are more likely to persist. Moos (1979, 1986) argued that campuses 

have personalities, and those personalities are based on students' perceptions of what 

behavior is appropriate and inappropriate on a given campus. Kuh & Hall (1993) 

reinforced this notion when they suggested that students" values and assumptions help to 

shape the character of a given college. These values and assumptions, based on 

collective perceptions of campus life, help students interpret the meaning of events on 

campus. This notion may be in place for students who were highly satisfied with the 

social dimensions of campus life. Students may enter an institution with beliefs about 

what that institution and its students will be like. Many students select Christian colleges 

as a distinctive alternative to secular higher education; they are looking for an all-

encompassing Christian experience in college that includes an opportunity to build 

relationships with fellow students who share core beliefs. Knowing that many students 

share a set of fundamental values is likely to increase students' sense of fit with the 

campus. 

Students who look for a Christian collegiate experience may not wish to confine 

Christian belief to chapel or Sunday services; rather, they want an experience that 

integrates Christian faith into all aspects of campus life, including the social domain. 

Such integration has implications for the nature of social experiences on campus. 

Students who attend such institutions, then, may be hoping for an atypical social 

experience in college, one that does not involve the stereotypical party scene. While 

Christian colleges are not immune to alcohol and drug abuse, these excesses are less 
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likely to occur among as large a proportion of students as at secular colleges and 

universities. Such an atmosphere may contribute to students feeling welcome on campus 

and feeling like they belong, especially if the social atmosphere was a critical reason why 

students chose a Christian college in the first place. 

Astin (1993c) provides another perspective on social satisfaction. Astin used 

student responses to his Cooperative Institutional Research Program's (CIRP) national 

freshman survey to derive a typology of college students based on their personalities, 

institutional preferences, and background characteristics. .According to this typology, 

seven kinds of students exist: Scholars, Social .Activists. .Artists. Hedonists. Leaders. 

Status Strivers, and Uncommitted Students. While every campus is likely to have some 

students that fit each category, each institution is typified by one or two of the types. 

Christian colleges enroll students who fit each categor>'. Nonetheless, they are less likely 

than secular institutions to enroll a high number of Hedonists and Status Strivers, groups 

that place more emphasis on materialism and self-fUlfillment. The social fabric of 

Christian colleges is likely to reinforce Leaders, Scholars, Social Activists, and Artists, 

but not Hedonists or Status Strivers. Students who do not wish to encounter social 

altitudes that support hedonism or materialism may be more interested in attending a 

Christian college where students are less likely to esteem those values. Evidence of this 

comes from Baylis (1997). whose Report on the 1996 CCCU First-year Entering Students 

reflects the administration of the CIRP on CCCU campuses. In this report, Baylis 

indicates that 3% of incoming first-year students at CCCU institutions in 1996 reported 

smoking cigarettcs during the past year, while 18% reported drinking beer and 22% 
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reported drinking wine or liquor. Among students in other four-year institutions, 12% 

reported smoking. 49% reported drinking beer, and 53% reported drinking wine or liquor. 

In addition. 8% of CCCU students believed it was okay for two people to have sex if they 

liked each other, while 38?/o of students in other four-year institutions believed it was 

okay. Clearly. CCCU students fit a different behavioral profile than students in other 

four-year institutions. Hedonists are less prevalent on CCCU campuses than on other 

four-year campuses. As to status striving among CCCU students. Baylis indicates that 

while 70% of students in four-year institutions listed "money" as a primary reason for 

attending college, only 45% of CCCU students listed "money." In addition, 72% of 

entering first-year students in four-year institutions listed "being very well off" as an 

imponant life objective, w hile 40% of CCCU students listed it. Thus, CCCU students 

appear to be less materialistic than their non-CCCU peers. CCCU students, then, are less 

likely to support hedonism and materialism than students in other four-year institutions. 

Students in the sample who were not socially satisfied were likely to leave their 

institutions. Lack of satisfaction could be attributed to several different things. First, 

students may not be satisfied socially if they believe there is disunity betvveen an 

institution's self-proclaimed vvorldview and the social behavior of students. Students 

may be very committed to a social life that reflects Christian principles, but may find that 

most students on campus do not share that commitment. This notion could be true for 

two very different types of students: students who are committed to personal piety but are 

not engaged in issues of social justice, and students who are committed to social justice 

but are not concerned with personal piety. Second, students may find campus social 
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policies to be too restrictive, and this perception may inhibit their ability to integrate 

socially. Such students may not feel proud to attend such an institution, nor do they 

enjoy being students on that campus. Finally, students may not be socially satisfied if 

they perceive that fitting in on campus involves conforming to a certain mold. Feldman 

and Newcomb (1969) talk about the influence of salient subenvironments on student 

outcomes. If students attend an institution that is large enough to support a variety of 

subenvironments, or a variety of student types, then students are more likely to find other 

students with whom they fit. The smaller an institution is in terms of its undergraduate 

enrollment, the less likely that a variety of subenvironments will e.xist. The presence of 

subenvironments may positively impact students' sense of belonging and may enhance 

their desire to persist. If there are few subenvironments, then students who do not fit the 

mold may not wish to stay. 

Clearly, student satisfaction was an important contributor to students' decisions 

about persistence. Satisfaction with religious life and academic life was meaningful, but 

satisfaction with social life was even more critical. Students who found an institution to 

be a good fit, particularly a good social fit. were 50% more likely to persist than their 

peers who did not find an institution to be a good social fit. 

Institution-level characteristics. After controlling for student-level 

characteristics, several institution-level characteristics emerged that predicted persistence 

among the students from the participating institutions. Gender was important: institutions 

w ith higher percentages of women students had lower persistence rates than their 
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counierpans with lower percentages of women students. Second, institutional size 

mattered. Institutions with higher numbers of undergraduates had higher persistence 

rates than institutions with smaller undergraduate student populations. Third, more 

e.xpensive institutions (i.e.. institutions with higher tuition costs) had higher persistence 

rates than less e.xpensive institutions. Finally, the "appadmit" variable, though not 

statistically significant at the .05 level, was a persistent effect at the .10 level. An 

analysis of these findings occurs in this section. 

The first institutional characteristics, institutional gender composition, has a 

negative relationship with persistence. Institutions in the sample that enrolled more 

women than men had lower persistence rates. It is important to note that the institutional 

variable reflecting the percentage of women students is indicative of institutional 

enrollment data, not student-level data. That is, the variable for percentage of women 

enrolled reflects institutional enrollment data for the 1997-98 academic year, not the 

actual gender breakdown of students who participated in the study. Among the fifty-five 

institutions in the study, only two schools enrolled higher percentages of men than 

women. Among the other fifty-three institutions, twenty-five enrolled at least 60% 

women, while another twenty-two enrolled between 55% and 59% women. For the 

forty-seven institutions that enrolled at least 55% women, twenty-two of them had 

institutional persistence rates that were lower than the institutional average of 83%. 

Several of these institutions had persistence rates that were considerably lower than the 

average. For example, two institutions had persistence rates of roughly 60%. while five 

institutions had persistence rates of appro.ximately 70%. The other institutions with 
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persistence rates that were lower than the average had rates that were between 1% and 

10% lower than the institutional average of 83%. 

The gender breakdown for the sample indicates that 62% of the respondents were 

women. Persistence data show that among the students who failed to persist. 60% were 

women. Thus, the gender breakdown for those students in the sample who failed to 

persist mirrors the gender breakdown for the entire sample. When looking specifically at 

the institutions with high percentages of women students (i.e., 55% or more), the 

percentage of non-persisters is slightly higher: 63% of women in those institutions failed 

to persist. 

Several interpretations are possible for the finding that institutions with higher 

percentages of women enrolled were likely to have lower persistence rates. It is 

important to note that all students, regardless of gender, were less likely to persist at 

institutions with higher percentages of women, so these interpretations reflect reasons 

that may impact both women's persistence and men's persistence. First, women at such 

institutions may be less likely to remain if they believe the lower proportion of men on 

campus is detrimental to social opportunities, particularly dating. If a campus enrolls si.\ 

women to every four men, a woman's odds of developing a dating relationship with a 

man are diminished, while a man's odds are increased. Thus, men may find such 

campuses a good place to be socially, but women may desire to attend college on a 

campus where the gender balance is more equal. Indeed. Josselson (1987) argues that the 

formation of meaningful relationships is particularly salient for college vsomen, and 

relationships with men are especially important for women. Holland and Eisenhart 
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(1990) propose that the peer cultures in colleges and universities are oriented toward 

gender relations, with differing experiences and expectations for men than women. 

Women emphasize romance and attractiveness because they beiieve their peers, both men 

and women, expect such an orientation from them. Men. in contrast, are freer to 

emphasize their academic or career-related identities because the peer culture prioritizes 

these identities for men. Thus, women focus on dating opportunities because a woman's 

romantic value is a measure of her success. Her academic goals and career prospects take 

a back seat to her romantic value, even if she enters college with a strong academic 

orientation and maintains good grades during college. 

Data from the students in the sample highlight this issue. Among the women in 

the sample, 56% reported a grade point average of 3.0 or higher, yet only 32% of women 

reported having aspirations to attend graduate or professional school. Meanwhile, forty-

seven percent of the men in the sample reported a grade point average of 3.0 or higher, 

and 36% of them reported having graduate aspirations. While men performed less well 

academically, they were more likely to have graduate aspirations. In spite of good 

grades, women may be less likely to report graduate aspirations if they believe those 

aspirations would interfere with romantic prospects or marriage potential. An 

environment with minimized opportunities for creating those romantic relationships may 

be a less appealing environment for women who prioritize romantic prospects as highly, 

or more so, than academic opportunities. 

•Another possibility why institutions with higher percentages of women were more 

likely to have lower persistence rates is the nature of gender roles on campus. Some 
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Christian colleges may ascribe to traditional gender roles that limit opportunities for 

women. Such institutions may imply, albeit subtly, that women students should not 

pursue graduate or professional study because of its potential conflict with marriage and 

family life. While some women may be attracted to such institutions because they 

ascribe to traditional gender roles, other women may balk against such roles. In fact, 

only 26% of incoming freshmen women in 1994 believed that it was best for married 

women to stay home, especially with young children (Council for Christian Colleges and 

Universities' Gender Differences Among CCCU Freshmen, 1994). They may believe 

that they can achieve their goals in a setting that encourages women to consider a varietv* 

of possibilities for their future. Such possibilities may include marriage and family, but 

may also consist of work and post-graduate study. Belenky, Clincy, Goldberger, and 

Tarule (1986), in their work regarding women's intellectual development, suggest that 

some women fianction as receivers of knowledge and are not independent thinkers. Other 

women have the confidence to think independently and are willing to break away from 

traditional ways of thinking. Such women may not want to stay at an institution that 

tolerates, e.xplicitly or implicitly, the idea that there are some work-related and school-

related prospects women should not pursue. 

Another reason why students on campuses with higher percentages of women are 

less likely to persist could be that such institutions do not have enough academic 

programs and social opportunities that appeal to men. Campuses predominated by 

women may be less oriented toward traditionally male disciplines, such as engineering 

and the sciences, so male students may decide to transfer to institutions that provide these 
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activ ities that typical male students might enjoy, such as intramural activities or science 

or engineering-oriented academic clubs. Male students may perceive the lack of salient 

academic programs and social activities as campus deficiencies and. therefore, may 

decide to leave. 

The remaining institutional characteristics, tuition cost and undergraduate 

enrollment, had positive relationships with persistence. More expensive institutions had 

higher persistence rates. This may be the case because of the financial investment 

students make to private institutions. Private institutions are typically far more expensive 

than their public counterparts. As Manski and Wise (1983) argue, students may be more 

committed to persisting if they are determined to realize the benefit of their investment in 

tuition fees at private colleges. In addition, Leslie and Brinkman (1987) propose that 

student demand, or choice, about where to attend college is affected by the money 

income of the buyer, or the student. Higher tuition rates do no inhibit persistence if a 

student's financial situation remains the same from one year to the next. Cultural capital 

and self-efficacy have an impact here. Students whose families have considerable 

financial resources are more likely to choose a private institution than their peers whose 

families are less wealthy. This financial capital often comes in tandem with cultural 

capital, which enhances a student's ability to succeed in the context of college (Bourdieu. 

1977a; Valadez, 1993). In addition, students who have cultural capital are also likely to 

have a high level of self-efficacy, or confidence in their ability to control the outcome of 

success (Bandura, 1991. 1993). Thus, more expensive institutions are likely to retain 
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more students because of the financial investment students make to attend those 

institutions, and its' associated cultural capital and self-efficacy. 

Finally, institutions with larger undergraduate enrollments had higher persistence 

rates than institutions enrolling fewer students. Research related to the impact of 

institutional size on persistence is inconclusive. While some studies found that larger 

institutions had lower persistence rates than smaller institutions (Asiin & Panos, 1969), 

other studies found just the opposite (Kamens, 1971). Still others found no relationship 

between size and persistence (Stoecker. Pascarella. & Wolfle, 1988). Most of these 

studies, however, were examining both small, liberal arts colleges and large, research 

universities. The institutions in this study are all relatively small. The smallest enrolls 

384 undergraduates, while the largest enrolls 3935 undergraduates. One potential reason 

for the higher persistence rates among larger institutions in this sample is that the smaller 

institutions are limited in what they offer. An institution with 400 students carmot 

provide as many academic or social opportunities for students. Additionally, such 

institutions are less likely to provide students with physical amenities, such as a wel-

equipped recreation center or a "place to hang" other than residence hall rooms. Larger 

institutions are likely to have better, more complete physical facilities than their smaller 

counterparts. 

Smaller institutions present students with a more psychologically manageable 

setting in which to interact academically and socially (Pascarella & Terenzini. 1991). 

While some students may find the cohesiveness and intimacy of a small campus to be 

very appealing, others may find it claustraphobic and may wish for more diverse 
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academic and social opportunities. Feldman and Newcomb (1969). as previously 

mentioned, discuss the importance of salient subenvironments for students. Students on a 

smaller campus are less likely to find a variety of subenvironments. both social and 

academic, than if they enrolled in a larger institution. Thus, it may be tougher for 

students to feel connected to campus if they do fit the dominant mold of students on 

campus. 

Conversely, larger institutions in the sample are not so large as to inhibit social 

involvement, nor so small that they do not support a variety of subenvironments. 

Evidence suggests that large institutions, schools enrolling at least 5.000 students, have 

an inhibiting influence on social involvement (Astin. 1977; Pascarella, 1984; Stoecker & 

Pascarella, 1988), and lack of social integration contributes to students" decisions to leave 

an institution. None of the participating institutions are too large to have this inhibiting 

influence on social involvement. Nonetheless, the larger institutions are not so small that 

the student populations are homogeneous. The larger campuses are more likely to 

support multiple subenvironments, so students there are more likely to feel that they fit in 

with at least one part of the larger campus community. 

One puzzling finding, having to do with the impact of selectivity, emerged from 

this study. The variable "appadmit," which represented the percentage of applicants 

admitted at each institution, had a positive relationship with persistence. That is, the 

higher the percentage of applicants admitted, or the lower an institution's selectivity, the 

higher an institution's persistence rate. The data were checked and rechecked to make 

sure they were accurate. Several combinations of institutional variables were entered into 
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the model to ascertain the impact of this variable, and the effect of the "appadmit" 

variable persisted. The effect of the variable was not significant at the .05 level, but it 

was significant at the .10 level. 

It is counterintuitive, as well as counter to evidence from research, to assert that 

less selective institutions have higher persistence rates (Anderson. 1984; Astin. 1975; 

McClelland. 1990; Stoecker, Pascarella. & Wolfle, 1988. Yet the finding of this study 

suggests that at the . 10 level, less selective institutions had higher persistence rates. A 

review of the institutions involved in the study might help explain this finding. Perhaps 

some of the most selective institutions in the CCCU did not participate in this study, 

which may have skewed this result. Another possible e.xplanation is that these 

institutions, as private schools, are dependent on the tuition stream as a source of 

revenue. If students fail to persist, institutional revenue is decreased. Retaining students, 

then, is good for business, so some institutions may do what it takes to retain students. 

Yet another possibility is that these institutions, as Christian colleges, are characterized 

by an ethos of care and community. Faculty and students may be attracted to such 

institutions because of the opportunities to build relationships with students, and these 

relationships may be important reasons for students to stay, even if students are not 

academically strong. Finally, perhaps this finding represents a random effect. In-depth 

analysis of this finding will not take place here. Rather, future studies may e.vplore the 

possible e.xplanations for this unexpected finding. 

In sum. when student-level characteristics were held constant, several institution-

level characteristics were important in e.xplaining variation in persistence. Institutions 
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with high percentages of women students had lower persistence rates than institutions 

with lower enrollments of women. Larger institutions and more expensive institutions 

were more likely to have high persistence rates than the institutions with opposite 

characteristics. Thus, several institution-level variables played a critical role in 

e.xplaining variation in persistence. 
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Summary- of How the Theoretical Frameworks Help with Interpretation of Results 

Throughout the analysis of the findings, the theoretical frameworks have been 

used to make meaning. The first framework, retention theory, has an obvious connection 

to the findings. Tinto's Student Integration Model (1975) asserts that students who are 

socially and academically integrated into a campus are more likely to be committed to 

that institution and, subsequently, to remain enrolled. This notion has been reinforced in 

the analysis. Student satisfaction, or integration, was critical in explaining variation in 

persistence among the students in the sample. In addition, other student-level variables 

that had an indirect impact on integration were discussed in light of Tinto's Model. Such 

variables include off campus employment and residence on campus. These variables, 

which indicate whether students had the opportunity to be involved on campus, were 

shown to have an impact on persistence: working off campus was negatively connected 

to persistence, while living on campus was positively connected to persistence. 

The second framework, cultural capital and self-efficacy, also played an important 

role in interpreting the findings. First, cultural capital described how students with 

financial resources are likely to have cultural capital, or the knowledge and skills to 

succeed in a collegiate setting. This cultural capital has implications for why students 

who live on campus were more likely to persist: students who can afford to live on 

campus are likely to come from families with a relatively high level of financial 

resources. In addition, cultural capital helped explain why institutions that are more 

expensive were more likely to retain students from one year to the next. More expensive 

institutions are likely to attract a wealthier student population, and cultural capital is 
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likely to accompany these students. In addition, students with cultural capital are likely 

to possess self-efficacy, or confidence that they control the outcome of persisting. Both 

cultural capital and self-efficacy, then, help to explain why certain factors impact 

persistence. 

The third framework, theories of constructed environments, assisted in the 

interpretation of student satisfaction. The students who completed the survey were asked 

their opinions about campus life. Their responses reflect their perceptions of the social, 

academic, and religious aspects of campus life. As Strange (1996) notes, students who 

are more satisfied with campus life are less likely to leave, and students' perceptions 

reflect their satisfaction. The results indicated that satisfaction did indeed matter, so 

theories of constructed environments provided a basis for understanding why. 

The fourth framework, the Retention Assessment Model (Woodard, Mallory, & 

DeLuca. 1999), will be utilized in the ne.Kt section. Implications of the findings, as well 

as recommendations, will be presented with an eye toward what institutions can do to 

facilitate high levels of persistence. The Retention Assessment Model provides a 

practical tool for institutions to assess retention efforts on campus. 
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Implications and Recommendations 

One question remains: why do these findings matter? These findings matter 

because they have implications for how CCCU institutions can shape institutional 

environments in a way that promotes persistence. In addition, the findings matter 

because of what they contribute to research on persistence, regardless of the type of 

institution studied. Implications and recommendations for CCCU institutions, as well as 

for all institutions interested in learning more about the persistence puzzle, are presented 

in this section. 

Implications and Recommendations for CCCU institutions 

This chapter has identified and analyzed the student-level variables and 

institution-level variables that impacted persistence among students in the sample. To 

reiterate, students who worked off campus were less likely to persist, while students who 

lived on campus were more likely to persist. Freshmen were less likely to persist than 

sophomores or juniors, and students who aspired to attend graduate school were more 

likely to persist. Finally, students who were academically, religiously, and socially 

satisfied were more likely to persist than dissatisfied students were. Among institution-

level variables, tuition cost and institutional size were positively associated with 

persistence, while percentage of women students was negatively associated with 

persistence. 
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The Retention Assessment Model (Woodard, Mallory, & DeLuca. 1999) can be 

used as a way to think about an institution's role in promoting positive student outcomes. 

The model provides a framework for understanding how institutions can shape 

institutional environments in ways that enhance student outcomes, such as student 

satisfaction. These student outcomes can, in turn, positively impact persistence. It is 

critical, then, to understand how academic good practices and student services good 

practices can be adopted to improve students' experiences and. perhaps, their likelihood 

of persisting. 

Implications of the influence of background characteristics. How can these 

good practices counteract the student-level characteristics that inhibit persistence in the 

sample? The first variable to address is student level. Students who were freshmen at the 

time they took the SSI were more likely, as a group, to leave the institution than their 

older peers. Institutions that wish to address lower freshman persistence might encourage 

staff and faculty to build relationships with freshman students. One of the academic good 

practices is to recognize that the early years of study are critical to a student's success. 

That is, it is during a student's freshman year that his sense of connection to the campus 

is developed. If a student does not feel welcome, or does not believe he can succeed 

either academically or socially, he is likely to leave the institution. Faculty and staff can 

play an important role by sharing the responsibility for that student's success. Woodard, 

Mallory. and DeLuca (1999) propose that retention is not the domain simply of student 

affairs staff, but of faculty and other staff members as well. 
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Students who aspire to attend graduate school were more likely to persist than 

their peers without those aspirations. Both student services good practices and academic 

good practices promote the idea of setting high expectations for students. Tliat is. faculty 

and staff should encourage all students to reach their potential. This is much easier to do 

on a small campus because the atmosphere is conducive to interaction between faculty, 

staff, and students. When those relationships are built, it is imperative that faculty and 

staff mentors plant seeds in students related to what those students could do with their 

lives. Students who lack the confidence to pursue graduate or professional school, or 

who may have never considered the possibility, would benetlt from high expectations as 

communicated by a respected elder. Students may be more compelled to remain enrolled 

if they see undergraduate education as a critical step along the road to graduate or 

professional school. 

Students who lived on campus were more likely to persist than their peers who 

lived off campus. Students who live on campus are more likely to be involved in campus 

activities because such activities are right out their door. While it is not necessary that 

CCCU institutions build more residence halls to accommodate all students, it is crucial 

that they provide avenues for students living off campus to become integrated into the 

community. Both academic and student services good practices promote the creating of 

supportive and inclusive communities, and this principle applies to off campus students. 

It is hard for them to feel supported and included if they are not around to participate in 

activities geared toward an on campus population. Faculty and staff, then, should strive 

to accommodate such students by planning activities that are designed to reach off 
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campus students. One such form of outreach could involve creating a social partnership 

between residence hall students and off campus students. This partnership could bring 

students together who normally see one another only in class. Activities could take place 

either on campus or off campus, and the purpose would be to promote social interaction 

between those who leave campus after class and those who head to the residence halls. 

Another form of outreach would involve out-of-class interaction with faculty. Students 

who live off campus could benefit from the opportunity to build informal connections 

w ith a faculty member or with some other staff person who takes a special interest in 

them. A formal mentoring program could facilitate such interaction. 

While students who lived on campus were more likely to persist, students who 

lived off campus were less likely to persist. Working off campus inhibits a student's 

opportunities for campus involvement. Even if students work off campus part-time, they 

are away from the social networks on campus and are not as likely to integrate into 

campus life. One way campuses could address this problem is to provide a diverse array 

of job opportunities on campus. Students may feel less compelled to work off campus if 

they are able to access meaningful work on campus. While research is not an optimal 

priority on CCCU campuses, many professors conduct studies and could benefit from the 

assistance of undergraduates. Such an opportunity is one of the academic good practices 

that contribute to positive student outcomes. 

Some students must work off campus because they need to do everything they can 

to afford the cost of attending a private institution. If institutions adopt the mandate to 
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build supportive and inclusive communities, then students who work off campus will still 

have opportunities for involvement on campus that fit with their work schedules. 

Another student characteristic that inhibited persistence was choice. A student 

who was attending an institution that was neither her first or second choice was less 

likely to persist than her peers. Students who are not excited to attend an institution in 

the first place are not likely to do all they can to integrate into that institution. Their level 

of commitment to that institution is low to begin with, so leaving is not a great loss to that 

student. It is difficult for institutions to do anything about this. Nonetheless, institutions 

must seek to engage such students in active learning through providing synthesizing 

experiences, building supportive and inclusive communities, and more. Academic good 

practices and student services good practices provide the framework for creating an 

institutional environment that e.xceeds the student's expectations. 

[mplications of the influence of student satisfaction. Student satisfaction had a 

positive impact on persistence, particularly social satisfaction. Academic good practices 

and student services good practices indicate that students who encounter the integration 

of education and experience, live in supportive and inclusive communities, and 

experience high expectations are more likely to e.xperience positive outcomes. CCCU 

institutions have a rich opportunity to create an institutional environment that promotes 

such positive outcomes, especially social, academic, and religious integration. Some 

institutions do well in this regard by creating seamless educational environments that 

promote learning in all venues on campus. CCCU institutions have a more centralized 

impact on integration because of their small size. Larger institutions are less able to exert 



156 

influence on the experiences of students. Thus, CCCU students are well positioned to 

promote integration. 

Academic satisfaction. The evidence of this study suggests that students who are 

satisfied with the quality of instruction, knowledge of faculty, content of courses, 

instruction in the major field, opportunity for intellectual growth, commitment to 

academic excellence, and academic advising are likely to persist. CCCU institutions can 

influence these academic qualities by doing several things. First, they can recruit faculty 

members who are knowledgeable in their field, capable of teaching well, and have the 

potential to advise well. Second, they can insure that students are well informed about 

their opportunities to pursue scholarships for graduate study. Many foundations provide 

graduate scholarships for smdy in a variety of fields. The best students at CCCU 

institutions can compete well for these scholarships and should be encouraged to try. 

Third, institutions could create collaborative partnerships between faculty and student 

affairs staff that would enable students to see cormections between what they leam in 

class and how they live outside of it. A hallmark of CCCU institutions is the integration 

of faith and learning; this integration can happen in traditional academic settings as well 

as in other domains of campus life, from student leadership activities to social activism to 

casual conversations between faculty and students at lunch. Academic integration, then, 

can be influenced in a variety of ways. 

Religious satisfaction. The research also indicates that students are more likely to 

persist if they believe their understanding of God, opportunities for ministry, spiritual 

growth, ability to process faith-related issues, and sense of religious "fit" are being 
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enhanced on a particular campus. CCCU institutions can also exert influence on religious 

integration. First, institutions can continually reevaluate efforts to integrate faith and 

learning. If devotion to God is a preeminent characteristic of CCCU institutions, it 

follows that this devotion translates into every sphere of campus life, including 

academics. Second, schools can create an atmosphere that allows spiritual questioning. 

Spiritual growth often occurs when individuals are able to ask questions rather than 

ingesting religious doctrine uncritically. Third, institutions can provide relevant 

opportunities for students to participate in ministry. Creative thinking can open up 

ministry opportunities beyond what is typical (i.e.. working in a soup kitchen for a day), 

and students may begin to think differently about what Christian ministry' looks like. 

Social satisfaction. In terms of social integration, the research indicates that 

students who feel a sense of belonging, enjoy being a student on their campus, are proud 

of their campus, and believe students are made to feel welcome on their campus are more 

likely to persist. Again, there are ways for CCCU institutions to enhance social 

integration. First, institutions can create programs that help students to feel welcome 

from the moment they set foot on campus. For example, institutions can create 

mentoring opportunities for faculty members, staff members, and older students on 

campus. These institutional relationships can have one-on-one relationships with 

incoming freshmen and can help these new students adjust to campus life. While all new 

students are likely to have some trepidation when they begin college, underrepresented 

students might experience a unique set of fears. Mentoring may be especially important 

for these students. Second, institutions can empower student leaders to create unique 
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events that enhance students' sense of pride in the campus. Arts festivals, intramural 

contests, concerts, and special residence hall programs, all led by students, could be ways 

to enhance campus pride. Finally, faculty members and staff members can seek out 

students who do not seem to fit as well as others. Such students may be reluctant to 

become involved on campus, but at minimum they should be encouraged often to get 

involved. 

Implications of the influence of institutional characteristics. Among 

institutional characteristics that explain variation in persistence, institutional size was 

positively connected to persistence. What can smaller institutions do to promote 

persistence? Smaller schools must be much more deliberate than their larger counterparts 

in providing academic and social opportunities for their students. Because small schools 

have less to offer in terms of academic programs and social opportunities, they must 

compensate by offering something unique to students. One possibilit\' is for small 

institutions to build networks with larger institutions in the area. If students have access 

to larger libraries and could take classes that are not offered at their home institution, they 

may be grateful for the opportunity they have to customize their e.xperiences. Another 

possibility is for small institutions to promote study abroad partnerships for their 

students. Students may believe that studying abroad supplements what is missing from 

their home campus. 

More costly institutions had higher persistence rates than less selective and less 

costly institutions. Should less e.xpensive institutions raise their tuition rates to increase 

persistence? While incremental increases may be acceptable and even advisable, large 
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increases may counteract an institution's mission. Increasing tuition may lead to higher 

persistence rates because students who can afford the cost are more committed to 

realizing the benefits of their financial investment. However, it would be shameful to 

preclude lower income and nontraditional students from reaping the benefits available by 

attending a Christian college. As communities that purport to reflect Christ's kingdom, 

cutting out poor students or students of color would be hypocritical and would potentially 

contradict an institution's mission. 

Finally, institutions with higher enrollments of women were likely to have lower 

persistence rates. CCCU institutions have a gender imbalance. Only a few eru-oll more 

men than women, while most enroll considerably more women than men. This 

imbalance is something CCCU institutions can counteract. These schools can do more to 

encourage men to apply and can decide what type of balance is optimal. Increasing the 

number of men on these campuses is likely to encourage women to persist and to build a 

better social community on campus. Perhaps institutions that currently eru-oll high 

percentages of women can build academic and social programs that are more likely to 

attract men. Engineering, for example, is an academic major that typically enrolls high 

percentages of men (Baum. 1989; Seymour, 1995). yet very few CCCU institutions offer 

engineering as an undergraduate major. In addition, institutions could offer ROTC 

opportunities for both men and women; men in particular may find this option appealing 

enough to enroll. Also, institutions may wish to improve opportunities for men to 

participate in intercollegiate and intramural sports on campus. Such measures may serve 

to attract more men to CCCU campuses. 
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Implications and Recommendations for Persistence Research 

This study was unique in several ways. First, it focused on Christian colleges. 

Second, it used students' perceptions of their satisfaction with campus life as an indicator 

of integration. Third, it used a multi-level statistical model to understand persistence. 

.All three of these characteristics have implications for research. 

Studying Christian colleges provides a counterbalance to studies done on large, 

research universities or small, secular liberal arts institutions. Christian colleges form an 

important segment within higher education, and as more and more parents and students 

look for alternatives to institutions they believe will subvert a Christian worldview. 

Christian colleges will grow as an attractive option. Thus, it is important to look at the 

factors that impact persistence at Christian colleges. 

Using student satisfaction as an indicator of integration is a fruitful possibility for 

other institutional leaders who use the SSI. Many campuses have implemented the SSI as 

a means of understanding how satisfied students are with various facets of campus life, 

and how important certain aspects of campus life are to them. Because the SSI 

satisfaction questions reflect how integrated students are into campus life, they can be 

identified as indicators of integration and. subsequently, can be used as predictors of 

persistence. In particular, social satisfaction, or satisfaction with campus climate, was 

important in predicting persistence at CCCU institutions. This finding is unusual because 

it reflects students' sense of belonging on campus. Typical measures of social 

satisfaction, or integration, look at student involvement as the barometer. This study 

identified the impact of students* perceptions of their fit on campus, an intangible 



161 

measure, rather than a tangible measure, such as the number of activities in which they 

were involved. Student perception of social fit. then, has potential as a factor that might 

influence persistence. Ultimately, the use of student satisfaction questions can lead to a 

better understanding of student persistence, and to institutional initiatives that seek to 

enhance student satisfaction. 

Finally, using a multilevel statistical model is a departure from most studies of 

persistence. But such a model is very valuable in terms of its ability to identify both 

student-level and institution-level factors that influence persistence. Thus one can assess 

the student-level factors that impact persistence for students at all institutions, yet also 

identify- institutional characteristics that enhance or inhibit persistence. 

Several recommendations may be offered concerning the nature of persistence 

research in higher education. First, both Christian colleges and secular colleges would 

benefit from conducting longitudinal studies of their students. Such studies help 

institutions understand who their students are and what impacts their decisions about 

enrollment. Tracing students from the time they enter an institution until the time they 

leave will yield important information for institutions investigating student persistence. 

This information can be used to shape institutional policies in a way that is likely to 

enhance persistence. The SSI was a good first step for CCCU institutions in terms of 

collecting student-level data, and the SSI is likely to be most beneficial if students are 

tracked during their entire tenure at an institution. 

Another recommendation is that institutions ought to understand the differences 

between men and women students. These differences may indeed have implications for 
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persistence, particularly if institutional programs are not designed to meet different needs. 

While all students should share the same opportunities, institutional leaders need to 

recognize that men and women might interpret these opportunities differently and, 

subsequently, might not take advantage of them in the same way. If women at a given 

institution are less likely to aspire to graduate school, for example, institutions must look 

internally to see what messages are being conveyed to women students about their fliture 

prospects. An environment that discourages women from pursuing postgraduate study is 

not doing what it should to provide opportunities for both men and women. 

Institutions ought to consider their placement rates for students and the 

implications of these rates for persistence. What types of post-graduate opportunities are 

available for students? If institutions are positioning themselves close to the marketplace, 

for example, there ought to be workplace opportunities for graduates of those institutions. 

If institutions are providing students with the skills and encouragement to consider 

pursuing a graduate or professional degree, students are more likely to consider such a 

path after graduating. Such institutions can market themselves as cutting edge, relevant 

schools that increase students' chances of postgraduate success. Schools with a proven 

track record will attract more applicants because these students see the tangible benefits 

of graduating with a degree from such schools. Schools that do poorly in terms of 

placement will lose students along the way because they may find better opportunities 

elsewhere. 
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Conclusion 

The purpose of this chapter was to make meaning out of the study results and to 

convey the relevance of the findings for CCCU institutions and for other four-year 

institutions. The Retention Assessment Model (Woodard, Mallory, & DeLuca, 1999) 

was used as a framework to understand what institutions can do specifically to enhance 

positive student outcomes. This chapter also provided practical solutions for institutions 

seeking to address student-level factors and institution-level factors that impacted 

persistence for this sample. Ultimately, then, this chapter serves as the practical capstone 

for this study. It is hoped that this chapter, as the culmination of this research project, is 

useful for institutional leaders at Christian colleges who wish to create optimal 

environments for student success. 



Appendix A; Member Institutions of the Council for Christian Colleges and 
Universities and Enrollments: 1997-98 (N=9S) 

Institution Undergraduate Total Enrollment 
Enrollment 

Abilene Christian University 3840 4438 
Anderson University 1919 2155 
Asbury College 1225 1225 
Azusa Pacific University 2594 5068 
Bartlesville Wesleyan University 570 570 
Belhaven College 1217 1317 
Bethel College, IN 1297 1380 
Bethel College, KS 610 610 
Bethel College. N-fN' 2319 2540 
Biola University 2153 3257 
Bluffton College 886 911 
Bryan College 457 457 
California Baptist University 1668 2002 
Calvin College 3935 3977 
Campbell University 2231 3359 
Campbellsville University 1189 1245 
Cedarville College 2550 2550 
College of the Ozarks 1563 1563 
Colorado Christian University 1642 1826 
Cornerstone College 1160 1160 
Covenant College 884 945 
Dallas Baptist University 2695 3493 
Dordt College 1283 1283 
East Texas Baptist University 1245 1268 
Eastern College 1701 2453 
Eastern Mennonite University 987 1199 
Eastern Nazarene College 1349 1494 
Erskine College 468 468 
Evangel University 1595 1595 
Fresno Pacific University 653 1540 
Geneva College 1763 1956 
George Fox University 1601 2169 
Gordon College 1348 1375 
Goshen College 822 822 
Grace College 765 800 
Grand Canyon University 1789 2245 
Greenville College 939 939 
Hope International University 751 926 
1 loiighton College 1411 1411 



Institution Undergraduate 
Enrollment 

Total Enrollment 

Huntington College 736 780 
Indiana Weslevan University 4288 6008 
John Brown University 1273 1351 
Judson College 972 972 
Kentucky Christian College 506 506 
King College 516 516 
King's University College 518 518 
LeToumeau University 1756 2079 
Lee University 2827 2870 
Lipscomb University 2433 2532 
Malone College 1981 2207 
Master's College 913 1194 
Messiah College 2595 2595 
MidAmerica Nazarene University 1207 1378 
Milligan College 823 892 
Montreat College 943 994 
Mount Vemon Nazarene College 1720 1796 
North Park University 1528 1950 
Northwest Christian College 384 438 
Northwest College 858 858 
Northwest Nazarene College 1050 1708 
Northwestern College (lA) 1140 1140 
Northwestern College (MN) 1631 1631 
Nyack College 1107 1409 
Oklahoma Baptist University 1807 1837 
Oklahoma Christian University 1660 1690 
Olivet Nazarene University 1874 2285 
Oral Roberts University 3229 3966 
Palm Beach Atlantic College 1629 1932 
Point Loma Nazarene University 2014 2345 
Redeemer College 464 464 
Roberts Wesleyan College 1108 1386 
Seattle Pacitlc University 2610 3321 
Simpson College 949 1242 
Southern Nazarene University 1643 1941 
Southern Wesleyan University 1265 1337 
Southwest Baptist University 2606 3384 
Spring Arbor College 2226 2242 
Sterling College 456 456 
Tabor College 481 481 
Taylor University 1864 1864 
Trcvccca Nazarene University 1001 1468 



Institution Undersraduate Total Enrollment 
Enrollment 

Trinity Christian College 591 591 
Trinity International University 764 2491 
Trinity Western University 2003 2725 
Union University 1779 1953 
University of Sioux Fails 845 979 
Vanguard University 1185 1307 
Warner Pacific College 585 594 
Warner Southern College 646 646 
Western Baptist College 640 640 
Westmont College 1256 1256 
Wheaton College 2276 2680 
Whitworth College 1798 2043 
William Tyndale College 615 615 
Williams Baptist College 708 708 
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Appendix B: Student Satisfaction Inventory- Statements Indicative of Academic. 
Social, and Religious Integration/Satisfaction 

Academic Integration 
3. Faculty care about me as an individual. 
6. My academic advisor is approachable. 
8. The content of courses within my major is valuable. 
14. My academic advisor is concerned about my success as an individual. 
16. The instruction in my major field is excellent. 
19. My academic advisor helps me set goals to work toward. 
25. Faculty are fair and unbiased in their treatment of individual students. 
33. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about requirements in my major. 
34. I am able to register for classes I need with few conflicts. 
35. The assessment and course placement procedures are reasonable. 
39. I am able to e.xperience intellectual growth here. 
41. There is a commitment to academic excellence on this campus. 
44. Academic support services adequately meet the needs of students. 
47. Faculty provide timely feedback about student progress in a course. 
53. Faculty take into consideration student differences as they teach a course. 
58. The quality of instruction I receive in most of my classes is e.xcellent. 
61. Adjunct faculty are competent as classroom instructors. 
65. Faculty are usually available after class and during office hours. 
68. Nearly all of the faculty are knowledgeable in their field. 
69. There is a good variety of courses provided on this campus. 

Social Integration 
1. Most students feel a sense of belonging here. 
24. The intercollegiate athletic programs contribute to a strong sense of school spirit. 
29. It is an enjoyable experience to be a student on this campus. 
30. Residence hall staff are concerned about me as an individual. 
31. Males and females have equal opportunities to participate in intercollegiate athletics. 
37. 1 feel a sense of pride about my campus. 
42. There are a sufficient number of weekend activities for students. 
45. Students are made to feel welcome on this campus. 
46. I can easily get involved in campus organizations. 
52. The student center is a comfortable place for students to spend their leisure time. 
56. The student handbook provides helpful information about campus life. 
59. This institutions shows concern for students as individuals. 
60. I generally know what's happening on campus. 
64. New student orientation services help students adjust to college. 
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Religious Integration 
73. Being on this campus is contributing to my spiritual growth. 
74. My understanding of God is being strengthened by classroom and/or campus 
e.Kperiences. 
75. Faculty, administrators, and/or staff are helpful to me in processing issues related to 
my faith. 
76. Males and females are treated with equal respect on this campus. 
77. This campus provides adequate opportunities for involvement in ministrj'. 
78. Given where I am spiritually right now, this campus is a good "fit" for me. 

SSI statements not included in the factor analysis 
2. The campus staff are caring and helpful. 
4. Admissions staff are kxiowledgeable. 
5. Financial aid counselors are helpful. 
7. The campus is safe and secure for all students. 
9. A variety of intramural activities are offered. 
10. Administrators are approachable to students. 
11. Billing policies are reasonable. 
12. Financial aid awards are amiounced to students in time to be helpful in college 
planning. 
13. Library staff are helpful and approachable. 
15. The staff in the health services area are competent. 
17. .Adequate financial aid is available for most students. 
18. Library resources and services are adequate. 
20. The business office is open during hours which are convenient for most students. 
21. The amount of student parking on campus is adequate. 
22. Counseling staff care about students as individuals. 
23. Living conditions in the residence halls are comfortable (adequate space, lighting, 
heat, air conditioning, telephones, etc.). 
26. Computer labs are adequate and accessible. 
27. The personnel involved in registration are helpful. 
28. Parking lots are well-lighted and secure 
32. Tutoring ser\ ices are readily available. 
36. Security staff respond quickly in emergencies. 
38. There is an adequate selection of food available in the cafeteria. 
40. Residence hall regulations are reasonable. 
43. .A.dmissions counselors respond to prospective students' unique needs and requests. 
48. Admissions counselors accurately portray the campus in their recruiting practices. 
49. There are adequate services to help me decide upon a career. 
50. Class change (drop/add) policies are reasonable. 
5 1. This institution has a good reputation within the community. 
54. Bookstore staff are helpful. 
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55. Major requirements are clear and reasonable. 
57. I seldom get the "run-around" when seeking information on this campus. 
62. There is a strong commitment to racial harmony on this campus. 
63. Student disciplinary procedures are fair. 
66. Tuition paid is a worthwhile investment. 
67. Freedom of e.xpression is protected on this campus. 
70. Graduate teaching assistants are competent as classroom instructors. 
71. Channels for expressing student complaints are readily available. 
72. On the whole, the campus is well-maintained. 
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L.f*r.f« .t îr .nu iscn^n^eic 
M. .v.clc.Ti. .U"^. r X . <r*.jr*cd .Ci'uC m » .wv. 

r^s. a '1 ^ . -..-rr-c'U ^ s<».sl!v:nt 

cte:<r*<r?<rttt /"* •v*' 3np' 

clckr.crcr cicicra: <t<r 
C"G:!G:<r<r<ti CjC^gtrCTl 

t 
M. .V .tlv 

.» ... • «v N'r 
.1 •; iftf Wcuujtc 

• • f ~v C" 'Wc -ct *. . » .r : 
' » »xt Junn^ AniwH tf: ,• •iv.'... 

ClCifTcKTS 
cic.Tcrcr<r CG:'<; crgg r-t 't-f -t<*i 

- oooc: z z::-[ *\£*19 "M tor itAHS M f»M1 «*•€* 10 5 2 4 5 6 



1 7 1  

\I\ I, M I ' f fion 
rrol J V jif jbl</oof ;>229 

I - not iraportaat at atl. 
Importance to me 

Z - not very tmpartaat 
J • iamc«hal iiainp«j 

4 - neutral 

-1. -J, a/v 

• 005 CTS! 
• 

••o ̂  ® CS X d c 
-CD CD CT o: a: O O 
• c: cr o) s • x <25 o 
• ocDccocT a:o 
• c^cEcscscrso 
• 

• c C2 a: "2 35 cu c 
^ 

••O C23 (35 CD ® d O 
pocsa!(sa5(rc| 
• O CE <35 O (3) CE.Oj 
• O® ® CDCXCDO 
•OCS05OCDCDOI 
• O CD CT CI5 35 CT G" 
• I • 
• 0353533:^0 
»0 CE 35 cr 3: 35 O-
• O CD 35 O 35 35 O-

• OCDCD'3535 3JO 
• ocscDCDcrcio 
• OCDCDCrCDdO 
• 

•O <15 CX CE ® CE O 
•C 35 CJ5 CD 3: CD O 
»0 GJ 35 CD CT CD <3: 
»0 'X 3r "S <3 <K^ 
• O <T5 O CD 35 CD c:5 
• 0<35CD35'Xd<^-
• OC35''XX<D<^ 
• o«* 
»C CD*^ X CD CD 
-O <25 CD 35 X 35 <3: 
•O 35 35 35 35 35 CT' 
»0 <Z5 35 'X 3: 'X 3: 

neutral • •• 
dsAcd - 3 

The axr.ount ot ituiient parking space on ..-arr.pus is adet^uate. 
Counselmg itajf .-are about students is individuals. 
Living coniltt;cns in Oie residence tulls are .-otntortable (adequate ipacs. Iigntina. 
heat, air conditioning, telephones, etc.). , • 
The imercalle^-.ate athletic pfograms concnbute to a strong sense of ichocl spir.t. 

Facultv are fair ar.d unbiased m their «atnient or" individual students. 
Computer labs are adequate and accessible 
The personnel ;nvolved m registration are helpful. 
Parking lots are *ell-iighted and secure. 

0 <x<x 35 X x<x 65 
OCD'XXX xcr 6A 
0 <35 X X X XX 

^ ^ f b A  
0 35 'X X X X C fi-} 
0  CD X  X  X X X  7«) 
0 X 'X X X XX' 7l 
•3 X X D X X X '-

- x r X X 7 \ 

• M • 

ccTCircDc: 
c 3:3:3: ci: 
ccr 3:0:5: c<x^<x<x 

It IS an enjovible «per.encs to be a student on this campus. 
Residence hall staif are concem«<J about tne as an individual. . 
Males and females have equal opportunities » parttcipate in intercollegiate athletics. 
Tutor.ng services are reaoily available. 

C:<X<X<Z(X' 
^„<r CD <25 CD: 

^ ' 
5<r<i:c25C2:< 

My academic advisor is knowledgeable about requirements in my major, 
i am able to register for classes I need with few con/Jicts. 
The assessment and course placement procedures are reasonable. 
Sec-arty staiT respond quicUy in emergencies. 

5CI5<X Ci5 <E 35 < 
n caj 

e'cEOJcscrsc::! 
tjj 
o'er <15 (X croc?; 

iT'OCUGDCEOC 
icrcxocrcr; 

I feel a sense of prde about my campus. 
There is an adequate selection of focrf available in the cate'.er.a. 
I am able to ejjperence intellectual growth here. 
Residence hall regulations are teasonable. 

Thete is a commitment to academic excellence on this campus. 
Tliere are a sufficient number of weekend actaviues for studeois. 
Admissions counselon respond to prospective snideoa' unique needs and lequests. 
Academic support services adequately meet the needs of students. 

E(£^CSa5^| 
T®;<S<B<E<II 

SSCS<X5dC£{ 
d O d CXf 

Students are made to feel welcome on this campus. 
I can sasilv get involved in campus organizations. 
Facaltv provide umely feedback about student progress in a course. 
Admissions counselors accurately portray the campus m their tecfumng practices. 

There are adequate services to help me decidc upon a career. 
Class change (d/op/add) policies are reasonable. 
This institution has a good teputation within the community. 
Tfw student center is a com/bitatote place for soidenu to spend iheir .eisuie ame-

eci:<3>cscD<x; 
C-CE-OSOCDOf '=?a5'a5CD0 3:i 

iCE<X<SCD>'~ 
<.£•'' slir « 

:®.crcsci5d£ 
^ ^ * 'dJCJlOCDdj 

Faculty take into consideration student differences as they teach a course. 
Bookstore sta^ are helpful. 
Major tequirements are clear and reaunable. 
The itudent handbook provides helpful information about campus lite. 

- i  ^crCECDCICEj 
S'(I><I3<25CD<i:< 
ecc<35<35<r<l£ 
e<rci5<25<roj 

I seldom get the "run-around" when seeking information on (his campus. 
The quality of mMraciion I receive m most of my classes is excellent. 
TTjis institution shows concern for students as individuals. 
I generally know »hji'. happening on campus. 

G:'o (X <x 3:3 j 
c<r<3:®<xol 

11 • ^D <.^ •A' % 
OCT CVCDCL^l 

••Vdjunct tjcultv are ."ompctcnt as classroom instractors 
There is a .trcng commitment to racial harmony on (hu campus 
Student Ji'Ciplinor;' procedurcv are fair. 
Ne-* >tudcnt ircmjtion <crvici:-> help students adjust to collcge 

cS3:<i5CD<r3:c 
ScDCDCSCTXt 
ScD<35cs<r3:5 
SocxcDcrXj 
Ih 

FiCuIiv jrc jMjjI.'v jvjiUblc after cla.\s and Jurinj; olHce hours. 
Tijiti«;n paid i ••irTh'^hilc invcNtmcnt. 
Frccdwm -if j*?fC*«M»jn >•» prolcwtcd on campu->. 
Ncjrl. all >' Sc !j<.'ji(v iro liniiv»lcU(;ca(!le :n ihcif liclj 
Tht-rc J 'd 'ur-cty <il >.imrN«.". pr>i»idcd in ihi'* campu-" 
Graduate v.n.nin^ i^mnmik^ arc vimipctcnc a.n .U'oroiim ln^lruc!uf^ 
ChaO'icN :i'r .lu.lcni ^iiinplamc* are readily avaiUhle 
On the •"••Ic. ;nc caitip'ii n '•cM maintained. 
SiU'lcni ii.ti' i'.;> (CO if: P'H i"**! iv: 

C CE "3! (3: <3: CD 
C<rcD35cr 3 
OCT CD CE CD 5 

(T 35 CD 

(TfCD'cr <X <X 'I 
cc:3:<x<r3 
^•'35 <2: 'X 'X cr 
C3:<X'XXXI2 
'"O'D'X'r X 3 



172 

\6ur irutitutiun may choose to provide you with additional questions on a separate sheet. The section ^ 
beluw numbered 74 • 83 is provided as a response area for those additional questions. Continue on to — 
Uern 84 when you have completed this scction. ~ 
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I rx>l 

"223" 

G®®®®®0 
c®®®®®o 
o ® ® ® ® ®,® 
o ® ® ® ® ®'o 
'O ® ® ® ® ® ;(Z 
O® ® ® 
O ® ® ® ®'® sS 
CD ® ® ® ®® |(S 
O ® ® ® ® ®'o 

How important were cach of the foUo«*iog factors in your 
decision to enrtiU her«? 

90. Cost 
91. Financial jid 
92. Academic repuution 
93. Size of institution 

OppoRunity lo play sports 
Reconunenduions from family/fnends 
Geographic setting 
Campus appearance 
^rsonalizM attention prior to enrollment 

94. 
95. 
96. 
97. 
98. 

Choose the ans response that best applies lo you and darken the corresponding oval for each of the 
questions below. 

So fjr. how has your cullcsc cxpcricnce 
mei your etpectaiiuAS? 

• .Nfuch Aopjc rhjn t evpcwicd 
f Quite a bit (hurt ( 
J 'AiifNC :hjn I ctpcvtcU 
• Ah*.ut *hji I c*pcv.tcvl 
• Better th.in I 
• J fKtJcr th.in I 
• ftcffcr 'h.ifi I etpvxfc-.l 

UHl. Rjie yoMr overall satisfaction with 
your cxpcncfict here thus far. 

C Not uiisfied at all 
I. Not vcfv utisfieti 
>' Somcwnat Ji^>4fi>t^ctj 
* Ncuinl 
1 Somcwhjc -ijii>ncU 
* SaiiNitcU 
* Very >utiNi1cU 

lOl. Ail in jI!. if you had «i to 'io 
again, would you enroll h<re.* 
"X. 
t Prcbjbl/ .net 
) 
•. I Jen f 
1 MjvNrycN 
% Pr-jn-hl;# »c-» 

COSTISUE TO THE SEXT PACE 



Choose the qos response that best dcscribcs 
102. Ccndcr: 

' Female 
' Sine 

103. Age: 
13 and under 

»• 19 to 24 
> 25 to 34 
* 35 to 44 
y 45 and over 

104. Ethnicity/Racc: 
r Afncan-Ainericaa 
V American Indian or Alaskan Native 
>•' Asian or Pacific blander 
i Caucasian/Whice 
£ Hispanic 
£ Other 
r Prefer not to respond 

105. Current Enrailmcnt Status: 
Day 

*. Evening 
t Weekend 

106. Current Class Load: 
X Full-dme ' 
-X Part-iiffle 

you and darken the correspondinf oval for each of the items bela^. 
109. Educational Coal: 

Associate degree ^ , 
Bachelor's d^ree 
Master's degree 
Doctorate or professional dcfree 
Cettification (initial or renevnal) 
&lf-improvement/pieasure 
Job-related training 
Other 

-t 
X 
X 
X 
cc 
cr 
JC 

107. Class Level: 
vT Freshman 
'X Sophomore 
T iunior 
•X Senior 
X Special Student 
X Graduate/nofessiooal 
X Other 

108. Current CPA: 
No credits earned 
1.99 cr below 
2.0 - 2.49 
2.5 - 2.99 
3.0 - 3.49 
3 5 or above 

tlO. Employment: 
Full-time off campus 
Pact-ume off campus 

<X' Full-time on campus 
X Part-time on campus 
•1 Not employed 

111. Current Residence: 
Si Residence hall 

Fraternity / Sorority 
Own house 
Rent room or apantnent oif campus 
Parent's home 
Other 

113. Residence Classiflcaiioa: 
CC (n-state 
X Out-of-tute 
•X International (not U.S. citizen) 

113. Disabilities: 
Mysical disability cr a diagnosed learning disability? 

X No 

t 
Z 
r 
f 

•C 

114. When I entered this institution, it was my: 
X tst choice 
X 2nd choice 
'X 3rd choice or lower 

Yuur Social Security Number is requested for research 
purposes and Will Bot appear oa asjr tvpoct. 

Social Security Number; 
Write ycur Social Secuhiy 
number in the nine spaces of 
the box provided. 
Completely darken the 
ctXTCsponding oval. 

CD CD ^ ^ CX 
GD ® <25 (D ® QD ® ^ 
(Z(S<S<S>A(3D(X<S<X 
GD® ® ® ® ® ̂  
CD ® ® ® OD ® OD ̂  ® QC 
C C  ®  ®  ®  O D ®  ̂  

IIS- Major: 
Fill in major code 
from list provided 
by your institution. 

rarer® 
t£(X>CD<r rX(X(3)(Z c£(2)<X<Z 
tX<S<X)X 
'£<X'XX 
<C d/'-X-X 
kCDCTT 
'CX'CX 

j H<4 Item requested by your instilulien: 

Thank you Tur (akini; the lime (w cunipictc this intenlitry. 
Please do not fold. 

^oMoUo^gMtgooogoooBooo 1052456 
••«••• *9 met I '« <1 1 A 
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Annendix P: Means. Standard Peviafions. and Descriptions of Variables from 

VARIABLE MEAN SD Min. Ma.\. Descriotion 
(Variable Names) 

Student Level Variables (N=174I3) 
OemoaraDhic Characteristics 

Gender .60 .49 .00 1.00 (FEMALE=1) 
Race .15 .36 .00 1.00 (NONWHITE=l) 

Academic Characteristics 
Current GPA 

No credits earned .16 .37 .00 1.00 (GRADE1 = 1) 
1.99 or below .01 .11 .00 1.00 (GRADE2=1) 
2.0-2.49 .07 .26 .00 1.00 (GRADE3=1) 
2.5-2.99 .19 .39 .00 1.00 (GILADE4=I) 
3.0-3.49 .29 .45 .00 1.00 (GRADE5=1) 
3.5 or above .27 .44 .00 1.00 (GRADE6=1) 

Graduate school aspirations .32 .47 .00 1.00 (GRADASPR=1) 

Emnlovment Status 
Full-time off campus .05 .21 .00 1.00 (FTOFF=l) 
Part-time off campus .26 .44 .00 1.00 (PTOFF=l) 
Full-time on campus .04 .20 .00 1.00 (FTON=r) 
Part-time on campus .32 .47 .00 1.00 (PTON=l) 
Employed, either FT or PT .67 .47 .00 1.00 (WORX=l) 

Current Residence 
Live on campus .71 .45 .00 1.00 (DORM=l) 

Class level 
Freshman .32 .47 .00 1.00 (FRESH=I) 
Sophomore .24 .43 .00 1.00 (SOPH=l) 
Junior 22 .42 .00 1.00 (JUNIOR=l) 
Senior .21 .41 .00 1.00 (SENlOR=l) 

Institutional commitment 
Initial commitment 

Institution was 1" choice .72 .45 .00 1.00 (CHOICEl = l) 
Institution was 2""' choice .19 .40 .00 1.00 (CHOICE2=I) 
Institution was 3"' choice .08 .27 .00 1.00 (CHOICE3=l) 

Satisfaction 
Factor lA .00 .85 -4.05 3.23 (FACTOR 1A=0) 
Factor 2R .00 .91 -5.31 2.69 (FACTOR2R=0) 
Factor 38 .00 .85 -4.22 3.21 (FACTOR3S=0) 
Factor 4A .00 .93 -4.06 2.19 (FACT04A=0) 
Factor 5A .00 .82 -5.01 2.61 (FACTOR5A=0) 
Factor 6A .00 .76 -3.98 3.43 (FACTOR6A=0) 
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APPENDIX E: Means. Standard Deviations, and Descriptions of Variables for 
Original Institution-level Sample 

VARIABLE MEAN SD Min. Max. Description 
(Variable names) 

Student Composition 
% of women students 

% of minoricv students 

Institution Level Variables (N=77) 

58.27 5.86 4.78 

10.39 7.79 I 

Housing status 
% of students living on campus 58.74 

Selectivity 
% of applicants admitted 

freshmen in lop 10% 

80.81 

25.62 

% faculty with terminal degrees 65.32 

Peterson's selectivitv' measure 2.92 

Structural characteristics 
Cost of attendance 15348.18 

Tuition 10843.04 

Undergraduate enrollment 1477.87 

Number of librarv-volumes 137353.73 

16.3 20 

I « 1 o tO 

13.21 3 

13.46 25 

.7 I 

2913.31 8182 

2410.42 5260 

754.31 457 

93157.71 54000 

40 (WOMEN=<'/o of 
women students) 

3 (MINORITY=% 
nonwhite student) 

94.87 (PCTDORM=<'/o 
of students living 
on campus) 

100 (APPADMIT=% 
ofapps admitted) 

85 (FrNTOPlG=% 
freshmen from 
top 10% of high 
school graduating 
class) 

89 (FACTERM=% 
of faculty with 
terminal degrees) 

4 (SELECT= 
measure of 
Selectivity) 

24046 (COST=tuition ^ 
living expenses) 

17486 (TUITION=cost 
of tuition 

3935 (UGENROLL= 
number of PTEs) 

643000 (LlBVOL= 
number of bound 
volumes) 
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