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Abstract
Since Summerskill’s study on college attrition forty years 

ago, the interest in this topic has never waned. This study was 
particularly interested in the relationship of race to retention.  
Various theoretical frames of references have been proposed: 
Price’s organization theory, Durkheim’s Suicide, and Marx’s 
Alienation have been used to guide empirical studies. These 
theories have developed into the concepts of student equilibrium 
and student change.  Critiques of these approaches are provided.  
It is proposed that Alienation, one of the aspects of student 
change, is an important theoretical reference to use in exploring 
first-year retention.  Factors affecting retention were examined by 
using both binary and multinomial logistic regression to analyze 
the heterogeneous student population who did not return their 
second year. Findings suggest that race is related to retention but 
not in the anticipated way. Also, support was found for including 
a measure for Alienation to explain retention, as it was one of the 
most significant variables in the models.  

Introduction
Since Summerskill’s 1964 study on student attrition over 40 

years ago, interest in the topic has remained strong. The interest 
in the study of student retention and attrition has been shaped 
by two prevalent philosophical thoughts of social sciences in the 
1960s, functional theory and capitalism. The basic tenet of the 
functional theory from sociology suggests that society maintains 
its equilibrium when the functional importance of each job 
matches the compensation and skills required for that position 
(Parsons, 1964). The economic theory of capitalism requires open 
competition for a position, and the applicant with the most talent 
and skill fills the position. 

Functional theory serves capitalism well because the idea of 
equilibrium incorporates the capitalistic principle of maximum 
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profit. Equilibrium is an abstract concept that refers 
to a more or less dynamic process in which society is 
constantly adjusting itself to seek the best-qualified 
person to fill the vacant—or sometimes replace 
the already occupied—position. This open process 
exemplifies the basic value of democracy America 
has espoused for many years.  

The decision to enroll in and to obtain a 
degree from an institution of higher education 
was explained by functional theory and 
capitalism. Functional importance and difficulties 
of the positions determine the rewards.  In an 
industrialized society, one’s formal education 
and level of training determine whether one will 
move to a more difficult position and obtain more 
rewards. Education, especially higher education, 
becomes functional in bringing about success since 
education prepares the talents for a society.  Access 
to higher education has become an intriguing area 
of study in the fields of sociology, higher education, 
psychology, political science, and economics. 
Students enroll and persist in enrollment as part of 
an equilibrium to achieve an economic reward. All 
these fields believe in the process of achievement in 
a democratic society.

Attempts to promote mobility through higher 
education have also gained support in Congress 
and federal government. Understanding and 
achieving equal opportunity has become an 
essential twofold goal for the U.S. policy of higher 
education.  It is not enough to grant access to every 
student, regardless of race and gender. One must 
go further and demonstrate that the performance 
and achievement of students by race is equal. This 
prepares students for an equal opportunity for 
the rewards of the education.  Retention rates and 
financial aid statistics reported in the IPEDS are 
used to demonstrate institutional performance and 
accountability by the federal government (http://
www.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/
reports/pre-pub-report.pdf ). 

Regional accreditation institutions are also 
very interested in student success in college. 
Currently, the University of Minnesota Duluth (UM 
Duluth) is under a 10-year review by the Higher 
Learning Commission, and this paper reports on 

research that is part of the evaluation effort.  For the 
purposes of federal funding, the higher education 
community cannot simply present the figures to the 
lay board or external accreditation agencies; it must 
also provide a context for those numbers in order 
to make such figures relevant. The main purpose of 
this research is to ascertain whether minorities and 
whites have similar retention rates after first-year 
entry in college. In order to achieve this purpose, it 
looks at the factors that affect first-year retention. Is 
the withdrawal pool homogenous after considering 
personal and academic characteristics? 

In addition to the many factors that might 
influence a student’s first year of school, including 
race, this research also proposes that the student’s 
sense of alienation has a major affect on retention, 
and that the equality of retention must be viewed 
while considering alienation. The following 
develops the concept of alienation as part of the 
frame of reference to the current considerations. It 
then analyzes retention with the use of a measure of 
alienation and considers the results in terms of their 
equality. 

Theoretical Frame of Reference
A profuse amount of literature on retention 

and graduation rates exists in the field of higher 
education. As noted above, approaches meant 
to understand enrollment and retention have 
attempted to link student retention to a broader 
social theory. These approaches are built on 
the premise that students enroll because it is a 
functional way to improve their rewards. This 
enrollment then can either be viewed as a normal 
next step of growth in a balanced equilibrium 
or as a change in the student role.  There is the 
equilibrium view, and there are the two perspectives 
that represent the change view: the malintegration 
approach and the alienation approach.

The Equilibrium View

The first, the equilibrium view, holds that 
enrollment occurs in the equilibrium of student and 
environment and was typified by Bean’s study of 
retention (1980). Under the banner of organization 
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theory, the student dropout model in a college is 
a functional decision similar to staff turnover in an 
organization, and there are analogous objective and 
subjective measures for each model. For instance, 
the objective measures of academic performance, 
such as grade-point average (GPA), are analogous 
to pay in an organization. The subjective measures 
in the student dropout model, such as perceived 
quality of the institution, can be compared to the 
reputation of the company in the staff turnover 
model. These measures and satisfaction with various 
student needs will affect student (and employee) 
satisfaction, ultimately affecting the probability 
of withdrawal. The special feature of this theory is 
that the influence of  “pay,” from the staff turnover 
model, is measured by objective and subjective 
surrogates in the student dropout model including 
GPA, development of ability, and institutional 
quality. These are surrogates of potential earning 
power, practical value, and usefulness of one’s 
education to secure employment (Bean, 1980).

However, this analogy presents difficulty 
because while everyone has an opportunity to 
negotiate higher pay with a company, very few 
students are in a position to successfully bargain for 
a higher grade with a professor.  More importantly, 
the philosophical foundation that a student is 
treated as an employee, not a consumer, weakens 
the analysis of such an approach for many.

The Malintegration View

The second view understands retention within 
a change process. The malintegration approach 
is an analogy that models van Gennep’s The Rites 
of Passage (1909/1960) and French sociologist 
Durkheim’s Suicide (1897/1951). The Rites of Passage 
comprises three stages: separation, transition, and 
incorporation. In this model, a student’s move from 
high school to college resembles the movement 
from youth to adulthood in a primitive society.  As 
applied by Tinto (1987), the individual leaves his or 
her old community (separation), moves to a new 
setting (transition), and seeks to integrate into that 
new setting (incorporation). 

Malintegration is defined, therefore, as the lack 
of a fit for the student in the new culture of higher 

education. The analogy of Durkheim’s Suicide 
(1897/1951) is the outcome after transition, and it 
occurs in the final stage—incorporation—when 
malintegration can exist and can lead to one of the 
four types of “suicide” identified by Durkheim. The 
altruistic suicide seen in hara-kiri is analogous to the 
decisions of the 1960–70s “dropouts” from colleges 
during the Vietnam War period. Those students 
dropped out to make a statement against the 
establishment (i.e., their personal sacrifice would 
ultimately benefit society). The anomic suicide is 
analogous to student focus on self-interest with 
a limited concern for the college. The rules of the 
environment and society become attenuated, 
and the role of the individual leads to short-term 
satisfaction of personal wants and interests. This 
also occurred during the Vietnam War period, 
when campuses were forced to close because 
students sought a self-focus rather than a concern 
for the larger needs of society. The fatalistic suicide 
compares to some of the student withdrawal during 
that time as well, because this group of students not 
only saw the campus rules as too restrictive but also 
did not perceive how they could improve conditions 
in the future. Finally, the egoistic suicide represents 
the situation where the student withdraws 
because he or she fails to integrate into the college 
community, so the community provides no support 
or personal reward to the enrolled student. 

While the altruistic-suicide type of withdrawal 
and the anomic-suicide type of withdrawal were 
symptoms of 1970s student unrest, the fatalistic-
suicide type of withdrawal was so rare that Tinto 
(1987) cited no example. Thus, only the egoistic-
suicide type of withdrawal has remained to be a 
significant analogy with student withdrawal. The 
concept of malintegration, because of the failure to 
integrate resulting in a type of egotistic suicide, has 
become the major focus in retention study in the 
past 30 years. 

Students who are well-integrated into social and 
academic life within the institution are more likely 
to graduate than those who are less integrated 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1987). Active 
and engaged learning has become the strategy 
to improve the likelihood of student retention. An 
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inconsistency arose, however, when Tinto (1987) 
attempted to mesh Durkheim’s Suicide (1897/1951) 
and van Gennep’s The Rites of Passage (1909/1960) 
as a model for studying retention rates in American 
higher education. Anticipatory socialization of 
students in high school, which prepares them 
to integrate with the campus culture, is typically 
regarded as one of the best preparations for 
successful college work. Tinto insisted that during 
the first stage between a high school career and 
a college career—separation—a student is often 
required to disassociate himself or herself from 
family, local high schools, and local area residences 
not just physically, but also in terms of values 
and norms (Tinto, 1993).  In doing this, Tinto 
encountered a problem conceptually. It is likely that 
from a student’s view this separation is typified by 
tolerating and interlocking the new and different 
values of college life, as opposed to rejecting them, 
and that after the separation, student goals and 
values correlate more closely with the new and 
different higher education’s values and goals than 
the values and goals of his previous situation. 

This suggests that Tinto’s analysis of student 
departure is an excellent illustration of the 
process, but that his analogy needs modification. 
Tinto’s interpretation of Durkheim’s integration 
and van Gennep’s separation, transition, and 
incorporation creates an inconsistency that greatly 
limits his analogy of student departure. If Tinto’s 
interpretation of van Gennep’s theory is correct, 
then one has to reject the value of youth in order 
to reach adulthood. If this is true, then anticipatory 
socialization ceases to exist since it is prior to 
separation, and integration will become almost 
impossible.  Of even more concern is that Tinto’s 
readers may be led to believe that integration on 
campus is morally superior to the traditional values 
and ties of families.

The Alienation View

The third approach to retention identified 
above is that of alienation. This is also an approach 
of change where the student changes from a high 
school environment into a college environment. 
The meaning of alienation is twofold, according 

to Nisbet (1966). First, it means man feels 
estrangement from others, work, and even self. 
The second definition places emphasis on society 
because of its remoteness, its meaningless form, 
and its impersonal complexity. Marx’s concept 
of alienation embraces both meanings. For him, 
the essence of alienation lies in the fact that man 
estranges himself from his labor because his work is 
not voluntary but imposed upon him by the tyranny 
of capitalism. Since capitalism has transformed itself 
in the 20th century, the Marx tradition has had to 
adapt to the new economy. One example of that 
adaptation is the Frankfurt School, which escaped 
the Nazis by coming to the United States in order 
to extend the Marx tradition. It advanced a new 
critical theory on mass culture and authority, seeing 
both as related to the estrangement and, hence, 
alienation of people in modern society (Griswold, 
1994). Alienation is more than simply the failure to 
become integrated or actively involved in a culture 
of higher education. It involves an active aspect 
of feeling that one does not belong, and it also 
involves a negative perception of the environment 
and a belief that the environment is wielding some 
inappropriate power. Alienation is more than a 
secondary aspect of malintegration and equilibrium 
because estrangement is dominant and pervasive: 
estrangement from others, work, and even from self 
(Nisbet, 1966). 

A Brief Review of Alienation and 
Retention
Alienation 

Oftentimes, when a student feels alienated, he 
or she withdraws from the college environment 
(Girves & Wemmerus, 1988). Loo and Rolison 
(1986) raised alienation as a retention issue in 
a study of minority student experiences on a 
predominately Caucasian campus.  In addressing 
the failure to provide equal access to minority 
students at the University of California, Loo and 
Rolison cited alienation as a major problem facing 
minority students on campus.  Their theoretical 
framework on alienation paralleled Marx’s concept 
of alienation, stating that college attrition was a 
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direct consequence of alienation, which manifested 
itself through students’ feelings of estrangement 
and dissatisfaction with their academic and social 
environments. The study concluded that alienation 
was indeed a major factor affecting minority 
retention. 

Social alienation of disabled students from 
faculty members and students alike inhibits their 
academic success and satisfaction (Wiseman, 
Emry, & Morgan, 1988). A follow-up study of 
undergraduate student attrition at Indiana 
University found that alienation, openness, and 
college adjustment are all important predictors 
of persistence among Caucasian and minority 
freshmen (Bennett & Okinaka, 1989). Tutoring 
another student created a strong sense of 
belonging among Hispanic-American students 
and helped retention rates for that minority group 
(Hurtado & Carter, 1997). 

In studies by Berg and Ferber (1983), as well 
as Loo and Rolison (1986), women and minority 
students are more inclined to feel alienated. The 
finding was supported in Hoi’s (1983) research that 
found alienation and attrition to be closely related 
for African-American students. Native-American 
students on a predominantly Caucasian-American 
campus have experienced social isolation and 
powerlessness, which has resulted in a lower level 
of student satisfaction and a lower retention rate 
(Taylor, 2000). Hispanic-American students’ sense 
of alienation, which consequently resulted in 
withdrawal (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Nora, 1987), 
was strongly influenced by perception of a hostile 
climate. Issues of seniors who withdrew before 
graduating included dissatisfaction with academic 
counseling, quality of education, and feelings 
of alienation (Mohr, Eiche, & Sedlacek, 1998). 
Controlling for background variables, a sense of 
belonging was found to be related to intention to 
persist (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000).

External Factors 

Alienation is a reasonable theoretical frame of 
reference by which one can understand student 
retention in higher education. However, it is clear 
that other factors have also considerably influenced 

retention rates. A review of scholarly literature 
highlights many of these factors, and it is important 
to recognize these factors in order to understand 
the true impact alienation may have on student 
retention. These factors tend to fall into one of 
two categories: external factors or characteristics 
associated with academic performance. Alienation 
seems to be the nexus between the two categories. 

Exogenous, or outside, factors, including race, 
gender, socio-economic level, and housing option, 
are all included in the external category. These 
characteristics of individuals make much of their 
impact before an institution of higher education has 
any direct influence on a student. These exogenous 
factors have a significant impact on student 
retention rates.  They are also sometimes called 
“factors of academic performance,” because they 
are often highly associated with college academic 
performance (Lotkowski, Robbins, & Noethe, 2004). 

Race and gender. Many studies have examined 
the impact of race and gender on higher education. 
For example, according to a study conducted by 
Allen in 1997, both minority status and gender 
exerted influence upon retention. The same study 
found that being a female would enhance the 
retention for both minority and European-American 
students. Additionally, gender and race are identified 
as being associated with educational attainment 
(Adelman, 1999; Cabrera, Burkum, & La Nasa, 2003).

Socio-economic level. Socio-economic level is 
often measured by the need for financial aid. In 
turn, financial aid status is a factor typically related 
to retention status—especially among minority 
students (Mallette & Cabrera, 1991). Financial 
difficulties are major factors that not only impact 
students’ decisions to enroll in college, but also 
influence the type of college in which they enroll. 
Hispanic-American students are particularly prone 
to make decisions based on economic standing 
because they often have family responsibilities 
that European-American teenagers do not have 
(Rumberger, 1983). Hmong minority students also 
shoulder major family financial burdens when they 
attend college (Thao, 1999).

Housing option. Additionally, an influence on 
student retention is whether or not a student lives 
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on campus. Astin (1975) estimated that having 
freshmen live in a dormitory instead of in alternative 
housing options would increase retention rates by 
10%. Bean (1980) found that housing had a direct 
impact on retention. Finally, a third study concluded 
that living on campus would improve the odds 
of second year retention for freshmen (Herzog, 
2005). While this factor does not happen prior to 
enrollment, it is external to the academic process. 

Academic Characteristics

While external factors like the ones listed 
above shed some light on retention rates, they 
cannot tell the entire story. Other variables that 
influence higher education retention are related 
to academics. The relevant variables included in 
this study are GPA, the Academic Admission Index, 
tutored status, and the perceptions of a supportive 
campus environment, the level of academic 
challenge, and the amount of “active learning” 
that occurs in an institution. These factors are all 
associated with success in college, and such success 
(or failure) is often linked to retention. 

College GPA. A common measure for student 
retention among both male and female students 
is a measure of college academic performance—
college GPA. Interestingly however, the role of 
GPA has been mixed. For example, academic 
performance was found to be related to retention 
rates only for male students (Bean, 1980). Similar 
findings appeared for full-time students, whose GPA 
substantially influenced retention, but not for part-
time students (Stratton, O’Toole, & Wetzel, 2007). 
The increase of the first-semester GPA was found 
to be correlated with retention among incoming 
freshmen (Murtaugh, Burns, & Schuster, 1999).

Academic Admission Index. The Academic 
Admission Index is a measure of academic ability 
available to the university before a student enters a 
post-secondary institution. Like GPA, the Academic 
Admission Index is also a factor related to student 
retention rates in college. Yet, unlike GPA, which 
measures student academic performance in 
college, the Academic Admission Index measures 
preparation for academic success. This pre-college 
index has been a key variable in determining student 

retention, where the higher the Academic Admission 
Index, the more likely it is that a student will continue 
to enroll at an institution (Astin, 1975; Tinto, 1987).

Tutored status. Tutoring programs, which have 
received special attention in educational settings 
where minority students need the most support, 
also seem to affect student retention rates. 
Using a multiple regression model, Longuevan 
and Shoemaker (1991) found that students who 
participated in a tutorial assistance program 
earned higher grades than the predictive model 
anticipated.  Similar results were obtained when 
a study that controlled for motivation found that 
tutored students performed better at the end of 
the semester than non-tutored students (Landrum 
& Chastain, 1998).  A second finding in that same 
study found that male students sought tutoring 
services more frequently than females. The effect 
of tutoring includes peer mentoring, and having 
a peer-mentoring experience is generally highly 
correlated with improvement of interpersonal skills 
and self-perception (Rice & Brown, 1990). Students 
in these mentoring programs have a higher level 
of academic performance and experience higher 
retention rates (Campbell & Campbell, 1997).

Supportive campus environment. Yet a fourth 
variable often associated with retention is the 
perception of a supportive college atmosphere. 
Astin and Scherrei (1980) suggested that one’s 
college environment influences retention.  Learning 
and cognitive development are consequences of 
that environment (Pascarella, 1985). An encouraging 
and accommodating collegiate atmosphere is often 
greatly associated with success in higher education. 
As noted earlier, the institutional environment 
has been identified as a possible source of social 
integration and student withdrawal process (Berger 
& Braxton, 1998). According to the concepts of 
Marx, a supportive campus environment would be 
inversely related to alienation. For him, forced labor 
under capitalism in a factory that lacks a supportive 
environment would result in alienation. At the same 
time, it is important to note that an unsupportive 
environment is only part of alienation as it was 
defined above. Alienation also includes perceptions 
of a lack of similarity and belonging.
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Level of academic challenge. While an institution 
must help a student’s pursuit of knowledge, 
communication of high expectations and rigorous 
course work are also essential gradients of 
principles of an effective undergraduate education 
(Chickering & Gamson, 1999). These principles, 
measured in the scale of academic challenge, 
were found to be significantly related to student 
persistence and effective learning (Ryan, 2005). 

Active learning. Chickering and Gamson (1999) 
identified active learning as another major principle 
for student success. The “active” or “cooperative” 
learning process is an umbrella concept; that is, 
it refers to models of education where the onus 
of learning is placed mainly on the learners, not 
the teachers (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). For Tinto, 
the lack of cooperative learning is a major factor 
in the student departure process (Tinto, 1997). 
Similarly, Braxton, Milem, and Sullivan (2000) found 
that active learning influences student retention. 
According to Marx, the relationship between 
retention and active learning could be interpreted 
as positive because active learning is a form of 
voluntary engagement and should be inversely 
related to alienation. He saw forced labor under 
capitalism as a the major source of alienation.

 
Data Sources and Methodology

This study was conducted in order to 
understand the impact the factors above have 
on the retention rates of our school (UM Duluth). 
The methodology looked at the contribution of 
Alienation to the explanation of retention when one 
also considered the other primary factors related to 
retention. The database consisted of 462 students 
that participated in the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE, 2005). This survey was used to 
develop the measures for support and engagement 
in a challenging academic environment and also 
the measure of Alienation. These 462 students were 
matched to the National Student Clearinghouse 
records in order to identify those students who 
dropped out and those who transferred to 
the University of Minnesota (UM) Twin Cities. 
Transferring to UM Twin Cities was used as a specific 
outcome category since there is a traditional 

concept that our institution is a means to enter that 
institution. 

The sample of students was those enrolled as 
freshmen in 2004–05, and the outcome measure 
was obtained based on their status in Fall 2005. An 
over-representative sample of minority students 
was taken in the institutional sample in order to 
obtain more stable estimates for this group.

The logistic regression coefficients indicate a 
change in the predicted log odds of the dependent 
variable for a one-unit change in the independent 
variable. A positive weight indicates more of the 
independent variable makes the event outcome 
more likely and the reference outcome less 
likely. The Wald statistic for a two-tailed test of 
logistic coefficient was used to produce p value 
for test of significance, as Kleinbaum and Klein 
(2002) suggested. A p < .05 was used as a level of 
significance. The overall fit of a logistic regression 
model was evaluated using G2, Cox & Snell pseudo 
R2, and Nagelkerke R2

. These three were used to 
indicate the variances explained in the logistic 
regression as no consensus has been reached in the 
literature on the single best measure (Long, 1997).

Dependent Variable: Retention

Student retention was the dependent variable 
examined in this study. Retention refers to the 
enrollment status as of Fall 2005.  When students 
were categorized into a dichotomous dependent 
variable as enrolled or non-enrolled at the UM 
Duluth, binary logistic regression was used (Dropb). 
When the non-enrolled group was further divided 
into two groups, the UM Twin Cities transfers 
and the non-enrollee group, multinomial logistic 
regression was used (Dropm).  In all regressions, 
returning to enroll at UM Duluth was the reference 
group and was coded zero (0).

The Independent Variables

Alienation-Belonging. Using the NSSE scale, 
a surveyed student indicated whether he or she 
felt alienated on campus.  A score of 1 indicated 
a strong sense of alienation, and a scale of 7 
illustrated a sense of belonging. A negative weight 
for this variable in the logistic analysis indicates 
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that those feeling alienation were more likely to 
leave as they would have a low score on Alienation-
Belonging (Sense of Alienation = 1) and a score of 
1 on the dependent variable.  The negative weight 
also indicates that those with a high score on the 
Alienation-Belonging scale (Sense of Belonging = 7) 
were more likely to return and would thus have a 
score of 0 on the dependent variable. 

Race. African-Americans, Hispanic-Americans, 
Native-Americans, and Asian-Americans were 
all grouped into the category of “Minority,” while 
Caucasian/Other were grouped as their own 
category. Sometimes in studies, Asian-Americans 
are put in a group with Caucasian/Other; however, 
at our university the retention of Asian-American 
students was found to be quite different from 
European-American students and very similar to 
other minority students. Thus, combining Asian-
Americans with other minorities helped this study 
acquire a more meaningful European-American and 
accurate analysis. The sample of Asian-American 
students comprised many Hmong students (70%), 
which is most likely atypical of other universities. 
European-American/Other was coded one (1), and 
Minority was coded zero (0). A negative weight 
means that Minority students were more likely to 
leave, and European-American/Other students were 
more likely to return. This variable was not used in 
the multinomial regression because no minority 
students went to UM Twin Cities.

Housing. The housing category indicated 
whether a student lived on campus or lived off 
campus. On-Campus was coded one (1), and Off-
Campus was coded zero (0). A negative weight 
means that those living on campus were more 
likely to return. This measure was not used in 
the multinomial regression since no Off-Campus 
students transferred to UM Twin Cities. 

Tutored status. In order to gauge Tutored Status, 
an item from NSSE was used to indicate whether 
or not a student participated in a tutoring program 
designed to help students’ academic performance. 
This was scaled from Never = 0 to Very Often = 3. 
A negative weight means that students receiving 
more tutoring were more likely to return. 

Cumulative GPA. Academic performance and 
success were measured as the two-semester 
cumulative GPA obtained from university records. 
A negative weight means that students with higher 
grades were more likely to return.

Financial aid. Financial Aid indicated whether 
or not a student received any kind of financial aid 
from loans, grants, scholarships, or work study. This 
was also obtained from university records. Those 
receiving financial aid were coded one (1), and 
those not receiving financial aid were coded zero 
(0). A negative weight means that those receiving 
financial aid were more likely to return. 

Academic Admission Index. The Academic 
Admission Index is the one used by UM Duluth in 
the admissions process to gauge college academic 
readiness. This is typically computed as high school 
rank percentile, but the Index can be computed 
from ACT scores in lieu of high school rank 
information if high school rank information is not 
available. If ACT composite scores are used, they 
are first multiplied by three in order to make these 
scores comparable to high school rank. For instance, 
a composite of 22 (computed to be comparable to 
a high school percentile rank of 66) is the minimum 
admission threshold. A negative weight for this 
measure in a logistic regression equation means 
that if all other factors were equivalent, those with a 
higher Academic Admission Index were more likely 
to return.  

Collaborative learning scale. The NSSE scale for 
measuring Collaborative Learning included the 
following: “Asked questions in class or contributed 
to class discussions,” “Made a class presentation,” 
“Worked with other students on projects during 
class,” “Worked with classmates outside of class 
to prepare class assignments,” “Tutored or taught 
other students,”  “Participated in a community-
based project as part of a regular course,” and 
“Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with 
others outside of class (students, family members, 
co-workers, etc.).” A higher score means that the 
student perceived a higher level of collaborative 
learning opportunities. A negative weight means 
that a higher level of collaboration was associated 
with a higher likelihood of returning. 
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Supportive campus environment scale. The scale 
for Supportive Campus Environment included the 
following NSSE items: “Support provided by the 
campus environment to help students succeed 
academically,” “Helps a student cope with non-
academic responsibilities,” “Support meant to help 
students thrive socially,” and “The relationships 
fostered between students and faculty and between 
students and administrative personnel.” A higher 
score means that the student perceived a higher 
level of support from the campus environment. 
A negative weight means that a higher perceived 
level of support was associated with a higher 
likelihood of returning.

Level of academic challenge. The NSSE scale for 
measuring the Level of Academic Challenge in 
this study included: “Preparing for class,” “Number 
of assigned textbooks,” “Books reading,” “Number 
of written papers,” “Coursework emphasizing 
analysis of basic elements of ideas,” “Coursework 
emphasizing synthesis,” “Coursework emphasizing 
judgment about the value of information,” 
“Coursework emphasizing the application of 
theories, and “Working harder than anticipated.” 
A higher score means that the student perceived 
a higher level of academic challenge. A negative 
weight means that a higher level of academic 
challenge was associated with a higher likelihood of 
returning.

Results: Analysis of Data
The following section first discusses the results 

from the binary logistic regression for the case 
where students were identified as being in one of 
two categories: Returning (n = 345) or Not Returning 
(n = 117). Next, multinomial logistic regression was 
used for the case where the dependent measure has 
three categories: Returning (n = 345), Transferring 
to UM Twin Cities (n = 16), and Dropout (n = 101). 

This allows for the investigation of the net effect of 
each variable on overall retention in the presence 
of the other variables. In both analyses, returning 
to UM Duluth is scored 0, and not returning is 
scored 1. In other words, a negative weight in both 
results means that those who score higher on the 
independent measure are more likely to return to 
UM Duluth. A positive weight in both results means 
that those who score higher on the independent 
measure are more likely to not return but to be in 
the alternative category.1

Binary Logistic Model 

In the binary logistic model, this study found 
that the exogenous demographic variables all 
seemed to have at least some impact on retention 
rates, except for Financial Aid Status and Gender. 
Academic performance variables, including GPA 
and Supportive Campus Environment, also had 
profound impacts on retention. Other academic 
performance variables like the Level of Academic 
Challenge and Active and Collaborative Learning, 
however, did not have significant influence on 
retention. Perhaps the most useful finding of 
this study is how Alienation-Belonging affects 
retention, and while it may be alleviated by the 
host of other factors that affect retention—from 
either the demographic category or the academic 
performance category—it still has a significant, 
unique role in explaining returning to UM Duluth. 
The specific results for the binary logistic regression 
are shown in Table 1. 

Race makes a significant contribution to 
explaining returning. With the positive weight (b = 
2.03), it appears that minority students (scored 0) 
are more likely to return (scored 0) when all other 
factors are considered.  When gender was tested, 
the result showed that it did not make a significant 
unique contribution to explain returning (p < 0.05).2  

1While it is more conventional to code returning 1 and not returning 0, the use of the reference category in the multinomial logistic analysis of 
SPSS made the procedure used in the research the more convenient alternative. This did require reflecting the weights in the binary logistic 
analysis, which uses the other convention. 
2The regression model is based on the assumption of no significant interaction between gender and retention in estimating the dependent vari-
able, so one cannot be sure of gender’s impact within each minority group. A cross tabulation of retention and gender indicated that for male 
minority students, the retention rate is only 30%, but for female minority students, the retention rate is 48%. An 18% difference strongly suggests 
that there is an interaction of race and gender in the explanation of retention for minority students.
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This study also found that living in on-campus 
housing is positively associated with retention (b 
= -1.18). Students who live on campus (scored 1) 
will have greater contact with other students and 
staff and be more likely to return (scored 0).  This 
confirms the findings by Astin (1975) who found 
that for both men and women who leave home 
to attend college, the retention rates are greater if 
they live in a dormitory rather than in private rooms. 
Some studies even imply that living on campus is 
an indicator of social integration and, therefore, 
has a positive impact on retention (Herzog, 
2005).  It is also consistent to anticipate that 
dormitory experiences will lessen alienation, which 
consequently helps retention.

While the role of financial aid has been that of 
a positive impact on retention in previous studies 
(DesJardins, Ahlburg, & McCall, 1999), no differences 

in retention were found among the financial aid 
recipients and non-financial aid recipients in this 
analysis. Such findings are supported by similar 
conclusions, which indicated that neither loans 
nor grants improved retention rates (Stratton et 
al., 2007). Because the variable of financial aid 
included need-based, merit aid and grants, work-
study, and loans, the results in this study are rather 
tentative. A higher Academic Admission Index, 
measured by high school rank or ACT, was found 
to have the most statistically significant positive 
influence upon retention (b = -.042).  This finding 
is supported by previous studies. For example, 
academic performance measured by high school 
GPA at Oregon State has also been shown to have 
an impact on retention (Murtaugh et al., 1999). High 
school rank was a predictor of student retention 
among all students (Astin, 1975).3

Table 1
Binary Logistic Regression of Retention at the UM Duluth Versus Not Returning
    

Dropb	 b	 S.E.	 Wald	 Sig.	 			 

Race	 2.027	 0.875	 5.368	 0.021

Gender	 0.345	 0.360	 0.920	 0.338

Housing (on/off campus)	 -1.182	 0.460	 6.609	 0.010

Financial Aid Status	 0.206	 0.421	 0.240	 0.624

Academic Admission Index	 -0.042	 0.010	 18.553	 0.000

Alienation	 -0.351	 0.118	 8.818	 0.003

Tutored Status	 -0.560	 0.248	 5.114	 0.024

SCE (Supportive Campus Environment)	 -0.030	 0.010	 8.657	 0.003

Grade Point Average	 0.780	 0.319	 5.965	 0.015

ACL (Active and Collaborative Learning)	 0.008	 0.015	 0.322	 0.571

LAC (Level of Academic Challenge)	 -0.015	 0.015	 0.895	 0.344

Constant	 2.308	 1.431	 2.601	 0.107

Chi-square = 83.582, df = 11, p < .001

	 Cox & Snell R Square = .201 

	 Nagelkerke R Square  = .331

3 Here again, and based on what Astin found, there may be an interaction with other factors such as race.
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4 This study also examined the correlations of Alienation with other factors included. The results show that for this group of students living on 
campus (r = .473, p < .000), active learning (r = .133, p <.007), and a sense of campus support (r = .560, p < .000)—all seem to reduce the per-
ceived amount of alienation. 
5 This and other intermediate correlation results are available from the author.

Alienation-Belonging was found to have a 
significant influence on retention (b = -.351).  
Alienation (a low score on this measure) estimates 
that the student is less likely to return (scored 1) 
while Belonging (a high score on this measure) 
estimates that the student is more likely to return 
(scored 0).4

According to this study, Tutored Status (b 
= -.560) and Supportive Campus Environment 
(b = -.030) were related to retention.  Retention 
literature usually found that students are at risk 
of withdrawal when they are less involved and 
connected with college. When the college is 
supportive, the evidence is that a student performs 
better academically and thrives socially. Students 
that are being tutored would be more likely to 
see themselves as being in a supportive campus 
environment. A student who scores high in 
supportive campus environment would have less 
feeling of self-estrangement, according to Marx. 

The role of GPA seems to differ from the 
previous findings in the literature. The positive 
impacts of grades upon retention were found 
in recent studies (Herzog, 2005; Leppel, 2002).  
GPA was singled out as the most influential 
factor affecting student retention (Astin, 1975); 
it had influence on the entire sample, for both 
male and female students, as well as Caucasian 
and minority students. Based on this sample 
however, while the association between grades 
and retention was statistically significant5, higher 
grades are not a sufficient condition for students 
to continue matriculating at an institution. These 
findings indicated that GPA was associated with 
retention, but the sign of the regression weight was 
unexpectedly positive (b = .780). In other words, 
given their other characteristics, students with 
higher grades are less likely to return. This result is 
contrary to most retention studies, and the reasons 
for this paradox may lie in the fact that there has 
been the traditional belief at UM Duluth that 

some of the best academically able students also 
withdraw. One in five students with an “A” average 
withdrew in Astin’s sample (1975). The multinomial 
logistic regression provides additional information 
for interpreting this result.

Active and Collaborative Learning and Level 
of Academic Challenge were not statistically 
significantly related to retention in the binary 
logistic analysis, yet they both were related to the 
Alienation-Belonging scale in correlation.  One 
plausible explanation is that the impact of the level 
of academic challenge and degree of active learning 
on retention is mediated by alienation, and thus, 
when alienation is also part of the consideration, 
these variables do not make a significant unique 
contribution to understanding retention.

Multinomial Logistic Regression Model 

The binary logistic regression technique can 
be extended to multinomial discrete categories. 
There are three categories in the analysis: “Students 
Enrolled,” “Students Transferred to the UM Twin 
Cities,” and “Students Not-Enrolled (Dropout).”   
“Students Enrolled” is the reference category. This 
means that returning to UM Duluth is scored 0 as 
in the binary logistic analysis, and the other two 
categories are scored 1 when they are compared 
to those students who returned to UM Duluth. 
The results of the multinomial logistic regression 
analysis are shown in Table 2. 

In Table 2, the upper panel shows the results 
when comparing Dropout versus Returning, and the 
lower panel indicates the results when comparing 
transferring to UM Twin Cities relative to returning 
to UM Duluth. Variables of Race and Housing were 
excluded from the analysis because none of the 
students who transferred to UM Twin Cities were 
minority students, and none of them lived off 
campus.

The basic results from the multinomial logistic 
regression were similar to those from the binary 
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Table 2
Results from the Multinomial Logistic Regression of Returning to UM Duluth Versus 
Dropout or Transfer to UM Twin Cities

			   Std. 
Dropm	  	 b	 Error	 Wald	 Sig.
					   
Not Enrolled (Dropout)	 Intercept	 4.142	 1.260	 10.805	 0.001

	 Financial Aid Status	 0.180	 0.442	 0.166	 0.684

	 Academic Admission Index	 -0.047	 0.010	 21.119	 0.000

	 Grade Point Average	 0.480	 0.337	 2.028	 0.154

	 LAC (Level of Academic Challenge)	 -0.020	 0.017	 1.452	 0.228

	 SCE (Supportive Campus Environment)	 -0.032	 0.011	 7.995	 0.005

	 Alienation	 -0.294	 0.126	 5.469	 0.019

	 ACL (Active and Collaborative Learning)	 0.016	 0.017	 0.886	 0.347

	 Gender	 0.450	 0.396	 1.288	 0.256

	 Tutored Status	 -0.791	 0.302	 6.857	 0.009

					   

Transferred to UM  
Twin Cities	 Intercept	 -0.863	 2.022	 0.182	 0.669

	 Financial Aid Status	 0.732	 0.823	 0.791	 0.374

	 Academic Admission Index	 -0.031	 0.016	 3.756	 0.053

	 Grade Point Average	 1.531	 0.595	 6.624	 0.010

	 LAC (Academic Challenge)	 -0.010	 0.026	 0.135	 0.713

	 SCE (Supportive Campus Environment)	 -0.024	 0.019	 1.654	 0.198

	 Alienation	 -0.583	 0.216	 7.287	 0.007

	 ACL (Active and Collaborative Learning)	 0.005	 0.025	 0.037	 0.847

	 Gender	 -0.738	 0.612	 1.456	 0.228

	 Tutored Status	 -0.314	 0.380	 0.684	 0.408

					   
Chi-Square = 84.661, df = 18, p < .001	

Pseudo R-Square			 

Cox and Snell	 0.203		

Nagelkerke	 0.301		

McFadden	 0.202
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logistic regression. The Academic Admission Index 
remained a positive statistically significant explainer 
of returning. Those with higher scores were more 
likely to return to UM Duluth in both cases of 
dropping out versus returning to UM Duluth (b = 
-.047) and the alternative of enrolling in UM Twin 
Cities versus returning to UM Duluth (b = -.031) . The 
results for Alienation-Belonging were also consistent 
in that those with a greater feeling of alienation were 
less likely to return for the Dropout group (b = -.294) 
and the UM Twin Cities group (b = -.583). The role 
of GPA changed however. Its statistically significant 
weight (b = 1.531, p < .010), when considering 
those transferring to UM Twin Cities, indicates that 
students with a higher GPA were more likely to 
transfer to the UM Twin Cities (Av GPA = 3.25) than 
to re-enroll (Av GPA = 2.92) at UM Duluth. This seems 
to support the traditional wisdom noted earlier. 
Meanwhile, GPA was not statistically significant in the 
explanation of the differences between the Dropout 
group (Av GPA = 2.49) and students re-enrolled at 
UM Duluth. Indeed, the non-returning students 
seemed to be a heterogeneous group that included 
both academically high-performing students going 
to UM Twin Cities and students with lower grades 
dropping out.  Finally, the Campus Supportive 
Environment (CSE) has a statistically significant effect 
for the comparison of returning with dropping out 
with those with higher CSE scores less likely to drop 
out (b = -.032). The CSE did not make a significant 
contribution to the explanation of returning when 
considering those going to UM Twin Cities. The same 
is true for Tutored Status, where those with tutoring 
were less likely to drop out (b = -.791), but this had 
no effect on going to UM Twin Cities. 

Conclusion
Findings in this study contribute to an 

understanding of the level of connectedness 
and support a student feels. It appears that 
engagement, challenge, and a feeling of support 
are important as are academic abilities. 

Three basic conclusions are worthy of note. The 
first conclusion is on the issue of Ethnicity. Ethnicity 
does seem to have some statistically significant 
explanatory capability when used in this situation 

with this sample and these measures. The result, 
however, indicate that minority students are more 
likely to return than the European-American/Other 
students. There are many possible explanations for 
this difference ranging from personal study habits 
to institutional support programs. The limited 
sample size prevents these data from being used 
to make definitive conclusions, but further research 
is warranted. Particularly, more research is needed 
on the role of Race and how it interacts with the 
other independent measures such as Gender and 
Financial Aid. 

A second conclusion is that it may not be 
appropriate to use a binary logistic regression when 
one of the categories is heterogeneous, as in the 
case of those who did not return to UM Duluth. If 
one used only the binary logistic regression, the 
issue of GPA along with the role of the Tutored Status 
and the role of perceiving a Supportive Campus 
Environment would have been missed or masked.  

A third conclusion does seem to establish that 
Alienation-Belonging is indeed an important topic 
when considering the causes of retention rates.  This 
aspect of the students’ perception made one of the 
most consistent contributions to the explanation of 
student retention. In all cases, the more alienated 
students were more likely to leave regardless of 
whether that leave was to go to the UM Twin Cities 
or to simply not return to UM Duluth.  Those with 
a sense of Belonging were more likely to return 
to the UM Duluth. Even more interesting is that 
this unique contribution seems to exist even 
when considering the students’ perceptions of 
engagement, challenge, and support.

It would seem that the concept of alienation has 
gone beyond what is contained in the original use 
of the word. Marx saw the individual in subjection 
to capitalism, which estranges an individual from 
work, labor and, finally, himself. It is possible that 
the degree to which students see themselves in 
subjection to our institutions and estranged from 
the campus culture is a key to understanding 
retention.   It would seem to be a good idea to 
consider alienation in future research on retention 
and to look at the possibility of developing a scale 
with items related to the aspects of alienation as 
discussed in the introduction to this research. 



Page 14	 AIR Professional File, Number 116, Alienation and First-Year Student Retention

Bibliography
Adelman, C. (1999). Answers in the tool box: Academic 

intensity, attendance patterns and bachelor’s 
degree attainment. Washington, DC: National 
Center for Education Statistics.

Allen, D. (1997, May). The hunger factor in 
student retention: An analysis of motivation. 
Paper presented at the 43rd Annual Forum of 
Association of Institutional Research, Orlando, FL.

Astin, A. (1975). Preventing students from dropping 
out. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A. W., & Scherrei, R. (1980). Maximizing 
leadership effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bean, J. P. (1980). Dropouts and turnover:  The 
synthesis and test of a causal model of student 
attrition.  Research in Higher Education, 12(2), 
155–187.

Bennett, C., & Okinaka, A. M. (1989). Factors related 
to persistence among Asian, Black, Hispanic, and 
White Undergraduates at a predominantly White 
university: Comparison between first and fourth 
year cohorts. Unpublished Reports 03-31.

Berg, H. M., & Ferber, M. A. (1983). Men and women 
graduate students: Who succeeds and why? 
Journal of Higher Education, 54(6), 629–648.

Berger, J. B., & Braxton, J. M. (1998). Tinto’s 
interactionalist theory of student departure 
through theory elaboration: Examining the role 
of organizational attributes in the persistence 
process.  Research in Higher Education, 39(2), 
103–119.

Bonwell, C., & Eison, J. (1991). Active learning: 
Creating excitement in the classroom. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED340272)

Braxton, J., Milem, J. F., & Sullivan, A. (2000).  The 
influence of active learning on the college 
student departure process: Toward a revision of 
Tinto’s theory.  Journal of Higher Education, 71(5), 
569–590.

Cabrera, A., Burkum, F., & La Nasa, S. (2003, 
November). Pathways to a four-year degree: 
Determinants of degree completion among 
socio-economically disadvantaged students. 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
Association for the Study of Higher Education, 
Portland, OR.

Campbell, T. A., & Campbell, E. C. (1997). Faculty/
student mentor program: Effects on academic 
performance and retention. Research in Higher 
Education, 38(6), 727–742.

Chickering, A., & Gamson, Z. F. (1999, Winter). 
Development and adaptations of the seven 
principles for good practice in undergraduate 
education. New Directions for Teaching and 
Learning, 75–81.

DesJardins, S. L., Ahlburg, D. A., & McCall, B. P. (1999). 
An event history model of student departure. 
Economics of Education Review, 18, 375–390.

Durkheim, E. (1951). Suicide. (J. A. Spaulding & G. 
Simpson, Trans.). New York: The Free Press. 
(Original work published 1897)

Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (2000). Reducing 
intergroup bias: The common ingroup identity 
model. Philadelphia: Psychology Press.

Girves, E. J., & Wemmerus, V. (1988). Developing 
models of graduate student degree progress.  
Journal of Higher Education, 59(2), 163–189.

Griswold, W. (1994). Cultures and societies in a 
changing world. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forges 
Press.

Herzog, S. (2005). Measuring determinant of student 
return vs. dropout/stop out vs. transfer: A first-to-
second year analysis of new freshmen. Research 
in Higher Education, 46(8), 883–928.

Hoi, S. K. (1983). Alienation and attrition of Black 
college students on a predominantly White 
campus. Journal of College Student Personnel, 
24(2), 117–121. 

Hurtado, S., & Carter, D. F. (1997).  Effects of college 
and perceptions of the campus racial climate 
on Latino college students’ sense of belonging. 
Sociology of Education, 70(4), 324–345.

Kleinbaum, D. G., & Klein, M. (2002). Logistic 
regression: A self-learning text. New York: Springer.

Landrum, R. E., & Chastain, G. (1998). Demonstrating 
tutoring effectiveness within a one-semester 
course. Journal of College Student Development, 
39(5), 502–507.

Leppel, K. (2002). Similarities and differences in the 
college persistence of men and women. Review 
of Higher Education, 25(4), 433–450.



Page 15	 AIR Professional File, Number 116, Alienation and First-Year Student Retention

Long, J. S. (1997). Regression models for categorical 
and limited dependent variables: Analysis and 
interpretation. Thousands Oaks, CA: Sage.

Longuevan, C., & Shoemaker, J. (1991). Using multiple 
regression to evaluate a peer tutoring program 
for undergraduates. Irvine, CA: University of 
California, Irvine. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED341717)

Loo, C. M., & Rolison, G. (1986).  Alienation of ethnic 
minority students at a predominantly White 
university. Journal of Higher Education, 57(1), 
58–77.

Lotkowski, V. A., Robbins, S. B., & Noethe, R. J. (2004). 
The role of academic and non-academic factors 
in improving college retention: ACT policy 
report. Retrieved March 7, 2010, from ACT’s Web 
site: http://www.act.org/research/policymakers/
pdf/college_retention.pdf

Mallette, B., & Cabrera, A. (1991). Determinants of 
withdrawal behavior: An exploratory study.  
Research in Higher Education, 32(2), 179–194.

Mohr, J. J., Eiche, K. D., & Sedlacek, W. E. (1998). So 
close, yet so far: Predictors of attrition in college 
seniors. Journal of College Student Development, 
39(4), 343–354.

Murtaugh, P. A., Burns, D. L., & Schuster, J. (1999). 
Predicting the retention of university students. 
Research in Higher Education, 40(3), 351–377.

National Survey of Student Engagement. (2005). 
Exploring Different Dimensions of Student 
Engagement. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University, 
Center for Postsecondary Research.

Nisbet, R. A. (1966). The sociological tradition. New 
York: Basic Books.

Nora, A. (1987). Determinants of retention among 
Chicano college student: A structural model. 
Research in Higher Education, 26(1), 31–59.

Parsons, T. (1964).  The social system. New York: Free 
Press.

Pascarella, E. T. (1985). College environmental 
influences on learning and cognitive 
development: A critical review and synthesis. In 
J. Smart (Ed.), Handbook of theory and research 
in higher education (Vol. 1, pp. 1–61). New York: 
Agathon.

Pascarella , E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1991). How college 
affects students: Findings and insights from twenty 
years of research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Rice, M. B., & Brown, R. D. (1990).  Development 
factors associated with self-perceptions of 
mentoring competence and mentoring needs. 
Journal of College Student Development, 31, 
293–299.

Rumberger, R. (1983). Dropping out of high 
school: The influence of race, sex, and family 
background. American Education Research 
Journal, 20(2), 199–220.

Ryan, J. F. (2005, May). Big can be great: Enhancing 
undergraduate education at research-extensive 
universities. Paper presented at the 45th Annual 
Forum of the Association of Institutional 
Research, San Diego, CA.

Stratton, L., O’Toole, D. M., & Wetzel, J. N. (2007). Are 
the factors affecting behavior related to initial 
enrollment intensity for college undergraduates? 
Research in Higher Education, 48(4), 453–485.

Summerskill, J. (1964). Dropout from college. In N. 
Sanford (Ed.), College and character (pp. 188–
192). New York: John Wiley.

Taylor, J. S. (2000, April). Portrait in alienation: Native 
American students on a predominantly White 
campus.  Paper presented at the CIC Graduate 
Research Conference, Iowa City, IA.

Thao, P. (1999). Hmong education at the crossroads. 
Lanham, MD: University Press of America.

Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes 
and cures of student attrition. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press.

Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes 
and cures of student attrition (2nd ed.). Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press.

Tinto, V. (1997). Classrooms as communities: Exploring 
the educational character of student persistence. 
Journal of Higher Education, 68(6), 599–623.

van Gennep, A. (1960). The rites of passage. (M. 
Vizedom & G. Caffee, Trans.). Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. (Original work published 1909)

Wiseman, R. L., Emry, R., & Morgan, D. (1988). 
Predicting academic success for disabled 
students in higher education. Research in Higher 
Education, 28(3), 255–269.



Page 16	 AIR Professional File, Number 116, Alienation and First-Year Student Retention

The AIR Professional File—1978-2009
A list of titles for the issues printed to date follows.  Most issues are “out of 
print,” but  are available as a PDF through the AIR Web site at http://www.
airweb.org/publications.html.  Please do not contact the editor for reprints 
of previously published Professional File issues.

Organizing for Institutional Research (J.W. Ridge; 6 pp; No. 1)
Dealing with Information Systems: The Institutional Researcher’s Problems 

and Prospects (L.E. Saunders; 4 pp; No. 2)
Formula Budgeting and the Financing of Public Higher Education: Panacea 

or Nemesis for the 1980s? (F.M. Gross; 6 pp; No. 3)
Methodology and Limitations of Ohio Enrollment Projections (G.A. Kraetsch; 

8 pp; No. 4)
Conducting Data Exchange Programs (A.M. Bloom & J.A. Montgomery; 4 pp; 

No. 5)
Choosing a Computer Language for Institutional Research (D. Strenglein;  

4 pp; No. 6)
Cost Studies in Higher Education (S.R. Hample; 4 pp; No. 7)
Institutional Research and External Agency Reporting Responsibility  

(G. Davis; 4 pp; No. 8)
Coping with Curricular Change in Academe (G.S. Melchiori; 4 pp; No. 9)
Computing and Office Automation—Changing Variables (E.M. Staman;  

6 pp; No. 10)
Resource Allocation in U.K. Universities (B.J.R. Taylor; 8 pp; No. 11)
Career Development in Institutional Research (M.D. Johnson; 5 pp; No 12)
The Institutional Research Director: Professional Development and Career 

Path (W.P. Fenstemacher; 6pp; No. 13)
A Methodological Approach to Selective Cutbacks (C.A. Belanger &  

L. Tremblay; 7 pp; No. 14)
Effective Use of Models in the Decision Process: Theory Grounded in Three 

Case Studies (M. Mayo & R.E. Kallio; 8 pp; No. 15)
Triage and the Art of Institutional Research (D.M. Norris; 6 pp; No. 16)
The Use of Computational Diagrams and Nomograms in Higher Education 

(R.K. Brandenburg & W.A. Simpson; 8 pp; No. 17)
Decision Support Systems for Academic Administration (L.J. Moore & A.G. 

Greenwood; 9 pp; No. 18)
The Cost Basis for Resource Allocation for Sandwich Courses (B.J.R. Taylor;  

7 pp; No. 19)
Assessing Faculty Salary Equity (C.A. Allard; 7 pp; No. 20)
Effective Writing: Go Tell It on the Mountain (C.W. Ruggiero, C.F. Elton,  

C.J. Mullins & J.G. Smoot; 7 pp; No. 21)
Preparing for Self-Study (F.C. Johnson & M.E. Christal; 7 pp; No. 22)
Concepts of Cost and Cost Analysis for Higher Education (P.T. Brinkman  

& R.H. Allen; 8 pp; No. 23)
The Calculation and Presentation of Management Information from 

Comparative Budget Analysis (B.J.R. Taylor; 10 pp; No. 24)
The Anatomy of an Academic Program Review (R.L. Harpel; 6 pp; No. 25)
The Role of Program Review in Strategic Planning (R.J. Barak; 7 pp; No. 26)
The Adult Learner:  Four Aspects (Ed. J.A. Lucas; 7 pp; No. 27)
Building a Student Flow Model (W.A. Simpson; 7 pp; No. 28)
Evaluating Remedial Education Programs (T.H. Bers; 8 pp; No. 29)
Developing a Faculty Information System at Carnegie Mellon University 

(D.L. Gibson & C. Golden; 7 pp; No. 30)
Designing an Information Center: An Analysis of Markets and Delivery 

Systems (R. Matross; 7 pp; No. 31)
Linking Learning Style Theory with Retention Research:  The TRAILS Project 

(D.H. Kalsbeek; 7 pp; No. 32)
Data Integrity:  Why Aren’t the Data Accurate? (F.J. Gose; 7 pp; No. 33)
Electronic Mail and Networks:  New Tools for Institutional Research and 

University Planning (D.A. Updegrove, J.A. Muffo & J.A. Dunn, Jr.; 7pp;  
No. 34)

Case Studies as a Supplement to Quantitative Research: Evaluation of an 
Intervention Program for High Risk Students (M. Peglow-Hoch &  
R.D. Walleri; 8 pp; No. 35)

Interpreting and Presenting Data to Management (C.A. Clagett; 5 pp;  
No. 36)

The Role of Institutional Research in Implementing Institutional 
Effectiveness or Outcomes Assessment (J.O. Nichols; 6 pp; No. 37)

Phenomenological Interviewing in the Conduct of Institutional Research: 
An Argument and an Illustration (L.C. Attinasi, Jr.; 8 pp; No. 38)

Beginning to Understand Why Older Students Drop Out of College  
(C. Farabaugh-Dorkins; 12 pp; No. 39)

A Responsive High School Feedback System (P.B. Duby; 8 pp; No. 40)
Listening to Your Alumni: One Way to Assess Academic Outcomes (J. Pettit; 

12 pp; No. 41)
Accountability in Continuing Education Measuring Noncredit Student 

Outcomes (C.A. Clagett & D.D. McConochie; 6 pp; No. 42)
Focus Group Interviews: Applications for Institutional Research (D.L. 

Brodigan; 6 pp; No. 43)
An Interactive Model for Studying Student Retention (R.H. Glover &  

J. Wilcox; 12 pp; No. 44)
Increasing Admitted Student Yield Using a Political Targeting Model and 

Discriminant Analysis: An Institutional Research Admissions Partnership 
(R.F. Urban; 6 pp; No. 45)

Using Total Quality to Better Manage an Institutional Research Office  
(M.A. Heverly; 6 pp; No. 46)

Critique of a Method For Surveying Employers (T. Banta, R.H. Phillippi & W. 
Lyons; 8 pp; No. 47)

Plan-Do-Check-Act and the Management of Institutional Research  
(G.W. McLaughlin & J.K. Snyder; 10 pp; No. 48)

Strategic Planning and Organizational Change: Implications for Institutional 
Researchers (K.A. Corak & D.P. Wharton; 10 pp; No. 49)

Academic and Librarian Faculty: Birds of a Different Feather in 
Compensation Policy? (M.E. Zeglen & E.J. Schmidt; 10 pp; No. 50)

Setting Up a Key Success Index Report: A How-To Manual (M.M. Sapp; 8 pp; 
No. 51)

Involving Faculty in the Assessment of General Education: A Case Study 
(D.G. Underwood & R.H. Nowaczyk; 6 pp; No. 52)

Using a Total Quality Management Team to Improve Student Information 
Publications (J.L. Frost & G.L. Beach; 8 pp; No. 53)

Evaluating the College Mission through Assessing Institutional Outcomes 
(C.J. Myers & P.J. Silvers; 9 pp; No. 54)

Community College Students’ Persistence and Goal Attainment: A Five-year 
Longitudinal Study (K.A. Conklin; 9 pp; No. 55)

What Does an Academic Department Chairperson Need to Know Anyway? 
(M.K. Kinnick; 11 pp; No. 56)

Cost of Living and Taxation Adjustments in Salary Comparisons (M.E. Zeglen 
& G. Tesfagiorgis; 14 pp; No. 57)

The Virtual Office: An Organizational Paradigm for Institutional Research in 
the 90’s (R. Matross; 8 pp; No. 58)

Student Satisfaction Surveys: Measurement and Utilization Issues  
(L. Sanders & S. Chan; 9 pp; No. 59)

The Error Of Our Ways; Using TQM Tactics to Combat Institutional Issues 
Research Bloopers (M.E. Zeglin; 18 pp; No. 60)

How Enrollment Ends; Analyzing the Correlates of Student Graduation, 
Transfer, and Dropout with a Competing Risks Model (S.L. Ronco; 14 pp; 
No. 61)

Setting a Census Date to Optimize Enrollment, Retention, and Tuition 
Revenue Projects (V. Borden, K. Burton, S. Keucher, F. Vossburg-Conaway; 
12 pp; No. 62)



Page 17	 AIR Professional File, Number 116, Alienation and First-Year Student Retention

The AIR Professional File—1978-2009
Alternative Methods For Validating Admissions and Course Placement 

Criteria (J. Noble & R. Sawyer; 12 pp; No. 63)
Admissions Standards for Undergraduate Transfer Students: A Policy 

Analysis (J. Saupe & S. Long; 12 pp; No. 64)
IR for IR–Indispensable Resources for Institutional Researchers: An Analysis 

of AIR Publications Topics Since 1974  (J. Volkwein & V. Volkwein; 12 pp; 
No. 65)

Progress Made on a Plan to Integrate Planning, Budgeting, Assessment and 
Quality Principles to Achieve Institutional Improvement (S. Griffith, S. Day, 
J. Scott, R. Smallwood; 12 pp; No. 66)

The Local Economic Impact of Higher Education: An Overview of Methods 
and Practice (K. Stokes & P. Coomes; 16 pp; No. 67)

Developmental Education Outcomes at Minnesota Community Colleges  
(C. Schoenecker, J. Evens & L. Bollman: 16 pp; No. 68)

Studying Faculty Flows Using an Interactive Spreadsheet Model (W. Kelly; 
16 pp; No. 69)

Using the National Datasets for Faculty Studies (J. Milam; 20 pp; No. 70)
Tracking Institutional leavers:  An Application (S. DesJardins, H. Pontiff;  

14 pp; No. 71)
Predicting Freshman Success Based on High School Record and Other 

Measures (D. Eno, G. W. McLaughlin, P. Sheldon & P. Brozovsky; 12 pp;  
No. 72)

A New Focus for Institutional Researchers:  Developing and Using a Student 
Decision Support System (J. Frost, M. Wang & M. Dalrymple; 12 pp; No. 73)

The Role of Academic Process in Student Achievement:  An Application 
of Structural Equations Modeling and Cluster Analysis to Community 
College Longitudinal Data1  (K. Boughan, 21 pp; No. 74)

A Collaborative Role for Industry Assessing Student Learning (F. McMartin; 
12 pp; No. 75)

Efficiency and Effectiveness in Graduate Education: A Case Analysis (M. 
Kehrhahn, N.L. Travers & B.G. Sheckley; No. 76)

ABCs of Higher Education-Getting Back to the Basics:  An Activity-Based 
Costing Approach to Planning and Financial Decision Making (K. S. Cox,  
L. G. Smith & R.G. Downey; 12 pp; No. 77)

Using Predictive Modeling to Target Student Recruitment: Theory and 
Practice (E. Thomas, G. Reznik & W. Dawes; 12 pp; No. 78)

Assessing the Impact of Curricular and Instructional Reform - A Model for 
Examining Gateway Courses1 (S.J. Andrade; 16 pp; No. 79)

Surviving and Benefitting from an Institutional Research Program Review 
(W.E. Knight; 7 pp; No. 80)

A Comment on Interpreting Odds-Ratios when Logistic Regression 
Coefficients are Negative (S.L. DesJardins; 7 pp; No. 81)

Including Transfer-Out Behavior in Retention Models: Using NSC 
EnrollmentSearch Data (S.R. Porter; 16 pp; No. 82)

Assessing the Performance of Public Research Universities Using NSF/NCES 
Data and Data Envelopment Analysis Technique (H. Zheng & A. Stewart; 
24 pp; No. 83)

Finding the ‘Start Line’ with an Institutional Effectiveness Inventory  
(S. Ronco & S. Brown; 12 pp; No. 84)

Toward a Comprehensive Model of Influences Upon Time to Bachelor’s 
Degree Attainment (W. Knight; 18 pp; No. 85)

Using Logistic Regression to Guide Enrollment Management at a Public 
Regional University (D. Berge & D. Hendel; 14 pp; No. 86)

A Micro Economic Model to Assess the Economic Impact of Universities:  
A Case Example (R. Parsons & A. Griffiths; 24 pp; No. 87)

Methodology for Developing an Institutional Data Warehouse 
(D. Wierschem, R. McBroom & J. McMillen; 12 pp; No. 88)

The Role of Institutional Research in Space Planning (C.E. Watt,  
B.A. Johnston. R.E. Chrestman & T.B. Higerd; 10 pp; No. 89)

What Works Best? Collecting Alumni Data with Multiple Technologies  
(S. R. Porter & P.D. Umback; 10 pp; No. 90)

Caveat Emptor: Is There a Relationship between Part-Time Faculty 
Utilization and Student Learning Outcomes and Retention? (T. Schibik  
& C. Harrington; 10 pp; No. 91)

Ridge Regression as an Alternative to Ordinary Least Squares: Improving 
Prediction Accuracy and the Interpretation of Beta Weights (D. A. Walker; 
12 pp; No. 92)

Cross-Validation of Persistence Models for Incoming Freshmen  
(M. T. Harmston; 14 pp; No. 93)

Tracking Community College Transfers Using National Student 
Clearinghouse Data (R.M. Romano and M. Wisniewski; 14 pp; No. 94)  

Assessing Students’ Perceptions of Campus Community:  A Focus Group 
Approach (D.X. Cheng; 11 pp; No. 95)

Expanding Students’ Voice in Assessment through Senior Survey Research 
(A.M. Delaney; 20 pp; No. 96)

Making Measurement Meaningful (J. Carpenter-Hubin  & E.E. Hornsby,  
14 pp; No. 97)

Strategies and Tools Used to Collect and Report Strategic Plan Data  
(J. Blankert, C. Lucas & J. Frost; 14 pp; No. 98)

Factors Related to Persistence of Freshmen, Freshman Transfers, and 
Nonfreshman Transfer Students (Y. Perkhounkova, J. Noble & G. 
McLaughlin; 12 pp; No. 99)

Does it Matter Who’s in the Classroom?  Effect of Instructor Type on Student 
Retention, Achievement and Satisfaction (S. Ronco & J. Cahill; 16 pp;  
No. 100)

Weighting Omissions and Best Practices When Using Large-Scale Data in 
Educational Research (D.L. Hahs-Vaughn; 12 pp; No. 101)

Essential Steps for Web Surveys: A Guide to Designing, Administering and 
Utilizing Web Surveys for University Decision-Making (R. Cheskis-Gold,  
E. Shepard-Rabadam, R. Loescher & B. Carroll; 16 pp:, No. 102)

Using a Market Ratio Factor in Faculty Salary Equity Studies (A.L. Luna;   
16 pp:, No. 103)

Voices from Around the World: International Undergraduate Student 
Experiences (D.G. Terkla, J. Etish-Andrews & H.S. Rosco;  15 pp:, No. 104)

Program Review: A tool for Continuous Improvement of Academic 
Programs (G.W. Pitter; 12 pp; No. 105)

Assessing the Impact of Differential Operationalization of Rurality on 
Studies of Educational Performance and Attainment:  A Cautionary 
Example (A. L. Caison & B. A. Baker; 16pp; No. 106)

The Relationship Between Electronic Portfolio Participation and Student  
Success (W. E. Knight, M. D. Hakel & M. Gromko; 16pp;  
No. 107)

How Institutional Research Can Create and Synthesize Retention and 
Attrition Information (A. M. Williford & J. Y. Wadley; 24pp;  No. 108)

Improving Institutional Effectiveness Through Programmatic Assessment 
(D. Brown; 16pp; No. 109)

Using the IPEDS Peer Analysis System in Peer Group Selection (J. Xu; 16pp; 
No. 110)

Improving the Reporting of Student Satisfaction Surveys Through Factor 
Analysis (J. Goho & A Blackman; 16pp; No. 111)

Perceptions of Graduate Student Learning via a Program Exit Survey (R. 
Germaine & H. Kornuta; 16pp; No. 112)

A Ten-Step Process for Creating Outcomes Assessment Measures for an 
Undergraduate Management Program: A Faculty-Driven Process (S. 
Carter; 18pp; No. 113)

Institutional Versus Academic Discipline Measures of Student Experience: A 
Matter of Relative Validity (S. Chatman; 20pp; No. 114)

In Their Own Words: Effectiveness in Institutional Research (W. E. Knight; 
20pp; No. 115)



© 2010, Association for Institutional Research

The AIR Professional File is intended as a presentation of papers which synthesize and interpret 
issues, operations, and research of interest in the field of institutional research. Authors are 
responsible for material presented. The AIR Professional File is published by the Association for 
Institutional Research.

Professional File Number 116	 Page 18

EDITOR:

Dr. Gerald W. McLaughlin
Associate Vice President  

for Institutional Planning  

and Research

DePaul University

1 East Jackson, Suite 1501

Chicago, IL 60604-2216

Phone: 312-362-8403

Fax: 312-362-5918

gmclaugh@depaul.edu

ASSOCIATE EDITOR:

Dr. Glenn W. James
Director of Institutional Research

Tennessee Technological University

314 Derryberry Hall

1 William L. Jones Drive, Box 5161

Cookeville, TN  38505-0001

Phone: 931- 372-6144

Fax: 931-372-6374

gjames@tntech.edu

MANAGING EDITOR:

Dr. Randy L. Swing
Executive Director

Association for Institutional Research

1435 E. Piedmont Drive 

Suite 211

Tallahassee, FL  32308

Phone: 850-385-4155

Fax: 850-385-5180

air@airweb.org

AIR PROFESSIONAL FILE EDITORIAL BOARD
Dr. Trudy H. Bers
Senior Director of

Research, Curriculum 
 and Planning

Oakton Community College
Des Plaines, IL

Dr. Stephen L. Chambers
Director of Institutional Research 

and Assessment 
Coconino Community College 

Flagstaff, AZ

Dr. Anne Marie Delaney
Director of

Institutional Research
Babson College
Babson Park, MA 

Dr. Paul B. Duby
Associate Vice President of 

Institutional Research
Northern Michigan University

Marquette, MI

Dr. Philip Garcia
Director of

Analytical Studies
California State University-Long Beach

Long Beach, CA 

Mr. Jacob P. Gross
Associate Director for Research

Indiana University/Project on Academic 
Success

1900 E 10th Ste 630
Bloomington, IN

Dr. Ronald L. Huesman Jr.
Assistant Director,  

Office of Institutional Research
University of Minnesota

Minneapolis, MN 

Dr. Glenn W. James
Director of

Institutional Research
Tennessee Technological University

Cookeville, TN 

Dr. David Jamieson-Drake
Director of

Institutional Research
Duke University

Durham, NC

Dr. Julie P. Noble,
Principal Research Associate

ACT, Inc.
Iowa City, Iowa 

Dr. Harlan M. Schweer
Director, Office of Institutional Research 

College of DuPage
Glen Ellyn, IL  

Dr. Jeffrey A. Seybert
Director of

Institutional Research
Johnson County Community College

Overland Park, KS

Dr. Bruce Szelest
Associate Director of
Institutional Research

SUNY-Albany
Albany, NY

Mr. Daniel Jones-White
Analyst

University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, MN

Authors interested in having their manuscripts considered for the Professional File 
are encouraged to send four copies of each manuscript to the editor, Dr. Gerald 
McLaughlin. Manuscripts are accepted any time of the year as long as they are 
not under consideration at another journal or similar publication. The suggested 
maximum length of a manuscript is 5,000 words (approximately 20 double-spaced 
pages), including tables, charts and references. Please follow the style guidelines of 
the Publications Manual of the American Psychological Association, 5th Edition.


