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ABSTRACT 

 With increasing external and internal pressure to increase retention and graduation 

rates in select colleges along with increasing numbers of college-going populations over 

time, student affairs professionals have responded with a variety of programs to support 

students‘ transition to college.  This study sought to examine freshman students in 

science majors went on academic probation at the end of their first semester.  If these 

students did not raise their GPAs quickly, they faced academic dismissal from the 

institution.  Consequently, the institution would not be able to retain them, and 

ultimately, they would not graduate.  Managerial professionals at the institution created, 

implemented, and evaluated an intervention in the form of a success course for these 

students to help get them back on track, retain them, and ultimately graduate from the 

institution. The literatures drawn upon for this study included retention theory, 

probationary student behaviors and attitudes, interventions, success courses, fear appeal 

theories, academic capitalism, and institutional isomorphism.  The study employed tests 

including chi-square, logistic regressions, and differences-in-differences fixed effects 

regressions to identify the differences and effects on performance, persistence, and 

graduation rates of the treatment and comparison groups.  The findings of this study 

showed significant differences between the persistence and graduation rates of the 

treatment and control groups, and regression effects showed a short-term causal effect on 

performance as well as significant likelihoods of persisting and graduating within four or 

five years.  Recommendations for further improvements to interventions are discussed in 

the final chapter. 



12 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 Researchers have pondered student attrition and retention in higher education for 

40 years (Tinto, 2006).  They have developed many theories and extensions of said 

theories to capture the phenomenon of student persistence and departure (Astin, 1975, 

1984; Bean, 1980; Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Nora, 2001; Pascarella 

& Terenzini, 1980; Seidman, 2005; Tinto, 1975, 1982, 1993, 2006).  From an 

institutional perspective, the retention of college students has been of high importance in 

many universities since the 1980s when fiscal objectives moved from a philosophy of 

elitism to one of increased access and continuance for all students (Ear1, 1988; Noel & 

Levitz, 1983, Russell, 1981). They figured out that it costs less to retain a current student 

than to lose that student and recruit one to take her place.  Also, there is political pressure 

to increase retention and graduation rates, as legislators representing their constituents 

must address the problems with retention when families, communities, and the 

government invest money into these students with the expectation of these students 

graduating.   

 But have students and institutions (along with businesses and political 

constituents) benefited from this large body of research?  Specifically, have students been 

more successful in college over the past 40 years—meaning that they are persisting and 

graduating at higher rates?  And from the institutional perspective, are they seeing higher 

retention and graduation rates as well? 
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Retention research has not translated well into significant gains in persistence and 

graduation rates (Carey, 2005a, 2005b).  Despite the massive body of research on student 

retention, President Obama announced recently that the United States has moved from 

number 1 in the world of college graduates between the ages of 25 and 34 with at least an 

associate‘s degree to number 12 over the past 20 years (De Nies, 2010).  Currently 40% 

of the population between the ages of 25 and 34 hold a college degree which President 

Obama stated needs to be raised to 60% by the year 2020 (De Nies, 2010).  From 1997 to 

2007 enrollment in public, four-year institutions increased by ―26% from 14.5 million to 

18.2 million‖ and this increase is greater than the previous ten years which yielded a 14% 

increase meaning that more people than ever before are enrolling in public four-year 

institutions (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011a).  While the increase in 

enrollment is encouraging, the graduation rates remained static during this time period:  

Nationwide, 31% of students graduated in four years and 57% graduated within 6 years 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2011b).   

And yet institutions have been hiring more academic and student support 

professionals  (managerial professionals) over the same period of time with the goals of 

increasing student retention and graduation rates (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  This is not to 

say that hiring these professionals has not yielded benefits.  Along with increased 

enrollments, there is also reason to believe that students are coming in less prepared than 

those in years past.  Research in the 1990s showed that 30% of incoming freshmen had 

reading, writing, and math deficits (Fielstein & Bush, 1998), and there is also evidence 

that there is a decline in the academic skills of high school students (Jones, Slate, Blake, 
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& Holifield, 1992).  This would reinforce the need for faculty and managerial 

professionals to work with these students to help them succeed.  If students are less 

prepared now than they were in the past, without resources to help them succeed, 

persistence might have declined instead of remaining static. 

Despite the static retention and graduation rates, it would be wrong to assume that 

retention theories are not being put into practice in the student and academic affairs 

arenas in higher institutions.  At the site of this study—a large, public, four-year, 

Doctoral Extensive university -- a program was designed that put theory into practice and 

intervened when Freshmen students on academic probation faced the threat of academic 

dismissal.  For many of these students the threat of academic dismissal would lead to 

involuntary departure, and this was an opportunity that managerial professionals--along 

with the support of college deans--embraced in hopes of increasing freshman retention 

and graduation rates. Managerial professionals coordinated the intervention, developed 

the curriculum, taught the course, and evaluated the retention and graduation outcomes of 

the course.  These professionals (usually academic advisors) sought to use their expertise 

and understanding of college transition challenges and translate how to overcome these 

challenges in a classroom setting.  They decided to teach the course during the second 

semester rather than during the first, because they felt that students come in over-

confident and quite possibly would not heed the intervention if they were no yet in 

academic jeopardy. 
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 Students typically come to college expecting to be successful. In fact, in the 2001 

national study, The American Freshman: National Norms for Fall 2001,  44.1% reported 

earning an A average in high school and 57.5% reported that they expected to maintain at 

least a B average GPA while in college (Sax, Lindholm, Astin, Korn, & Mahoney, 2001).  

Despite that expectation, there is a departure from reality; students still go on academic 

probation, which means that they are not meeting minimum GPA requirements at a given 

university. For the purposes of this study, academic probation is defined as those students 

who go on academic probation (a GPA below 2.0) after their first semester in college.  

These students are at risk of attrition, because students who earn below a 2.0 GPA for 

two consecutive semesters were eligible for dismissal from the university.  Tinto (1975) 

referred to this as involuntary departure. 

If students leave because they have a low GPA and face involuntary departure, it 

is important to consider why the GPA is low.  Tinto (1987) stated ―Academic difficulty 

(and therefore academic dismissal) typically reflects a situation in which the demands of 

the academic system prove too great‖ (p. 117). That statement seems to be somewhat 

defeatist in context though—making the assumption that nothing can be done for these 

students.  In this case, an effective intervention could be the solution for these students, 

so they learn to meet the demands of the academic system, and thus, remain in college 

and graduate.    

There is a great deal of literature about students on academic probation and 

interventions for these students (Abelman & Molina, 2001; Austin, Cherney, Crowner, & 
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Hill, 1997; Brocato, 2000; Coleman & Freedman, 1996; Earl, 1988; Trumpy, 2006). But 

there is little to no literature on the persistence and graduation rates of probationary 

students who participate in an intervention in the form of a success course. This could be 

in part because of the tensions that exist between faculty and managerial professionals 

with regard to teaching credit-bearing courses that are not considered ―academic‖ by 

many faculty members.  Since faculty and deans decide on curriculum, it can be 

challenging to obtain approval for the development of a success course—particularly one 

for students who are perceived as failing.  And yet, managerial professionals would argue 

that these courses are not remedial (the antithesis of academic) but rather a supplemental 

course that guides students through the highly complex process of being a student in 

modern postsecondary educational settings.  The large classroom sizes, competing 

interests of organizational units with regard to students, increased academic expectations, 

bureaucratic systems, students‘ financial burdens and family commitments can be very 

overwhelming for today‘s college student—many of whom have trouble navigating a 

complex system.  There are also competing interests at work: faculty have teaching and 

research commitments that supersede service activities when one is not yet tenured; 

academic advisors carry heavy caseloads which can result in limited access to advising or 

compromised quality of interactions.  Tenure expectations and heavy advising caseloads 

could compromise the quality of interactions that a student has with an institution, and 

Tinto (1975) stated that the quality of interactions between the student and the institution 

was paramount to student persistence.  If the demands of an institution are too great for 

probationary students as Tinto suggests compounded by poor quality interactions with the 
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institution, then students who are struggling academically are in even greater danger of 

departing.  It would seem then that success courses taught by academic advisors would 

help faculty, who do not have a great deal of time to offer these students assistance, and 

for advisors, would allow them to teach in a group setting, rather than conducting 

intrusive advising one-on-one, and/or coordinating peer mentor programs—both of which 

would demand a great deal of advisors‘ time.   

Not only is little published about success courses for probationary students, but 

also the approach administrators use to engage students with the intervention.  Given the 

effects of going on academic probation combined with expectations for success during 

the first semester, there is no question that these students suffered a blow to their self-

worth in terms of their abilities to succeed as college students.  Working with 

probationary students requires a great deal of sensitivity to their plight but also aggressive 

interventions that require students to participate.  The approach that managerial 

professionals use to engage students with the intervention is as important as the 

intervention itself.   

To address retention issues particularly with regard to freshman students who go 

on academic probation at the end of their first semester, managerial professionals at the 

site of this study designed, implemented, and taught a success course during the second 

semester for students who went on probation during their first semester.  The goal of the 

course was to increase their chances of persisting and ultimately graduating in a timely 



18 

manner.  The course was a one-credit course for grade that was required and began to be 

offered in spring 2005.   

 The works of Vincent Tinto (1975, 1993), Ronald Rogers (1975), Paul DiMaggio 

and Walter Powell (1983), Alexander Astin (1984), Kim Witte (1992), and Sheila 

Slaughter and Gary Rhoades (2004) serve as the theoretical framework of this study. The 

theoretical concepts include the attitudes and behaviors required of students to persist, 

putting those theories into practice in the form of a curriculum within a success course, 

appealing to students‘ fears of academic dismissal as a mechanism to engage them (along 

with efficacy and support messaging), and finally, who teaches and coordinates these 

courses in the contexts of market- and economy-driven, isomorphic, and 

professionalization phenomena.  This study will also draw upon related literature 

describing interventions for students on academic probation, success courses, 

stratification in higher education, Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) 

concerns, and perceived beliefs students hold about themselves.  None of these theories 

are directly tested in this study; rather, they will frame the discussion in terms of what the 

findings could mean in the context of the framework. 

This dissertation format departs somewhat from traditional dissertation format in 

an effort to extract three publishable manuscripts from its contents.  Chapter One contains 

the traditional introduction, Chapter Two examines relevant literature, Chapter Three 

describes the conceptual framework, Chapters Four, Five, and Six contain separate 

methods and findings for each of the three planned manuscripts with a description of the 
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research site and any common data reported once in Chapter Four.  Chapter Six 

summarizes key findings within the framework of the research questions, provides a 

conclusion, and includes a set of recommendations resulting from the interpretations of 

the findings as they relate to the frameworks of this study.  Future research topics and 

conclusions with personal commentary related to the findings are also discussed. 

The research questions examined in this study are: 

 Manuscript One:   

Is there a significant difference in the performance, persistence, and graduation 

rates of probationary freshman students who took a success course compared to 

those who did not? 

 Manuscript Two:   

What are the best predictors of the likelihood to persist and to graduate?  

Which groups are more likely to persist and to graduate, Comparison Group One, 

Comparison Group Two, or the Treatment Group? 

 Manuscript Three: 

Is there a causal affect in students‘ academic performance as a result of 

participating in the success course? 

Sub-Question:  If so, exactly when does the causal effect occur? 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Retention 

 Although often challenging, retaining academically struggling students benefits 

the student and the institution.   Retention rates are one measure of institutional success 

and higher retention rates lead to higher graduation rates—another measure of 

institutional success. In addition, public institutions have an ethical commitment to assist 

academically struggling students rather than passively allowing them to fail. For 

institutions, it costs less to retain a current student than to allow that student to leave and 

recruit another (Dennis, 1998).  Each institution needs to decide how best to serve these 

at-risk students defined within the context of this article as probationary students. For the 

purposes of this study, probationary students have a cumulative GPA below 2.0, which 

indicates they are at risk of dismissal or disqualification. 

 Barefoot (2000) reported that the proliferation of success courses over the past 20 

years is the result of institutional goals to increase the persistence and graduation rates of 

their respective student bodies.  Many predictors have been identified—and argued 

against—by researchers as impacting student persistence including socio-economic status 

(SES),  ethnicity, parental-education level, high school ranking, social capital, GPA, SAT 

scores, and in some cases gender (Blackhurst, 1995; Halle, Kurtz-Costes, & Mahoney, 

1997; White, 1982).  ).  Predictor variables are almost too many to count in contemporary 

research.  Locus of control and self-efficacy are additional predictors suggested by 
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researchers with complex interactions with other predictor variables (Bandura, 1977; 

Findley & Cooper, 1983).   Locus of control is the personal belief one holds about his or 

her behaviors can influence a certain result.  And self-efficacy is a personal judgment one 

holds about his or her ability to perform needed actions to achieve desired outcomes 

(Bandura, 1977). Born of all this research is a multitude of programs in higher education 

to help students succeed. 

 Interventions have been developed to target freshman students in either Summer 

Bridge programs or first-year programs (Barefoot, 2000).  Interventions exist in many 

forms, from early, first-year, intensive, and continued (Seidman, 2005).  Many of these 

programs are initiated before a student is in academic trouble and are preventive in 

nature.  And vast research has been done to show that success courses in particular are 

effective in helping students increase their chances of success in college.  However 

preventive methods can be costly if they encompass all freshman students, and programs 

that allow students to self-select are difficult to assess due to the occurrence of selection 

bias. 

College dropout is the highest during a student‘s freshman year of college and is 

often associated with a disconnection between the students‘ expectations and the reality 

of college life (Tinto, 1993).  Many colleges and universities employ programs and 

services to help students adjust and connect successfully to their college since persistence 

is significantly affected by the goodness of fit between the student and institution 

(Cabrera et al., 1992; Tinto, 1975). 
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         With the desire to increase college retention, researchers have tried for many years 

to understand and predict what factors cause academic failure.  Factors that impact 

college retention are both external and internal to the institution.  For example, parental 

support, socio-economic status, and individual characteristics, such as student‘s 

motivation, are all factors external to the institution that can affect the likelihood of 

dropout by a student (Bean, 1980; Cabrera et al., 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; 

Tinto, 1975, 1982).  Internal or institutional factors that influence retention include 

academic and social integration, as well as institutional commitment (Bean, 1980; 

Cabrera et al., 1992; Tinto, 1975).  Although it is important to be aware of external 

factors, this study will focus on the internal factors that affect retention. 

            Researchers like Tinto and Bean believe that the higher the student‘s level of 

commitment to college completion, the greater the probability of persistence (Bean, 

1980; Cabrera et al., 1992,).   Attrition is related to the quality of interactions between a 

student and the educational environment; if a student has insufficient or unsatisfactory 

interactions with the college collectively, the likelihood of remaining committed to the 

institution is greatly decreased.  But this is not just a matter of commitment followed with 

a behavior.  A student could be committed and behave accordingly, but if a student has 

insufficient or unsatisfactory interactions with the college collectively, the likelihood of 

remaining committed to the institution is greatly decreased (Tinto, 1975). Thus, the 

inability to integrate socially and academically into the college system often leads to 

college dropout (1975).  It is therefore important for institutions of higher education to 

create opportunities that increase and prolong the contact between the individual and the 
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institution (peers, faculty, administration, etc.) in order to improve retention rates and 

deter college dropout.  Many colleges and universities employ programs and services to 

help students adjust and connect successfully to their college since persistence is 

significantly affected by the goodness of fit between the student and institution (Cabrera 

et al., 1992; Tinto, 1975).   Seidman (2005) noted that early identification, early 

intervention, and sometimes intensive and continuous interventions are required to help 

students persist. Many faculty and administrators of higher education proposed that 

obtaining more talented and academically-prepared students is the solution to high 

attrition rates, but this not an option, as more and more students from diverse 

backgrounds flock to college (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Witt, 2010).  Kuh et al. (2010) 

proposed that the better solution would be to increase student engagement.  This 

perception is not only a realistic response given the increased enrollment goals of some 

public universities, but also supports social justice advocates‘ desire for increased access 

for underrepresented groups. 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) pointed out similarities between Tinto‘s (1975, 

1993) student interactionalist theory and Astin‘s (1984) student development theory 

based on student involvement.  Both researchers found connections between the quality 

and quantity of involvement to student persistence.  Astin (1984) stated that ―student 

involvement refers to the amount of physical and psychological energy the student 

devotes to the academic experience‖ (p. 297).  Tinto (1993) postulated that involvement 

with peers and faculty has a positive relationship with the quality of effort exerted by 

students and persistence.  Milem and Berger (1997) pointed out that both researchers 
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emphasize behavior as a strong component of involvement. They also traced the level of 

institutional commitment as it relates to involvement behavior finding that low levels of 

social involvement (of the organized kind versus traditional) led to lower levels of 

institutional commitment, and thus, a greater likelihood of departure.  Milem and Berger 

(1997) found that low levels of academic involvement had little effect on student 

departure.  However, the site of the study was at a small, highly selective, private 

institution.  In a large, public institution, low levels of academic involvement have an 

effect on student departure, because those who perform poorly face academic dismissal 

from the university. Essentially, students who are involved are likely to persist, while 

students who are not involved are not as likely to persist, but there is a distinction for 

students on academic probation:  It is possible that these students want to persist but fail 

to so because of poor performance.  The desire to continue is there and could be a sign of 

commitment to their education, but the poor performance is reflective of their behaviors 

and not necessarily their attitude.  Within the group of students who are on academic 

probation, it is important to note too, that there is a probably a proportion of this group 

that does not have the same level of commitment as others and therefore, their 

commitment and behaviors reflect in their performance.  I assume for the purposes of this 

study that the majority of students on academic probation have a desire to persist in 

college and sufficient levels of commitment. 

Astin (1984) referred specifically to characteristics and behaviors that help 

students to persist: motivation, the level of time and energy they exert in and out of the 

classroom, the balance of using time as a finite resource, involvement in extracurricular 
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activities, like sports, sororities, fraternities, ROTC, and professors‘ undergraduate 

research projects (Astin, 1975).  Astin (1984) also found that academic involvement in 

the form of time and energy spent on studies, level of interest, and good study habits, 

tended to show less likelihood of negative peer influence and hedonism that can 

negatively impact performance and persistence.  Also, students who interact with faculty 

get involved with student government and athletics persist at higher rates. 

Al of these involvement behaviors pointed to higher levels of satisfaction and 

thus, greater commitment, and as a result less chance of student departure (Astin, 1984).  

It is through this framework that I will attempt to show how curriculum created using 

these theories as the bases will help students who were on academic probation to adopt 

the attitudes and behaviors that lead to persistence in college. 

Success Courses 

 Seminar and success courses are typically offered to freshman students to help 

with the transition from high school to college. These courses are usually developmental 

in nature and help students integrate socially and academically into the university with 

persistence as the key goal of the course ((Bedford & Durkee, 1989; Cuseo, 1991; Fidler 

& Moore, 1996; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Nora, Barlow, and Crisp. (2005) 

conducted a study of a developmental English course in which students who took the 

course had a much higher graduation rate within six years (39.7%) than those who did not 

(17.6%).  Seidman (2005) mentioned that early identification, early intervention, and 

sometimes intensive and continuous interventions are required to help students persist. 
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Research has shown that these courses improved retention and beyond that, grades 

improved, students‘ motivation increased, they used school services, and that students 

became better at defining short- and long-term goals (Barefoot, Warnock, Dickinson, 

Richardson, & Roberts, 1998).  These studies seemed to demonstrate a need to establish 

persistence goals for students and that when included in the college curriculum could 

achieve desired outcomes. 

However, most success courses in the body of research are targeted to incoming 

freshman students (either all or those predicted to be at-risk) during their first semester 

(Sidle & McReynolds, 2009).   The problem is that most of these courses are not 

mandatory, which leads to sampling bias, since students who self-select may be 

predisposed to characteristics of persistence with course participation having little or no 

impact.  A quasi-experimental design in which participation is mandatory could make 

data more robust and from an ethical standpoint, a mandatory course is imperative for 

this population, because ―poorer performing students were less likely to search out 

assistance in reversing their underachievement‖ (Hsieh, Sullivan, & Guerra, 2007, p. 

278).  Since some groups of students do not initiate engagement with their educational 

environment, it could be a better approach for institutions to initiate and impose 

engagement. 

Despite the large body of research on success courses, there is a stark lack of 

research on success courses for students on academic probation.  With regard to 

probationary students, many interventions have been employed and researched including 
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intrusive advising (Abelman & Molina, 2001; Austin et al., 1997; Earl, 1988); mentoring 

(Trumpy, 2006), and group meetings or workshops (Brocato, 2000; Coleman & 

Freedman, 1996).  

One study done at University of North Carolina Greensboro showed significant 

gains in the GPAs of probationary students who enrolled in a mandatory course 

(Kamphoff, Hutson, Amundsen, & Atwood, 2006).   The researchers concluded that 

intervention models worked best when ―attendance is mandatory‖ (p. 408).  Although 

GPAs reported were significantly higher for those who participated, there was no 

information about persistence or graduation rates.  While an increase in GPA could 

suggest that these students persisted because they would not be forced to leave the 

university, it is an assumption, and institutions want to know about retention and 

graduation rates.  Another study (Boudreau & Kromrey, 1994) showed increased 

persistence rates of students but no significant increase in graduation rates.  Making these 

courses mandatory—particularly for probation students is an aggressive intrusive 

approach to intervention of probation students could be the favorable approach, since this 

population was unlikely to proactively reach out for help (Hsieh et al., 2007). 

 One reason that a body of research on success courses for students on academic 

probation is scarce might be perceptions and interpretations of FERPA, which protects 

the privacy of students‘ records and transcripts.  Academic administrators may be 

cautious about teaching a course in which all students are on academic probation and 

therefore know each other‘s academic standing.  However, ―legal concerns are viewed as 
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ameliorated when specific students‘ GPAs are not shared, and where all staff involved in 

programming are on professional status to the exclusion of student staff, such as resident 

assistants.‖ (Trumpy, 2006, p. 1).  This means that while students know they are on 

academic probation, they do not know one another‘s specific GPAs. 

 Although it is not a violation of FERPA to gather these students into a common 

classroom, sensitivity to the students‘ feelings of embarrassment or shame is important, 

but Trumpy (2006) also stated,  

When under-performing students share their common difficulties, compare their 

plans of academic improvement, and are simultaneously exposed to the plethora 

of support services, and supportive professionals interested in their collective and 

invidious academic success, they are more likely to succeed and persist, in spite 

of the knowledge that significant consequences will ensue without improved 

performance.‖ (p. 3) 

 Given the benefits of a group setting, it is important that students who are on probation 

and face involuntary dismissal are assisted in the most effective ways possible. 

The curriculum of such a course must incorporate learning outcomes related to 

retention if it is indeed the goal of the course to retain students.  The course examined in 

this study incorporated Astin‘s and Tinto‘s theories of involvement and integration into 

the curriculum of the course.  In a study on intrusive advising, Molina and Abelman 

(2000) concluded that the more intrusive the intervention is, the more it outperforms less-
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intrusive or prescriptive interventions.  A success course is aggressive intrusive advising 

in a formal classroom setting. 

A Persuasive Approach 

Curriculum alone is not enough to construct a successful intervention.  

Consideration should be given to approach when considering an intervention and not 

merely the properties of the intervention itself.  Students on academic probation have 

already suffered a blow to their self-worth and are less likely to seek out help, and it is 

likely that they are also afraid in terms of threat of dismissal from an institution.  The 

intervention must be aggressive but communication with students firm, yet empathetic.  

Persuading these students to get the help they need is a sensitive area.  On one 

hand, it is important not to shame on these students and yet, getting them not only to 

participate but to come into the intervention with an engaged mindset could be important 

to the students‘ success.  Kamphoff et al. (2006) developed a model that helped students 

become motivated and empowered as an intervention with ―teeth‖ as they put it (p. 408), 

meaning that they had to persuade students to take the course seriously and that 

participation was mandatory.   It is important that students take such a course seriously 

given the potential consequence of dismissal if they do not improve their grades, but the 

approach should also create a mindset of responsiveness to the intervention before the 

intervention begins.  To make a course mandatory and to persuade students to take a 

course seriously could arouse a level of fear in students that must be considered to 

achieve the desired response from the students. 
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Much of the research on fear-arousing communication has moved toward using 

this type of communication to persuade people to change behaviors that negatively affect 

their health, such as smoking, alcohol addiction, preventable diseases; the use of fallout 

shelters; and marketing and campaign messaging (Higbee, 1969; Levanthal, 1970; 

Rogers, 1983).  In one study, Janis and Feshbach (1953) conducted experiments on 

college-aged students to examine which degree of fear arousing communication was most 

effective when trying to persuade students to conform.  In the experiment, students were 

provided with communication (both visual and verbal), they were assessed on their 

attitudes toward the communication with regard to good dental hygiene practice when 

shown information about tooth decay.  The level of fear communication ranged from 

maximum (including lots of pictures of tooth decay) to moderate (less graphic pictures) 

to minimal. A constant component in the communications included reassurances that if 

they took action to prevent tooth decay, they would minimize the chances of getting tooth 

decay.  The results of this experiment revealed that the most effective communication 

included a minimal amount of fear arousal to counteract ‗defensive avoidance‖ and result 

in relief by recalling the ‗reassuring recommendations contained in the communication‖ 

(p. 91-92).  Essentially the research showed that a minimal amount of fear arousal 

combined with reassurances would promote conformity (or at the very least, a propensity 

toward conformity) rather than a defensive response. Although there have been some 

inconsistencies over the years in this area of research, appealing to fear has generally 

been considered effective in bringing about changes in attitude (Rogers, 1983; Shelton & 

Rogers, 1981).  Communications such as these could be used to engage students in an 
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intervention and achieve the desired response, which is willingness to participate.  It 

would not be enough to require the intervention without students possessing the 

motivation to participate. 

Protection Motivation Theory and the Extended Parallel Process Model 

The development of fear appeal theory also led to the importance of ―cognitive 

mediational process in persuasion‖ (Maddux & Rogers, 1983, p. 470), and protection 

motivation theory was introduced by Rogers (1975).  Once a fear appeal communication 

occurs, cognitive appraisal responses are enacted including the severity of the threat in 

the communication, the likelihood that the event proposed in the communication will 

occur, and the efficacy of a recommended coping response that came from the 

communication (Rogers, 1975).  The efficacy of a recommended coping response is an 

appraisal of whether or not the recommendation is palpable.  Moreover, Rogers later 

postulated that a fourth component was required, which was self-efficacy expectancy 

(Bandura, 1977).  This expectancy is the belief that one holds about her ability to perform 

a specific behavior.  This component is different than the efficacy of a recommended 

coping response, because the former is concerned with appraisal of the recommendation 

within itself and the latter is a self-appraisal of whether or not one can actually heed the 

recommendation.  The study (Maddux & Rogers, 1983) investigated this new component 

as it relates to an individual‘s perceived ability to and found that self-efficacy proved to 

be the ―most powerful predictor… [of] intentions to adopt the recommended coping 

behavior‖ contained the fear-arousing communication (p. 476). 
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Prior development of these theories included studies that defined the properties of 

success in using fear appeals to persuade their audience but did not define the properties 

that resulted in failure.  The extended parallel process model includes within the 

evaluation of a fear appeal communication two appraisals of that communication with 

three possible outcomes: (1) individuals appraise the threat; (2) individuals appraise the 

efficacy of the recommended response; and based on these appraisals they will either (a) 

feel that there is or is not a threat, (b) will heed or deny the threat (cognitive response); 

and (3) will respond to or ignore the fear appeal (behavioral response) (Witte, 1992).  The 

greater the sense of threat, the more likely individuals will heed the threat, and respond to 

the appeal.  And conversely, the less they feel there is a threat, the more they will deny 

the threat, and ignore the fear appeal.  It was the intention of this study to get students to 

believe that they could indeed succeed if they participated in the intervention, heed the 

threat of dismissal from the institution and respond to the fear appeal by participating 

with motivation and not merely because they were required to participate. 

Recent Research on Fear Appeal Theory 

More recent studies have instituted meta-analyses of past studies, models, and 

theories.  Witte and Allen (2000) found that ―the stronger the fear aroused by a fear 

appeal, the more persuasive it is,‖ (p. 601) and that ―fear appeals motivate attitude, 

intention, and behavior changes—especially fear appeals accompanied by high-efficacy 

messages‖ (p. 605).  These high efficacy messages must be as strong as the fear appeal to 
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―make target populations believe they are able to perform a recommended response‖ (p. 

606).  In terms of approach to persuading students on academic probation to participate in 

an intervention, fear-arousing communication that includes the arousal of fear in terms of 

the threat of dismissal from the institution combined with efficacy messages that 

persuade students to believe in themselves combined with reassurances that will alleviate 

their fears of dismissal could be the kind of messaging that would engage students.  The 

course was mandatory, but course administrators wanted to set a tone before the class 

began to get students engaged in the intervention and to respond with high self-efficacy 

and agreement that the course would benefit them in terms of improving their GPA and 

avoiding academic dismissal.  I speculated that this kind of communication would be an 

effective springboard for the intervention in a higher education setting. 

Academic Capitalism 

As success courses increase, curricula are designed, and appeals to participate are 

considered, who is in fact doing these tasks?  As academic capitalism has taken hold in 

higher education, new models of management have emerged.  Slaughter and Leslie 

(1997) defined academic capitalism as the ways in which public research universities 

responded to neo-liberal policies that viewed higher education policy as a subset of 

economic policy.  They also believed that reduced state funding was the primary trigger 

for the advent of academic capitalism.  In this arena, faculty and professional staff had to 

increasingly compete for external funding from sources beyond state allocations.  The 

types of funding vary however; it could be in the form of donations, grants, out-of-state 
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tuition, and student fees (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).  Due the competition for external 

resources, major organizational changes have taken place including entrepreneurialism, 

and quality assurance (Clark, 1998; Rhoades & Sporn, 2002; Sporn, 1999).  Insitutions 

have responded to cuts in funding combined with increasing enrollments in many ways, 

and this study is primarily interested in the growth of managerial professionals in higher 

education. 

With the increase of students enrolling in universities, more open access to large 

public universities, and the reality of academic capitalism in universities, a sharp increase 

in managerial professionals has emerged (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  Rhoades (1998) 

described managerial professionals as non-faculty, non-administrator professionals who 

hold middle management positions in higher education.  The role of managerial 

professionals in the higher education setting is currently ―under-investigated‖ (Kiyama, 

Lee, & Rhoades, in press, p. 4).  One only need to look around at a large public university 

setting to see expanded recreation centers, more residence halls, student success 

programs, tutoring centers, multicultural centers, and development/advancement offices; 

most of which are managed by managerial professionals and not faculty.  This is not to 

suggest however that there is no faculty involvement or partnership.  Tinto (1975, 1987, 

1995, 2006) has been a champion for retention, ever emphasizing the important role that 

faculty play in student persistence.  However, there has been extensive research on 

faculty interaction with students as a conduit to student success.  This study focuses on 

the managerial professionals as an additional but not necessarily mutally exclusive 

conduit of student success. 
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Despite the clear importance of faculty, the numbers of tenured, full time faculty 

have been declining over the years.  Rhoades & Sporn (2002) pointed out ―as a 

percentage of all professional employees on campus, professors represented over two-

thirds (69%) in 1976; by 1995, that had fallen to 61%‖ (p. 17).  And within the faculty 

category, part-time faculty increased from ―22% in the 1970s to 43% in the 1990s‖ (p. 

18).  They also compared the numbers of managerial professionals who accounted for 

―20% of all professional employees in 1976, compared to over 29% in 1995 (Rhoades & 

Sporn, 2002, p.19).  This is an example of the organizational changes made in the era of 

academic capitalism.  Given the reduction in faculty despite their roles in engaging 

students, the organizational changes could suggest new emerging institutional priorities 

for faculty, such as entrepreneurial pursuits.  As a result, the creation of managerial 

professional positions has taken on a larger role with regard to student persistence and 

graduation. 

What kind of priorities in the context of academic capitalism might drive some of 

these organizational changes?  While students see themselves as consumers (as do some 

units within a university), others see them as a product to market.  For example, as 

graduates, students are presented to employers as a product, ―a contribution to the new 

economy‖ (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004, p. 327).  Students‘ identities are elastic, defined 

by ―institutional market behaviors‖ (p. 327).  If students are a product to be consumed by 

employers, universities must find ways to aid in developing a high-quality product; for 

example, a graduate.  Also, students aspire to attend college for the purpose of the 
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economic advantages it will afford them and thus, they consume the education to achieve 

this end. 

The authors (2002) went on to describe the roles of managerial professionals in 

the following contexts:  quality control and fund-raising.  For the purpose of this 

research, I am focusing primarily on those in the quality control arena in response to 

massification—those who work with students to advance their chances of persisting and 

graduating with a degree from a postsecondary institution.  These quality control 

professionals play a part in production as ―less a function of isolated professors‘ activities 

than of the interrelated activities of professors and various managerial professionals‖ and 

from that has born new costs of production, the managerial professional (Rhoades & 

Sporn, 2002, p. 20).  Moreover, managerial professionals who perform quality assurance 

functions, serve to convey to the external world that the institution cares about quality 

and internally, that it cares about strategic action (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  The role of 

quality control managerial professionals is to provide quality services to students to help 

them succeed and graduate.  These services are a product for the students coming into the 

university.  However, as mentioned before, managerial professionals in the quality 

control arena help the students to develop into a quality product that will be attractive to 

employers, and graduate and professional schools. 

 I would be negligent in discussing the increase of managerial professionals 

without also responding to the literature examining ‗massification‘ in higher education.  

The term is used to describe the rapid increase in college enrollment (Alexander, 2000).   
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Massification has continued to thrive since the article was published; and in response to 

that increased enrollment, there has been an even greater increase in institutional 

commitment to undergraduates (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002). Since 2002, the University 

added 40 additional academic advisors to its staff.  This decision was based on the 

recommendation of the Academic Advising Task Force (AATF) formed to address 

students‘ complaints about limited access to, and low quality advising.  Academic 

advisors are non-faculty professionals who commit most of their time to student advising.   

As a result of this increase, there was also an increase in advising administrators, non-

faculty professionals charged with the management of advising. 

 As the literature pointed out, there are a great many organizational and economic 

dynamics at play in the new millennium with regard to the strategic mechanisms in place 

in higher education (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  I am particularly interested in framing this 

study as one that is a connection between academic capitalism in higher education, 

particularly as it relates to the increase of managerial professionals in academia.  There is 

an institutional dynamic at play in terms of commitment from the top in higher education, 

but also a professionalization within the advising organizations within the larger higher 

education setting.  And managerial professionals are actively participating in the success 

of students—even having moved away from static, prescriptive practices—toward a 

developmental and at times intrusive approach to help students persist and graduate at 

higher rates. 

Institutional Isomorphism 
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 Over and above signaling to the outside world that quality is important to the 

University, there are likely multiple forces at work driving the increase of managerial 

professionals.  Trow (1984) described the phenomenon of academic stratification in 

which institutions continue to compete for rankings despite the ―Matthew Effect‖ (p. 

149).  The Matthew Effect creates a cycle in which, no matter what lower ranking 

institutions attempt to do to compete with higher-ranking institutions, the high-ranking 

institutions continue to maintain their status and rankings.  And yet, institutions continue 

to pour resources into their institutions to improve their status.  However, I do not believe 

that competition is the only factor that drives rise in the numbers of managerial 

professionals, or academic capitalism (quality control portion), especially as it relates to 

the increase of academic advisors on campuses. 

The increase in managerial professionals could also be seen as a form of 

institutional isomorphism occurring in tandem with the ideas that Slaughter and Rhoades 

(2004) postulated. Institutional isomorphism was originally defined as a homogeneity 

that occurs across organizations within the context of bureaucratization (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983).  The reasons for this today are not so much about competition and 

efficiency, but more about organizational forms that ―make organizations more similar 

without making them necessarily more efficient‖ (p. 147).  There are three mechanisms 

in place that drive institutional isomorphic change:  (1) coercive; 2) mimetic, and 3) 

normative.  These types of isomorphism are not always mutually exclusive and can 

interact and evolve. 
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As DiMaggio and Powell (1983) explained, coercive isomorphism occurs when 

pressures are placed on organizations by other organizations for which there is a 

dependency, and by cultural expectations in society.  This usually takes place in 

governmental organizations.  An example of this within the context of this study would 

be the governmental pressures placed on universities to increase graduation and retention 

rates while cutting state funding.  The increase in managerial professionals in the context 

of academic capitalism explains this, but so might coercive isomorphism, where 

universities expand student services/affairs staff due to external pressures from state 

governments and constituents 

Mimetic isomorphism derives from uncertainty. If an organization‘s goals are 

ambiguous, or if there is symbolic uncertainty, organizations might begin to imitate other 

organizations.  This does not seem to be the case in the higher education environment at 

least with regard to managerial professionals. 

Normative isomorphism results from professionalization.  Members within a 

given profession work collectively to define the conditions of their work, to legitimize 

their profession.  This has very likely occurred with managerial professionals.  What 

started as a coercive isomorphism has expanded to normative, as managerial 

professionals joined professional networks and associations to develop professionally and 

legitimize their professions.  They have also attended numerous conferences where they 

present, publish, and return with ‗best practices‘ to implement in their respective 

institutions. 
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 For advisors and advising administrators, there is a professional organization 

called the National Academic Advising Association, which is a large professional 

network that holds conferences and distributes peer-reviewed journals among other 

things--all of which educate advising professionals on ways to improve advising and 

retention for all kinds of students.  It is quite possible that in the changing economies of 

higher education, that academic capitalism in the context of increasing managerial 

professionals to improve and control quality, along with institutional theory, specifically 

as it relates to the power of professional networks, worked in conjunction to drive the 

increases.  It is also quite possible that both forces were behind the proliferation of 

success classes for freshmen across universities. 

 Aside from meeting with students one-on-one, advisors have become more 

involved in instruction—particularly teaching success classes.  Research has shown that 

students benefited more by being taught success courses by student affairs professionals 

than by tenured faculty (Blackhurst 1995).  Since these courses are non-traditional and 

close to student development practices that advisors use with their students, it makes 

sense that they would have a greater influence on students with this type of course.  Also, 

for faculty it could be viewed as more service related than instruction related which has 

little effect on obtaining tenure (Baez, 2002).  The professionalization of advising is seen 

as a benefit by many faculty who have moved further and further away from 

undergraduate advising (service) to focus on generating funding and instruction. 
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 As undergraduate enrollment in large, public institutions increases, demands for 

advising have also increased.  In the face of greater accountability and assessment 

pressures externally and internally, advisors are charged with advising students and 

assessing outcomes based on advising services.  Part of advising has begun to include 

teaching success courses to help retain more students.  Quality assurance pressures, 

normative isomorphism, and strategic positioning could all be factors driving the 

proliferation of success courses at the University of Arizona. This study is testing the 

effects of an intervention done by managerial professionals in higher education.  

Academic capitalism and institutional isomorphism are two important parts of the 

framework of this study.  I am interested in the relationship between the two as I consider 

the implications of my findings.  The mechanism with which institutions attempt to 

increase retention and graduation rates includes an increased use of managerial 

professionals. 

―Because Freshman seminars represent a non-traditional curriculum reform, they 

encounter frequent resistance from the gatekeepers of the formal curriculum and must 

therefore [be assessed] in order to survive‖ (Barefoot, 2000, p. 13).  And yet, at the site of 

this study, such courses are increasing.  What could be influencing this phenomenon?  

Part of the increase could be an institutional commitment to increasing student retention, 

but who implements the programs to accomplish these goals? Is it faculty, student affairs 

professionals, or administrators?  It is likely a combination of all of the above, but who 

works in the trenches with the students, teaches the courses, conducts program 
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evaluations, and the like?  Usually, graduate students, academic advisors, and student 

affairs professionals teach these courses with oversight by a non-faculty director. 

 Managerial professionals are believed to support rather than initiate action toward 

the practices and direction of a university, yet they take on managerial responsibilities 

and independent programs or projects (Kiyama et al., in press).   Kiyama and colleagues 

also concluded that managerial professionals not only initiate change but are often able to 

implement institutional change enacted or envisioned by others in the higher education 

setting.  This would suggest that although managerial professionals might not hold the 

governing power of faculty, they have been empowered to initiate and implement new 

program models to forward institutional retention and graduation goals. 

 Professional networks of managerial professionals play a part in the institutional 

changes that take place (Kiyama et al., in press). And the ways in which managerial 

professionals have used those networks have moved them from existing on the plain of 

coercive isomorphism to normative isomorphism.  From this viewpoint, one can follow 

the evolution of the managerial professional‘s role as one that not only initiates change 

but also a group that has moved from roots driven by coercive isomorphism to 

professionalization or normative isomorphism. 

 This literature review incorporates both prior research related to this study and the 

theoretical framework.  The next chapter will flesh out the framework to place the 

author‘s study into context and provide visual diagrams to illustrate the connections 

between the framework and the intervention examined in this study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The frameworks will be contextualized in three manuscripts that will be submitted 

for publication:  (1) The first manuscript frames the study around retention, departure, 

and involvement theories as they relate to the curriculum of the intervention; (2) the 

second manuscript frames the study around fear appeal theories as they relate to the 

approach that administrators used in selling the intervention; and (3) the third manuscript 

frames the study around the theories of academic capitalism and isomorphism as they 

relate to the increase in managerial professionals and their roles as active administrators 

and facilitators of the intervention studied.  The works of Vincent Tinto (1975, 1993), 

Alexander Astin (1984), Ronald Rogers (1975), Paul DiMaggio and Walter Powell 

(1983), Kim Witte (1992), and Sheila Slaughter and Gary Rhoades (2004) serve as the 

theoretical framework of this study.   

The main concepts from each of the authors are described below. While Slaughter 

and Rhoades (2004), Tinto (1975, 1993), and Astin (1984) focused their studies 

specifically on the higher education environment, Rogers (1975), Witte (1992), and 

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) focused their studies in broader contexts.   The work of 

these authors helps readers to understand the curriculum of the intervention, the approach 

to marketing the intervention and engaging students, and who initiates and implements 

these interventions and why.   

The key concepts from Vincent Tinto‘s (1975, 1993) work described students‘ 

attitudes and behaviors that influence their chances to persist and graduate.  He found that 
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the higher the level of the student‘s commitment to complete her education, the more likely 

she would be able to persist and graduate.  Consequently, commitment was nurtured by the 

student‘s social and academic interactions at her university. Students were at the greatest 

risk of dropping out during their freshman year, since often students‘ expectations did not 

match the reality of college life.  Poor quality interactions between the student and her 

educational environment increased the likelihood of departure.  Inversely, if the student‘s 

interactions with the institution were high quality, then she experienced a goodness of fit 

with the institution, and thus was likely to persist.  The quantity of interactions was 

important too; the more that students interacted with peers and faculty (albeit those 

interactions must be positive in nature), the more likely they were to persist.  

The key concepts from Astin‘s (1984) work described the student involvement 

behaviors necessary for students to persist and complete college.  He found that the greater 

the amount of psychological energy a student devoted to the academic experience, the 

greater the likelihood of persisting.  The context of involvement was important in both 

social and academic environments with regard to the academic experience.  Also, academic 

involvement that included good time management skills, interest in class subjects, and 

good study habits tended to result in constructive social involvement rather than hedonistic 

behavior.  These behaviors resulted in higher levels of student satisfaction and 

commitment and thus, a higher likelihood persisting. 

The key concepts from Roger‘s (1975) work analyzed fear appeals or fear-arousing 

communications along with protection motivation as a set of cognitive responses to this 
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type of communication. Rogers found that fear-arousing communication (used effectively) 

will persuade people to change behaviors that negatively affect their well-being.  Also, the 

fear-arousing communication itself does not stand alone in his work.  He also found that 

cognitive appraisal responses of the recipients include an appraisal of the level of the threat 

in the communication, the chances that the threat proposed will in fact occur, and the 

efficacy of the recommended coping responses.  The efficacy refers to an individual‘s 

judgment of whether the recommendation is feasible. An additional component of 

protection motivation theory added later including self-efficacy expectancy—meaning the 

belief held by someone that she can actually perform a specific behavior.  This differs from 

efficacy alone in that the recipient of the communication not only judges the 

recommendation but also then adopts a belief about it within her. 

The key concepts from Witte‘s (1992) work extended Roger‘s theories to include 

what she called the Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM).  This accounted for two 

possible cognitive and behavioral responses to a fear-arousing communication.  Two 

appraisals of a fear appeal communication were initiated with three possible outcomes:  (1) 

individuals appraise the threat; (2) individuals appraise the efficacy of the recommended 

response; and based on these appraisals will either: (a) determine whether or not there is in 

fact a threat; (b) will heed or deny the threat (cognitive); and (c) will respond to or ignore 

the fear appeal (behavioral response). 

The key concepts from Slaughter and Rhoades‘s (2004) work covered the 

phenomena of academic capitalism that they say was triggered by reduced state 
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government funding of higher education.  Academic capitalism encompasses the ways in 

which public universities respond to neo-liberal policies that see higher education policy as 

a subset of economic policy.  In this new environment, faculty and professionals have had 

to increasingly compete for external funding due to the declining state allocations.  In the 

wake of these phenomena continued research on academic capitalism showed a sharp 

increase in the numbers of students attending college (massification) combined with 

market and institutional forces that view the student as a consumer and a product 

depending on who you ask.  Their identities are elastic. 

In the midst of the phenomena of academic capitalism and in response to it, 

managerial professionals (non-faculty professionals and middle managers) have increased 

over the past decade while tenured faculty numbers have dropped.  Those who play a role 

in ‗quality control‘—usually student services/affairs professionals provide a multitude of 

services to assist students.  On one hand, the managerial professional is a service/product 

consumed by the student, but on the other hand, the managerial professional is working to 

improve the quality of a student‘s work and progress toward graduation, and thereby 

presents the student as a product to employers. 

The key concepts from DiMaggio and Powell‘s (1983) expanded the understanding 

of institutional isomorphism to include three types: mimetic, coercive, and normative.  The 

phenomenon was originally defined as a homogeneity that occurs across organizations 

within the context of bureaucratization.  The reasons for this today are not so much about 

competition and efficiency, but more about organizational forms that make organizations 
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more similar without making them more efficient.  There are three mechanisms in place 

that drive institutional isomorphic change:  (1) coercive; 2) mimetic, and 3) normative.  

These types of isomorphism are not always mutually exclusive and can interact and 

evolve.  Coercive isomorphism occurs when pressures are placed on organizations by other 

organizations for which there is a dependency and by cultural expectations in society. 

mimetic isomorphism derives from uncertainty. If an organization‘s goals are ambiguous, 

or if there is symbolic uncertainty, organizations might begin to imitate other 

organizations.  Normative isomorphism results from professionalization.  Members within 

a given profession work collectively to define the conditions of their work, to legitimize 

their profession.  Universities are an example of this phenomenon, in that they strive to 

develop organizational norms of professionals in education.  These professionals also 

attend conferences and return to their organizations with best practices to implement. 

Based on these frameworks, the author makes the following assumptions: 

 A curriculum based on theories of student involvement and retention (in 

the context of students‘ goodness of fit with the institution) will be 

effective. 

 Most students on academic probation possess the desire to persist. 

 Most students on academic probation have the commitment level to 

persist. 
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 Most of the students believe they are academically prepared for college 

before going on academic probation. 

 Most students have been unable to negotiate the behaviors related to their 

desire and commitment to persist. 

 Fear appeal communications in conjunction with efficacy and supportive 

messaging from the institution will set the stage for students to turn their 

performance around. 

 Managerial professionals are presiding over and teaching success courses 

(albeit with the support of academic deans and potential partnership with 

faculty). 

 Managerial professionals create, manage, and teach these courses in the 

interest of the student, the institution, and the legitimization of their 

professions. 

 Altogether these frameworks serve to better understand the mechanics of the 

intervention in this study.  Essentially, the framework sets the stage to understand what 

the properties of the intervention included, how the intervention was marketed, and who 

conducted the intervention.  Prior studies have not focused on the curriculum of an 

intervention as an application of retention theories, nor has the approach to the 

intervention been discussed (only whether or not it was mandatory), nor has prior 

literature discussed who conducted the interventions.  I believe the curriculum, approach, 
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and who facilitates these interventions are important components of the success or failure 

of an intervention in terms of achieving desired retention and graduation goals.  Also, 

although the curriculum is important, I would argue that the approach and who facilitates 

the intervention has a greater influence on persistence than the curriculum.  For students 

to believe that they can succeed and that the institution and facilitators are committed to 

their success are likely to carry a great deal of weight in helping students reach their 

educational goals.  To merely create a curriculum and make a course mandatory would 

not be enough to achieve student or institutional goals.  While I did not directly measure 

the approach or conduct a study the relationship between the type of facilitator and 

retention and graduation rates, I would speculate that these properties had an influence on 

the results of this study. 

 Given the described frameworks and which related to which article, below are 

two diagrams that illustrate these theories in the author‘s conceptual framework.  The 

first two figures outline the conceptual framework for the second manuscript to be 

submitted for publication and the third figure outlines the conceptual framework for the 

third manuscript for publication (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). 

 In figure 1, the framework describes the use of theory describing those 

characteristics that might lead to academic probation along with the intervention 

(described in Figure 2), which is a fear appeal approach combined with a curriculum 

drawing upon retention theories and taught by managerial professionals to students who 

engage with the intervention, thus leading to positive changes in behavior prior to the 
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intervention and thus, persistence and graduation.  This framework illustrates the 

importance of not only the curriculum of a success course and whether or not it‘s 

mandatory as has been discussed in prior research but also how fear appeals used as 

described earlier in this dissertation, and the use of managerial professionals might be 

integral components in achieving program goals. 

 Figure 3 outlines the conceptual framework as it relates to the evolution of 

academic advising as an increase as a result of both dynamics in academic capitalism 

(massification and institutional commitment to quality) and institutional isomorphism 

(coercive pressures from legislators and constituents to hire professionals to help reach 

retention and graduation goals), and the evolution of advising practices as the field 

became more professionalized, in which advisors began to copy each other with intrusive 

advising practices, interventions, counseling students toward emplowerment, which led to 

normative isomorphism in the advising and student services professions. 
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FIGURE 1 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, MANUSCRIPT 1 
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FIGURE 2 

THEORETICAL APPLICATIONS OF THE INTERVENTION 
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FIGURE 3 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, MANUSCRIPT 3 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

METHODS AND FINDINGS, MANUSCRIPT ONE 

Preface 

 To avoid redundancy, common information about the site of the study, 

background information, and limitations will be described only once at the beginning of 

Chapter Four. 

Background 

     In 2004, administrators at a large, public doctoral extensive institution in the 

Southwest decided to offer a mandatory success course for freshman students who went 

on academic probation.  While these students received information at other venues on 

how to succeed and find their niche at the University, I speculated that they were not 

doing so.  Before offering the course, I tried a peer mentor program for incoming, at-risk 

freshman.  The lack of success with students not using peer mentors indicated that 

preventive and proactive interventions might not be as effective as a reactionary one.  

Peer mentors reported great difficulty in establishing contacts with students and meetings 

were almost non-existent.  I also suspected that these students might be more motivated 

once they were in academic jeopardy.  I decided to have academic advisors teach the 

course and I had enough teaching resources to teach freshman students on academic 

probation. The intent of the course was to help students achieve good academic standing 

(GPA ≥ 2.0), help them to persist, and graduate in a timely manner.  The class was titled 

STCH 195a—Success in Science, and was a one-unit, graded success class required of all 
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first-time, full-time freshmen in the College of Science who were placed on academic 

probation at the end of their first Fall semester.    This class was offered for the first time 

in Spring 2005 and has been offered each Spring thereafter up to this point. 

          The curriculum of the course consisted of five core areas (see Appendix B): (1) 

student development; (2) test-taking and note-taking strategies; (3) campus policies and 

procedures; (4) exploration of different majors; and (5) engagement with faculty, 

advisors, and other student resources on campus.  The student development portion 

addressed taking responsibility for actions; understanding personal strengths and 

weaknesses; discovering motivations, values, and learning styles; developing 

relationships with faculty, advisors, and peers; managing time; setting goals and making 

decisions; working in teams; discovering one‘s personality type; and major exploration.  

Policies and procedures included information about dates and deadlines, processes for 

grievances and withdrawals, and definitions of term.  Students were also assigned to visit 

professors, advisors, student resources, and clubs/organizations, and write reports about 

the experiences. Also, information about student services and clubs and organizations 

was disseminated via group projects in which small groups were assigned a student 

service unit, researched the services provided, and gave a presentation providing 

information about the unit along with the benefits of the service. The required item of 

purchase for the class was a day planner that was spot-checked and graded to make sure 

students were using it. 

          The grading structure was designed to evaluate three components: attendance, 

participation, and homework/final paper.  The distribution of points was established to 
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ensure that the only way that a student could pass the course, let alone get a high grade, 

would be by doing well in all components.  For example, a student could not pass the 

class just by doing homework and never attending or vice versa. 

  To provide an interactive environment, the class size was small (15-18 students).  

I made pre-instructional decisions about objectives; determining the size of groups; 

explaining the tasks and participation expectations; monitoring and intervening; 

evaluating and processing the students‘ achievements; and rewarding and making plans 

for improvement where appropriate.   Students were given topics and articles to discuss 

in small groups, and were asked to make a presentation to the class and to answer 

questions administered by the instructor.  Homework assignments primarily consisted of 

journal entries that answered a question or provided a reaction to course topics.  There 

was also a final written assignment that required some research and reflection on what 

they learned from of the course.  The instructors met weekly with the course 

administrator to calibrate assignments and troubleshoot any issues that arose. 

Site 

This study was conducted at a large, public, selective, four-year, doctoral 

extensive institution in the Southwest.  Within the institution, the study was located in the 

College of Science where the following majors are housed:  Astronomy, Biochemistry, 

Biology, Chemistry, Computer Science, Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Geosciences, 

Mathematics, Molecular and Cellular Biology, No Major Selected—Science, Physics, 

Science Education, and Speech, Language, and Hearing Sciences.  New majors have 

since been added, but not within the time frame of this study.  All majors listed existed 
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during the time frame of this study.  This is not inclusive of all science majors offered on 

campus, but is a good representation. 

Data from the University‘s Office of Institutional Research and Planning Support 

for the 2009-10 school year revealed the following information about the undergraduate 

population at this site inclusive of University and College of Science student data.  The 

University housed 30, 346 undergraduates and of those, 5,630 were in the College of 

Science with 1, 159 freshman in the Fall 2009 cohort.  In addition to undergraduate 

enrollment numbers, the data included ethnicity, gender, FASFA eligibility, average high 

school GPAs and SAT scores, freshman retention rates, and four- and six-year graduation 

rates are listed below where the data were available (see Table 1). 
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TABLE 1 

INSTITUTIONAL DATA 

 

 

University Student Data College of Science Student Data

Undergraduate % Freshman % Undergraduate % Freshman %

Total 30,346 100% 6,966 100% 5,630 100% 1159 100%

Female 15,882 52% 3,777 54% 3,536 63% n/a

Male 14,464 48% 3,189 46% 2,094 37% n/a

Nonresident Aliens 980 3% 226 3% 419 7% 38 3%

African American 1,113 4% 273 4% 200 4% 52 4%

Native American 792 3% 188 3% 235 4% 35 3%

Asian American 2,187 7% 582 8% 611 11% 134 12%

Latino/a 5,401 18% 1,306 19% 1,065 19% 223 19%

Caucasian 19,130 63% 4,332 62% 3,854 68% 674 58%

Race/Ethnicity Unknown 743 2% 59 5% 236 4% 3 0%

Out-of State 9,194 30% 2,702 39% 2,004 36% 352 30%

FASFA Eligible 10,709 35% 2,476 36% n/a

Average High School GPA 3.37 3.37

Average SAT Score n/a 1152

Freshman Retention Rate 78% n/a

Four-Year Graduation Rates 32% n/a

Six-Year Graduation Rates 58% n/a
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Limitations 

 First, this study was conducted within a single institution and moreover, within a 

single college, so it may be difficult to generalize findings.  Also, despite the fact that the 

sample was derived from a longitudinal data set, it shrinks drastically given that the 

proportion of first-time full-time freshman students who go on probation is around .20 on 

average, so it may not be possible to establish statistical significance on certain 

measurements.  Particularly, I suspect that over time, there will be attrition for many of 

these students, so as the sample size shrinks, significance might not occur with 

disaggregated data. 

 Also decisions to use certain statistical methods were used to answer the research 

questions, but not all of the assumptions for each model were tested (except in 

Manuscript Number Three). 



60 

 

Research Question Restated and Hypotheses 

 As stated earlier, the following research question was proposed:  

Is there a significant difference in the performance, persistence, and graduation 

rates of probationary freshman students who took a success course compared to 

those who did not? 

 The hypotheses for this study are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1:  Students who took the success course will regain good standing by 

the end of their freshman year (cumulative GPA of 2.0 or higher) at significantly 

higher rates than students who did not take the success course.   

Hypothesis 2: Students who took the success course will persist into their second, 

third, and fourth years at significantly higher rates than those who did not take the 

course.   

Hypothesis 3:  Students who took the success course will graduate within five 

years at significantly higher rates than those who did not take the course. 

Sample 

 This study contained a sample of 254 first-time full-time freshman students who 

went on academic probation after their first semester of enrollment.  Of these students, 

154 were admitted in Fall 2004 and 2005 and were enrolled in the success course and 100 

were admitted in Fall 2002 and 2003 and did not take the course because it was not yet 
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offered (N = 154).  The 2004 and 2005 students were combined to form the treatment 

group and the 2002 and 2003 students were combined to form the control group (N = 

100). 

Data 

To test the hypotheses, the following dependent variables were included in the 

data:  probation status at the end of the Freshman year (coded as 0 for not off probation 

and 1 for off probation, persistence rates from first year to second year, second year to 

third year, third year to fourth year, (coded as 0 for did not persist and 1 for persisted), 

and graduation rates within five years (coded 0 for not graduated and 1 for graduated).  

The independent variable was the success course (coded as 0 for not participating in the 

course and 1 for participating in the course).   

Missing Data 

Since some students did a complete withdrawal during their second semester and 

did not enroll for the third semester, they were removed from the study (N = 31).  Also, 

because not all of the students reported high school GPAs (4) and/or SAT or ACT scores 

(11), these subjects are not included in the t-test.  Also, not all records in the sample 

included ethnicity (6). Also, there were some students who did not take the course even 

though it was offered for reasons beyond the control of the researchers, for example, if 

students had outstanding debt to the University, they were not permitted to enroll in 

courses (even if they intended to), and those who were not yet enrolled for any classes at 

the time were excluded from the course (n = 22).  I acknowledge this could have created 
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some bias but the group was too small to analyze statistically, so they were removed from 

the data. 

Variables of Interest 

The variables of interest for this study included Ethnicity coded by specific 

ethnicity as African American = 2, Native American = 3, Asian American = 4, Latino/a = 

5, Caucasian = 6, and Not Reported = 7; Gender was coded as Male = 0 and Female = 1; 

FASFA eligibility was coded as 0 = Not Eligible and 1 = Eligible; Success Course was 

coded as Did Not Participate = 0 and Participated = 1; Persist to Second, Third, and 

Fourth Years was coded as Did Not Participate = 0 and Participated = 1; Graduated 

Within 4 = 5 Years was coded as No = 0 and Yes = 1; and Off Probation at End of First 

Year was coded as No = 0 and Yes = 1.  The other variables of interest included 

continuous numeric variables of High School GPA and SAT scores (See Table 2). 
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TABLE 2 

VARIABLES OF INTEREST, MANUSCRIPT 1 

 

 

SPSS Variable Name Variable Name Dummy Code

Ethnicity African American 2 n/a

" Native American 3 n/a

" Asian American 4 n/a

" Latino/a 5 n/a

" Caucasian 6 n/a

" Not Reported 7 n/a

Gender Gender 0 = Male 1 = Female

SES PELL Eligibility 0 = Not Eligible 1 = Eligible

STCH Success Course 0 = Did Not Participate 1 = Participated

SecYrEnrol Persist to 2nd Year 0 = Did Not Persist 1 = Persisted

ThirdYrEnrol Persist to 3rd Year 0 = Did Not Persist 1 = Persisted

FourthYrEnrol Persist to 4th Year 0 = Did Not Persist 1 = Persisted

GraduateYesNo Graduate within 4 - 5 Years 0 = No 1 = Yes

OffProb Off Probation at end of 1st Year 0 = No 1 = Yes

HSGPA High School GPA n/a n/a

SAT SAT Score n/a n/a
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Limitations 

Given the scope of this study as limited to one college at one university, it may 

not be possible to generalize across all universities and majors with regard to the results.  

Also, while tests were conducted to validate a null hypothesis that the control and 

treatment groups were similar in terms of high school GPAs, SAT scores, and 

demographic information; it is still possible that the two groups differed in other ways not 

encapsulated in this study. 

Data Analysis 

  The research design for this project was quasi-experimental or a natural 

experiment wherein the timing of the program implementation ―make[s] it appear as if 

the treatment is randomly assigned‖ (Stock & Watson, 2003, p. 338).  In other words, 

students admitted in the 2002 and 2003 cohorts did not take the class, because it was not 

yet offered, and those admitted in the 2004 and 2005 cohorts were enrolled in the class, 

because it was available at that time.  This study included a longitudinal data set of 

student records over a period of seven years.   

The Alpha level was set at .05 and Chi-Square test for independence was 

employed, since the variables tested were categorical. Effect sizes were measured using 

the Phi-coefficient formula and the interpretation is based on Cohen‘s recommended 

categorization of levels (low, medium, or high).  Persistence is defined as those students 

who continue to be enrolled at the University of Arizona, but not necessarily in the 

College of Science. The marker of continuation was those who were enrolled in the fall 
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for each subsequent year.  For example a student who was admitted in fall 2002 and 

enrolled in fall 2003 is considered a persistence and retention data point.  The 

percentages were calculated from the number of all subjects in the original sample and 

not from remaining subjects after attrition occurred. 

The validity of the results needed an additional test to illustrate the homogeneity 

of the student populations from each group.  Differences could threaten the internal 

validity of the study:  if one group had a better academic profile than the other, this might 

explain variation in persistence and GPAs, thus minimizing the potential effects of the 

class.  Academic characteristics such as high school G.P.A. and SAT/ACT scores were 

obtained and t-tests run to check for differences between the two groups in terms of mean 

GPAs and SAT scores.  Also, demographic characteristics including gender, ethnicity, 

and socioeconomic status (SES)
 1
 were collected and tested using the Chi-square test for 

independence.  Again, the success class acted as the independent variable and the high 

school GPA, SAT scores, gender, ethnicity, and SES acted as the independent variables 

in this analysis. ACT scores were converted to SAT scores using a conversion table. 

Findings 

First, to test for homogeneity between the control and treatment groups, the t-test 

(the alpha level was set at .05) supported the null hypothesis revealing that there was no 

significant difference in mean high school GPA between the two groups, t(253) = .521, p 

= .603, or SAT scores, t(242) = 1.875, p = .064 (See Table 3).  The Chi-square test for 

                                                 
1 1 To create an SES variable, a proxy was used; FAFSA eligibility was the proxy and a dummy variable 

was created to distinguish between students who Ire FAFSA eligible and those who Ire not. 
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independence (the alpha level was set at .05) also supported the null hypothesis in that 

there was no significant difference between the two groups for distributions of ethnicity, 

χ
2
 (1, n = 254) = 6.67, p = .071; gender, χ

2
 (1, n = 254) = .014, p = .907; or SES χ

2
 (1, n = 

254) = 2.523, p = .112 (see Table 4).   
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TABLE 3 

T-TEST RESULTS FOR ACADEMIC CHARACTERISTICS, MANUSCRIPT 1 

 

 

 

Mean SAT Scores Mean H.S. GPAs

Control Group 1050 3.15

Treatment Group 1091 3.18

t-test calculation 1.88 0.52

p value 0.06 0.60
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TABLE 4  

CHI-SQUARE RESULTS FOR DEMOGRPHIC VARIABLES, MANUSCRIPT 1 

 

Ethnicity African American Native American Asian American Latino/a Caucasian

Control Group 5% 8% 9% 24% 54%

Treatment Group 6% 9% 15% 16% 54%

Chi-Square Calculation 6.67

p-value 0.071

Gender Male Female

Control Group 59% 41%

Treatment Group 60% 40%

Chi-Square Calculation 0.01

p-value 0.907

FAFSA Eligibility FAFSA Eligible Not FAFSA Eligible

Control Group 36% 64.00%

Treatment Group 27% 73.00%

Chi-Square Calculation 2.52

p-value 0.112
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The results the chi-square test for independence supported all three hypotheses.  

There was a significant difference in the rates of getting off probation, persisting into the 

second, third, and fourth years of college, as well as graduating within four to five years 

In the case of Hypotheses 1, the test showed that 49% of students who took the success 

course compared to only 8.8% of students who did not take the course were off probation 

by the end of their first year and the difference was significant, (χ
2
 (1, n = 257) = 44.34, p 

<. .001.  For Hypothesis 2, the test showed that 60% of students who took the course 

persisted to their second year compared to 22% of those who did not take the course and 

this was significant, χ
2
 (1, n = 257) = 38.03, p < .001.  47% of students who took the 

course persisted to their third year compared to only 9% of those who did not take the 

course and was also statistically significant, χ
2
 (1, n = 257) = 42.20, p < .001.  Persistence 

to the fourth year was achieved by 40% of the students who took the course and 6% of 

those who did not, which was significant, χ
2
 (1, n = 257) = 37.34, p  < .001.  And finally, 

the test for Hypothesis 3 revealed that 25% of students who took the course graduated 

within four to five years while only 2% of those who did not take course graduated, and 

the difference was statistically significant, χ
2
 (1, n = 257) = 24.37, p < .05 (See Table 5).   

The effect size from each test (calculation of phi-coefficient) was medium for 

each hypothesis.  Students got off probation by the end of their first year, φ = .42; for 

persistence to the second year, φ = .39; for persistence to the third year, φ = .41; 

persistence to the fourth year, φ = .38; and graduation within four to five years, φ = .31 
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(see Table 5). 
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TABLE 5 

CHI-SQUARE RESULTS FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLES, MANUSCRIPT 1 

Off Probation Persist to 2nd Year Persist to 3rd Year Persist to 4th Year Graduate 

Control Group 9% 22% 9% 6% 2%

Treatment Group 49% 60% 47% 41% 25%

Chi-Square 44.34* 38.03* 42.20* 37.34* 24.37*

Effect Size φ = 0.42 0.39 0.41 0.38 0.31

* p-value < .001
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CHAPTER FIVE 

METHODS AND FINDINGS, MANUSCRIPT TWO 

 

Research Question Restated and Hypotheses 

 As stated earlier, the following research questions have been proposed:  

What are the best predictors of the likelihood to persist and to graduate?  

Which groups are more likely to persist and to graduate, Comparison Group One, 

Comparison Group Two, or the Treatment Group? 

The hypotheses are as follows: 

 Given the curriculum using applied theory and  fear appeal messaging used to 

engage students in the intervention, I predict that students who participate in the 

intervention (treatment group) have a significantly higher likelihood of persisting 

and graduating than those who did not participate (comparison groups). 

 I predict that certain demographic characteristics will have a significant effect on 

the likelihood of persisting and graduating. 

 I predict that certain academic characteristics will have a significant effect on the 

likelihood of persisting and graduating. 

Sample 

 The sample consisted of 668 students who were first-time full-time freshmen who 

began college in the fall terms, went on academic probation at the end of their first 
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semester (earned a GPA below 2.0) and enrolled for the spring term.  Nine cohorts of 

students were included who began college in fall 1999 through fall 2007.   

Data 

All of these student records were observed over time from Fall 1999 to Spring 

2010 terms to track persistence rates to the second, third, and fourth years, and four-, 

five-, and six-year graduation rates.  A graduate student assisted with the data preparation 

process.  Using STATA, the graduate student merged multiple files in Microsoft Access 

into a STATA dataset in order to capture the terms students began (for grouping 

purposes), and demographic and academic background information (including first-

semester GPAs).  He also removed all students who withdrew during their first or second 

semesters (discussed further in ‗Missing Data‖ section).  Since this study was concerned 

with full-time freshman, the graduate student removed all students from the data set who 

had completed less than 12 units of course work during their first semester (the number 

of units completed was reported in the data, so this was a quick sort and deletion 

process).  This data set was further prepared by the author of this dissertation.  Since I 

was not interested in the subsequent GPAs after their first semester, I removed these 

entries from the data set.  There were multiple observations/cases, because for each 

semester completed an additional row was added in SPSS accounting for the GPA for 

that semester.  These rows were removed.  Then variables were added to account for 

persistence.  These rows were blank until I merged the data for those variables into the 

document from an Excel spreadsheet provided to me by the Office of Institutional and 
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Planning Support.  The variables for persistence into second, third, and fourth years was 

already dummy coded with a 0 for not persisting and a 1 for persisting.  The data on 

persistence was matched by Student ID number.  Additionally graduation indicators were 

not coded into dummy variables; rather, the year that the student graduated was provided.  

I created variables related to graduation for four-, five-, or six-year graduation points and 

coded appropriately based on the graduation year reported.  If there was no graduation 

year reported, then 0 was coded in that variable for not graduating.  The data included the 

following: whether or not they completed the success course (coded as 0 for not enrolled 

and 1 for enrolled), the year and term in which they began, the number of credits they 

attempted their first semester (12 or more was considered full time), first-semester GPA, 

major, residency classification (0 for non-resident and 1 for resident), ethnicity (coded as 

dummy variables for each ethnic group), gender (also coded as dummy variables to 

distinguish between male and female, PELL eligibility
2
 (coded as 0 for not PELL eligible 

and 1 for PELL eligible).   

Missing Data 

Some students were enrolled in the course but removed from the sample, because 

they did a complete withdrawal from the University during their second semester.  As a 

result of the withdrawal, there was no completion of the treatment, so all students who 

completely withdrew during their second semester—whether they participated in the 

intervention or not—were removed from the data set.   Also, all students who did a 

complete withdrawal during their first semester were removed from the sample, because 

                                                 
2 PELL eligibility served as a proxy for SES status. 
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the data reported a GPA of 0.00 when in fact they had no GPA.  This made them look 

like they were on academic probation when in fact they were not.  Students who did not 

enroll for a second semester were not included in this study, because the experiment was 

dependent on second semester enrollment in order to participate in the treatment, so these 

students were removed from the study in order to avoid bias in the results.   

Variables of Interest 

Students were grouped into three sub-categories:  Those who were not eligible for 

the course, because it was not yet offered between the years 1999 and 2003 (N = 344).  

The second group consisted of students who were eligible for the course philosophically 

because they met all criteria within the scope of the study, but for other reasons, did not 

take the course (N = 96). Some students could not take the course for the following 

reasons:  conflicting class and/or work schedules to the time the course was offered 

(though many were moved into a different section); unpaid balances on their accounts, 

which prevents enrollment in classes until the balance is paid; not enrolled at the time 

that the course administrator enrolled students in the classes (assumption that they may 

not intend to enroll); and enrolled part time (the course administrator did not want to 

force students to pay higher tuition by adding another course to their schedule).  They 

were enrolled in the spring term (their second semester) and were part of the admitted 

cohorts who began in the fall terms from 2004 through 2007.  The third group consisted 

of students who were eligible to take the course and completed the course in the spring 

term (their second semester) and began in the fall terms from 2004 through 2007 (N = 
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228).  To create these groupings, three new variables were created: - Eligible, - 

Treatment; + Eligible, - Treatment; and + Eligible, + Treatment.  Each variable was 

dummy coded with a 0 or 1 with 0 meaning that the condition of the variable name did 

not apply while 1 meant that the condition of the variable name applied.  For example, if 

the variable is called ―- Eligible, - Treatment,‖ then 1 meant that they were not eligible 

and did not take the class, while 0 meant that they did not meet those conditions.  These 

variables were used to select cases for analysis.  

 This piece of the methodology is important to explain further, because the 

independent variable in this study was whether or not they participated in the treatment, 

and there were actually two groups that did not participate, one because the treatment was 

not yet offered and the other because limitations beyond the institution‘s control 

prevented this group from being enrolled in the course.  If the tests had been conducted 

solely based on whether or not a student participated in the treatment, there could have 

been a bias in the logit calculations.  Also, the study had to account for the fact that it was 

not a ‗perfect‘ quasi-experimental design, since some students who were eligible for the 

treatment because it was in fact offered, did not participate.  Grouping variables had to be 

created to examine the results of a group that was eligible but not enrolled in the 

treatment.  Essentially the test measured the likelihood that each group would persist and 

graduate based on the group they were a part of rather than the treatment.  The first group 

was not eligible for the treatment because it was not yet offered and therefore did not 

participate in the treatment; the second group was eligible for the treatment because it 

was offered, but did not participate due to limitations beyond the control of the course 
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enrollment manager; and the third group was eligible for the treatment and participated in 

the treatment.   

The dependent variables in this study included persistence to the second, third, 

and fourth years; and graduation rates within four, five, or six years.  Each variable was 

coded with 0 for negative persistence and graduation, and 1 for positive persistence and 

graduation.  Persistence is defined in this study as continuous enrollment from year to 

year until they are no longer enrolled or graduate, whichever comes first.  Stop-outs with 

re-enrollment happening at a later time resulted in a 0 code for persistence at that point in 

time.  Students who did a complete withdrawal after the second semester were treated as 

a positive persistence point coded as 1 as long as they enrolled and completed the 

subsequent term, because the institution considers them enrolled.  I assumed that most of 

the students who stopped out were likely dismissed and this study is concerned with the 

intervention decreasing the likelihood that students will be dismissed, so stop-outs were 

treated as a permanent drop out for tracking purposes.   

The co-variates included PELL eligibility, first-semester GPA, gender, ethnicity, 

residency, high school GPA, SAT scores
3
, and number of AP courses completed in high 

school (see Table 6). 

                                                 
3 Students who took the ACT instead of the SAT had scores converted to SAT scores based on a conversion 

table provided by the Office of Institutional Research and Planning Support. 
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TABLE 6 

VARIABLES OF INTEREST, MANUSCRIPT 2 

SPSS Variable Name Variable Name Variable Type

Ethnicity African American 2 n/a Control

" Native American 3 n/a Control

" Asian American 4 n/a Control

" Latino/a 5 n/a Control

" Caucasian 6 n/a Control

" Not Reported 7 n/a Control

Gender Gender 0 = Male 1 = Female Control

SES PELL Eligibility 0 = Not Eligible 1 = Eligible Control

STCH Success Course 0 = Did Not Participate 1 = Participated Independent

SecYrEnrol Persist to 2nd Year 0 = Did Not Persist 1 = Persisted Dependent

ThirdYrEnrol Persist to 3rd Year 0 = Did Not Persist 1 = Persisted Dependent

FourthYrEnrol Persist to 4th Year 0 = Did Not Persist 1 = Persisted Dependent

Grad4Yr Graduate Within 4 Years 0 = Did Not Graduate 1 = Graduated Dependent

Grad5Yr Graduate Within 5 Years 0 = Did Not Graduate 1 = Graduated Dependent

Grad6Yr Graduate Within 6 Years 0 = Did Not Graduate 1 = Graduated Dependent

Residency Arizona Resident 0 = Non-Resident 1 = Resident Control

HSGPA High School GPA n/a n/a Control

SAT SAT Score n/a n/a Control

FirstSemGPA College First-Semester GPA n/a n/a Control

apcourseshs Number of AP courses taken n/a n/a Control

NOTeliNOTtaken - Eligible, - Treatment 0 = No 1 = Yes Grouping

EliNOTtaken + Eligible,. - Treatment 0 = No 1 = Yes Grouping

EliANDTaken + Eligible, + Treatment 0 = No 1 = Yes Grouping

Dummy Code
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 Also, descriptive statistics were run to illustrate counts and percentages of the 

demographic variables (co-variates), academic variables (co-variates), and the rates of 

persistence and graduation (dependent variables) categorized by their assigned groups 

(grouping variables) (see Table 7). 
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TABLE 7 

DESCRIPTIVES FOR CO-VARIATES, MANUSCRIPT 2 

 

 

Grouping Variables

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment

Co-Variates/Control Variables # % # % # %

Total Sample 344 100% 96 100% 228 100%

International 2 0% 3 3% 4 2%

African American 29 8% 3 3% 17 7%

Native American 16 5% 10 10% 10 4%

Asian American 24 7% 4 4% 29 13%

Latino/a 47 14% 17 18% 45 20%

Caucasian 213 62% 57 59% 111 49%

Not Reported 13 4% 2 2% 12 5%

Male 204 59% 48 50% 136 60%

Female 140 41% 24 25% 92 40%

Pell Eligible 79 23% 26 25% 58 25%

Arizona Resident 211 61% 75 78% 166 73%

Mean High School GPA 3.12 3.23 3.20

Mean SAT Score 1095.80 1137.40 1111.45

Mean College First-Semester GPA 1.18 1.18 1.30

Mean Number of AP courses taken 1.01 1.31 1.37
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Not surprisingly, the treatment group (+ eligible, + treatment) persisted and graduated at 

higher rates than the two comparison groups with the exception of six-year graduation rates.  The 

treatment group (group three) persisted to the second year at a rate of 13 and 11 percentage points 

higher than comparison groups one and two respectively; the treatment group persisted to the 

third year at a rate of 18 percentage points higher than both comparison groups; the treatment 

group persisted to the fourth year at 15 and 14 percentage points higher than comparison groups 

one and two respectively; the treatment group graduated within four years at 12 and 15 

percentage points higher than comparison groups one and two respectively, graduated within five 

years at seven and ten percentage points higher than comparison groups one and two respectively; 

and graduated within six years with no marked difference (see Table 8). 
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TABLE 8 

DESCRIPTIVES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLES, MANUSCRIPT 2 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment

Dependent Variables # % # % # %

Total Sample 344 100% 96 100% 228 100%

Persist to 2nd Year 165 48% 48 50% 139 61%

Persist to 3rd Year 99 29% 28 29% 108 47%

Persist to 4th Year 88 26% 26 27% 94 41%

Graduate within 4 years* 26 8% 3 5% 35 20%

Graduate within 5 years* 19 6% 1 3% 16 13%

Graduate within 6 years* 12 3% 0 0% 2 2%

* In the second 2 columns, numbers were not derived from Total Sample since some of these

students began in later terms and are not yet eligible to graduate in four, five, or six years.
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Data Analysis 

To answer the research questions, and because the independent variable and the 

dependent variables for main effects were categorical, a logistic regression was employed 

with the alpha-level set at .05.  The following logit model was used since there is a binary 

dependent variable Y with multiple regressors:  

Pr(Y = 1|X1,X2.,…, Xk,) = F(β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + … + βkXk)  = 

1/(1 + e
-( β

0
 + β

1
X

1
 + β

2
X

2
 + … + β

k
X

k
)
). 

 The assumptions when conducting a logistic regression are as follows:  

 The true conditional probabilities are a logistic function of the independent 

variables 

 No important variables are omitted 

 No extraneous variables are included 

 The independent variables are measured without error 

 The observations are independent. 

  The independent variable of success course completion or non-completion was 

embedded in the groups, so cases were selected based on the groupings to calculate the 

likelihood of persisting and graduating based on the groups students were in and 

calculations were also measured within those groups disaggregated by co-variates. Using 

IBM/SPSS version 19, six independent logistic regressions (with common co-variates 

using method ―Enter‖) were run to measure each dependent variable with each group of 

selected cases for a total of 18 regressions. 
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Findings 

All of the outcomes at Step 0 of the regressions (co-variates not included in the 

equation) are illustrated (see Table 9) as well as all of  the outcomes at Step 1 (co-variates 

included in the equation) (see Appendices A - F) ).  The Classification Tables in SPSS 

also showed the quality of the predictive model and those numbers are also reported in 

the appendices as ―quality of model,‖ which indicates the percentage correct of selected 

cases for prediction.   The regressions identified the coefficients, standard errors, p-values 

(significance), and odds-ratios of persisting or graduating from the university if students 

completed the success course compared to those who did not, and tested for significance 

in each of those ratios. 

Before examining the findings, the first hypothesis is re-stated: 

Given the curriculum using applied theory and the fear appeal messaging used to 

engage students in the intervention, I predict that students who participate in the 

intervention have a significantly higher likelihood of persisting and graduating 

than those who did not participate. 

 At Step 0 in the SPSS output, findings revealed significance across almost every 

measure for all groups except for the reported coefficient for persistence to the second 

year of the comparison groups and persistence to the third year for the treatment group.  

It should be noted too that there were no results for Comparison Group Two at the 

‗Graduate within 6 years‖ measure could not be computed by SPSS.  The numbers 
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calculated and reported were as follows: β = Coefficient, S.E. = Standard Error, Sig. = 

 p-value (significance), Exp (β) = odds ratio, and Quality = Quality of the model. 
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TABLE 9 

STEP 0 LOGISTIC REGRESSION RESULTS, MANUSCRIPT 2 

 

 

 

  

Comparison Group 1 Comparison Group 2* Treatment Group 
- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible 

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment 
Dependent Variables B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) Quality B S.E. Sig. Exp(B) Quality B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) Quality 

Persistence to 2nd Year -.037 .122 .760 .964 0.416 .167 .237 .480 1.182 0.542 .410 .151 .007 1.507 0.601 
Persistence to 3rd Year -0.842 0.133 0.000 0.431 0.553 -0.511 0.243 0.036 0.600 0.628 -0.098 0.148 0.506 0.906 0.525 
Persistence to 4th Year -1.007 0.138 0.000 0.365 0.732 -1.026 0.267 0.000 0.358 0.736 -0.342 0.150 0.023 0.710 0.731 
Graduate Within 4 Years -2.418 0.222 0.000 0.089 0.918 -2.918 0.726 0.000 0.054 0.949 -1.248 0.197 0.000 0.287 0.777 
Graduate Within 5 Years -2.829 0.266 0.000 0.059 0.944 -3.219 1.020 0.002 0.040 0.962 -1.804 0.299 0.000 0.165 0.859 
Graduate Within 6 Years -3.363 0.339 0.000 0.035 0.967 Not available -2.803 0.728 0.000 0.061 0.943 
* Regression could not be calculated for the dependent variable, 'Graduate Within 6 years' in SPSS:  The dependent variable has less than two non-missing 

values.  The dependent value must assume exactly two values on the cases being processed. 
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It is worth pointing out an important finding from these results: The only positive and 

significant coefficient is for persisting to the second year in the treatment group.  On 

average, the likelihood of this group persisting was significant (β = .410, p <.05). The 

coefficient was not significant for the comparison groups. 

 All other significant coefficients were negative across all of the groups even in the 

treatment group.  While it looks like the hypothesis does not hold when one considers the 

negative coefficients for the treatment group, a closer look reveals that the odds-ratios for 

the treatment group were actually greater than the odds-ratios in the comparison groups.  

The easiest way to see this is through the odds-ratios.   The odds ratios for the treatment 

group persisting to the third and fourth years were .906 and .710 respectively (although 

persistence to the third year was not significant).  The closer to 1 that those numbers are, 

the better the odds are that students are persisting.  In contrast, for the first comparison 

group to persist to their third and fourth years, odds ratios were .431 and .365 

respectively and thus, lower than the odds ratios of the treatment group.  Interpreting the 

odds-ratios in terms of the the students‘ likelihood of persisting and graduating was 

compared to the likelihood of not persisting and graduating—in other words, the  odds-

ratios did not compare likelihoods between the groups.  However, the odds ratios were 

lower for the comparison groups thus revealing that the treatment group had greater odds 

of persisting and graduating. 

With regard to the negative coefficients for graduating within four, five, or six 

years, similar phenomena occurred. The treatment group graduated within four, five, and 
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six years with significant negative likelihoods, but odds ratios of .287, .165, and .061 

respectively, while the first comparison group had even lower significant likelihoods at 

.089, 059, and .035 respectively, and the second comparison group showed significant 

negative likelihoods with still lower odds ratios of .054 and .040 respectively and no 

reported results for graduating within six years.  The higher odds ratios of the treatment 

group support the hypothesis that students who participated in the treatment had a higher 

likelihood of participating and graduating than those who did not participate in the 

treatment. 

 Moreover, the low odds ratios should not be alarming, since 36% of all students 

(not just those on academic probation) graduate within four years. If one calculated an 

odds-ratio for that, the results would show an odds ratio less than 1 and a negative 

coefficient, so on average, all students at the site of this study are at risk of not 

graduating. This is not encouraging news but helps one put into perspective the odds 

ratios reported within the context of this study. 

Essentially these results support the hypothesis.  Despite a small number of 

insignificant coefficients, overall students who participated in the treatment had 

significantly greater likelihoods of persisting and graduating than those who did not 

participate in the treatment. 

While interesting, the findings reported up to this point are not as robust or telling 

as Step 1 output in SPSS revealed, since co-variates were calculated in the regression at 

this stage.  At Step 0 the co-variates were not included in the calculation, so the results 
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were likely biased especially in terms of omitted variables.  Before examining the co-

variates, the remaining hypotheses have been re-stated: 

 Within the same theoretical framework stated in the first hypotheses, I predict that 

certain demographic characteristics will have a significant effect on the likelihood 

of persisting and graduating. 

 Within the same theoretical framework of the first hypothesis, I predict that 

certain academic characteristics will have a significant effect on the likelihood of 

persisting and graduating. 

Due to the overwhelming amount of results given the complexity of this model, the 

findings extracted trends and reported them in two ways: 1) Significant predictors across 

each group within each dependent variable, and 2) Significant predictors across 

dependent variables within each group (for a complete set of the results, (see Tables 10 

and 11).   Also, while the alpha was set at .05, I will also be reporting findings that were 

significant at an alpha level of .10.
4
 

                                                 
4
 It might have been better in this study to have set the alpha at .10 due to the 

disaggregation of a data set. 
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TABLE 10 

TRENDS FOR ACADEMIC PREDICTOR VARIABLES 
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TABLE 11 

TRENDS FOR DEMOGRAPHIC PREDICTOR VARIABLES 
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In the first regression in which the dependent variable was ―persistence to 2
nd

 

year‖, the trends revealed the greatest frequencies of significant calculations across co-

variates for the treatment group.  The significant predictors of persisting for this group 

were first-semester college GPA (β = 1.621, p<.001); for ethnicity, international students 

were predicted to persist (β = .084, p<.10), African Americans were predicted to persist 

(β = 3.681, p<.05), Native Americans were predicted to persist (β = 1.817, p<.10), Asian 

Americans were predicted to persist (β = 2.231, p < .05), and Latinos/Latinas were 

predicted to persist (β = 2.459, p<.05); and high school GPA predicted persistence (β  = 

1.037, p <.05).  The quality of the predictive model measured was also good with 71% of 

the selected cases predicted correct. 

For the first comparison group (-eligible, -treatment), there were four significant 

predictors of persistence: Gender was a predictor with males 2.289 times more likely to 

persist than females (β = .828, p < .10); first-semester GPA was a predictor (β = 1.436, p 

<.001); African Americans were predicted to persist (β = 1.466, p < .10) and PELL 

eligibility was a predictor with those who were not PELL eligible being 2.405 times more 

likely to persist than those who were eligible (β = .910, p < .05).  The predictive model 

quality was not good however with 66% predicted correct.  In the case of the second 

comparison group (+eligible, -treatment), there was one significant predictor of 

persistence, first-semester college GPA (β = 1.739, p < .05) with a good predictive model 

quality of 73% correct. 
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The only common predictor across the three groups for persistence to the second 

year was first-semester GPA.  Since the treatment group had the greatest number of 

predictors and a quality predictive model in terms of persisting to the second semester, 

this group was most likely to persist.  Also, within this group, the academic predictors 

were high school GPA and first-semester GPA and demographic predictors were all 

ethnic groups except Caucasian (no results reported for this group). 

For the second dependent variable, persistence to the 3rd year, the results begin to 

show less frequency in terms of the numbers of predictor co-variates for the treatment 

group.  In terms of academic predictors, both first-semester GPA and high school GPA 

were significant (β = .000, .024, p < .001, .005 respectively).  While the academic 

predictors remained in place, the ethnicity predictors were reduced to Native Americans 

and Latinos/Latinas (β = 1.736, 1.548, p < .081, 084 respectively).   But the predictive 

model was not good at 68% predicted correct.  

  For the first comparison group, two of four predictor variables from the previous 

regression remained the same:  Gender was again a predictor with the likelihood of males 

persisting at 1.79 times greater than females persisting (β = .585, p < .10); first- semester 

college GPA was again a predictor of persistence (β = 1.427, p < .001).    The predictive 

model was good at 71% predicted correct.   

For the second comparison group, one of the two predictor variables remained the 

same with a new predictor variable showing significance:  First-semester college GPA 

was again a predictor (β = 1.569, p < .05); also residency was a predictor and non-
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residents were less likely to persist than residents (β = -2.31, p < .10).  The quality of the 

predictive model was good at 77% predicted correct. 

Essentially, the first-semester GPA continued to be significant across all, and 

residency is an unusual predictor that showed up in the second comparison group, but 

does not occur again in any of the groups in the regressions that follow.  The trend of 

gender as a predictor in the first group continued as did first-semester college GPA across 

all groups, and high school GPA and Native American and Latino/a predictors held for 

the treatment group.  But for the treatment group, the predictive model was not good at 

68% predicted correct. 

In the case of the third independent variable, persistence to 4
th

 year, the academic 

variables, first-semester college GPA and high school GPA continued to be common, 

significant predictors for the treatment group (β = 1.158, 1.222, p < .05, .05 respectively).  

However, the co-variates related to ethnicity were no longer significant in terms of 

persistence.  For the first comparison group, gender, and first-semester GPA still 

remained significant predictors of persistence (β = .592, 1.200, p < .10, < .001 

respectively).  And for the second group, there were no significant predictors. Each group 

had good predictive models (but barely in the case of the treatment group at 69.9% 

correctly predicted).  While first-semester college GPA was no longer significant for the 

second comparison group, it remained significant for the first comparison group and the 

treatment group.  Also, gender continued to be significant for the first comparison group. 
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The fourth independent variable, ―graduate within 4 years‖ revealed the same 

academic predictors in the treatment group as the first three measures with significance 

for first-semester college GPA and high school GPA (β = .955 and 2.477, p < .10, .05 

respectively).  Again, no demographic variables were significant.  Again for the first 

comparison group, first-semester GPA was a predictor (β = 1.206, p < .05) with PELL 

eligibility appearing again but not since the first regression for the dependent variable, 

persist to 2
nd

 year (β = 2.1, p < .10). And again, there were no significant predictors for 

the control group. Up to this point, the most consistent predictors were academic 

predictors and not demographic predictors.  The academic predictors remained consistent 

across the dependent measures up to this point. However, the academic predictors 

showed a lower odds-ratio for the treatment group in terms of graduating within four 

years than for the first comparison group.  At this point, the high school GPA was a 

stronger predictor of graduating since the odds-ratio for the treatment group = 11.906, 

and 1.317 for the first comparison group.  While high school GPA had no significant 

effect on the first or second comparison groups, it was a consistent predictor of not only 

persistence but four-year graduation for the treatment group.  The quality of the 

predictive models was good across all groups at 98%, 100%, and 78% respectively. 

The fifth independent variable, graduate within 5 years, showed a single positive 

and common predictor, first-semester GPA, for the first comparison group and the 

treatment group (β = 1.250, 1.852, p < .10, .10 respectively).   The quality of the 

predictive models was good for both groups at 92% and 83% predicted correct 

respectively.  However, unlike the measure for graduating within four years, the odds-
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ratios were higher for the treatment group than the first comparison group (6.37 and 3.49 

respectively). 

The sixth independent variable, graduate within 6 years, showed only one positive 

significant predictor in the first comparison group, ―first-semester college GPA‖ (β  = 

1.616, p < .10).  Otherwise, all other predictors had high standard errors and p-values.  

The second comparison group contained no results, because SPSS could not calculate 

them, since the dependent variable had less than two missing values and the dependent 

variable assumed exactly two values on the cases being processed.  The sample was small 

for this group and probably too small to evaluate. 

In summary, first-semester GPA was the most common significant predictor 

across the dependent variables and the groups. Demographic co-variates, inclusive of all 

groups (except Caucasian) were significant predictors in terms of persisting to the second 

year, and for some to the third year, but there was no significance for those groups from 

fourth-year persistence and graduation. Gender was a significant predictor for the first 

comparison group, but not for the treatment group, so perhaps the treatment ‗neutralized‘ 

that predictor—meaning that both males and females benefited from the treatment.  

Likewise, since PELL eligibility was a significant predictor for the first comparison 

group but not significant for any of the treatment group measures (except for the 

dependent variable, Graduate within 5 years); perhaps it is ‗neutralized‘ meaning that 

both PELL eligible and non-Pell eligible students benefited from the treatment. 
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 Discussion of these findings as they relate to the theoretical frameworks and 

literature will follow in Chapter Seven. 
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CHAPTER 6 

METHODS AND FINDINGS, MANUSCRIPT THREE 

Research Question Restated and Hypotheses: 

To refresh the reader‘s memory, the research question and sub-questions are as 

follows: 

Is there a causal effect in students‘ academic performance as a result of 

participating in the success course? 

Sub-Question:  If so, exactly when does the causal effect occur? 

The hypotheses are as follows: 

 Since managerial professionals in student affairs/services have designed a 

curriculum based on tried and tested student involvement and retention 

theories, and are dedicated full time to helping students as well as possessing 

the initiative to design retention and success programs, I hypothesize that the 

intervention in this study will show a causal effect. 

 If there is an effect, it will occur early in their academic career. 

Sample 

The sample included first-time full-time freshman who enrolled for the first time 

during the fall 2004 through 2009 and earned less than a 2.0 GPA during their first 

semester and were placed on academic probation.  This means during each of those years 

in the fall, a freshman cohort entered the College and was included in this study. The 
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students‘ records also included their subsequent fall and spring enrollments and semester 

GPAs.  The number of students observed was a total of 570 with 225 in the control group 

and 345 in the treatment group. 

Missing Data 

Some students in the sample were enrolled for as many as 16 semesters, but I 

stopped the analysis at 8 semesters in the interest of examining students‘ performance 

over four years.  Also, since many students who go academic probation are dismissed or 

depart over time, I concluded that the sample size would become so small that 

significance would have become unlikely if I included more than eight semesters of 

reported GPAs.  Additionally  all students who withdrew from their first-semester of 

enrollment were removed from the data set (2 percent) since they would not have a first- 

semester GPA on record (pre-treatment).  And likewise, those students who withdrew 

from their second semester were removed from the data set (5 percent), because they did 

not have a second-semester GPA on record (post-treatment), which did not fit with the 

design of the study. For future terms, if a student withdrew from a semester, the term 

GPA was removed but not the participant.  The term GPA had to be removed because the 

records report a 0.00 GPA when in fact the student had no GPA for withdrawing, so 

including this calculation would have led to inaccurate mean calculations. 

Data 

To prepare the data several steps were involved.  The original data set included all 

terms of students who attended during the years studied.  This meant that there was no 
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way to identify the number of students in the sample or the chronological occurrence of 

GPAs that are important to this study.  A graduate student assisted with data preparation 

and ran the tests, since SPSS did not have the capability to run difference-in-difference 

analyses and the author of this dissertation did not know how to use most of the syntax 

functions in SPSS.   

First, to account for each student‘s first-semester GPA, a binary variable was 

created (first semester enrolled, 1, 0).  This would distinguish which of the terms was the 

first semester for each student.  Also, a first-semester GPA had to be identified, since the 

students of interest were those who had less than a 2.0 GPA during their first semester.  

Another variable had to be created, 1
st
 semester GPA enrolled; in order to set up the 

treatment variable.  This had to be done before setting up the treatment variable, because 

trying to identify the treatment earlier group pulled in the second semester GPA rather 

than first semester.   

A time (T) variable was also generated to capture post-treatment (1 = post-

treatment, 0 = otherwise). This helped to capture all students who would be eligible for 

the treatment given that their first-semester GPA was less than 2.0 by coding treatment D 

as 1 if first-semester GPA was less than or equal to 2.0
5
.  Participation in the treatment 

was named Class, (1 = participated in class, 0 = did not participate in class). Also, 

because this study included only full-time students, a new variable was created to include 

only those students enrolled in 12 units or more.  The variable fulltime = 1 if the 

                                                 
5 I included ―=‖ since one student who participated in the course actually had a 2.0 GPA during the first 

semester.  Technically this student was not eligible for the treatment, but may have raised the GPA before 

the class started by attending a Winter Session course and the Course Administrator didn‘t catch this. 
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students‘ attempted units provided in the data set >= 12 and was labeled, enrolled full-

time first semester.   This preparation provided an accurate sample of those eligible for 

the treatment (D) and the time (T) at which each participant in the sample had a reported 

GPA for each subsequent semester after the first semester. 

To address variables of interest, additional steps were taken.  Students had to be 

identified as having participated in the treatment or not.  For those who were eligible and 

participated, X = 1 for post and 0 for pre.  X = 1 if first-semester GPA </= 2.0 and the 

student took the class during their second semester.  This meant that the participants in 

the course were coded as 1 if they completed their first semester with a GPA less than or 

equal to 2.0, participated in the class during their second semester, and were enrolled for 

their first semester during a fall term 2005 to 2009.  X = 0 if the students earned equal to 

or less than a 2.0 GPA during their first semester, took the class, and Were enrolled for 

their first semester during a single Fall Term from 1999 – 2009.  This accounts for 

students who were eligible and took the class, but not those who were eligible and did not 

take the class
6
.   To reduce the sample to those students who attended from 2005 – 2009, 

conditions were set.  Replace X = 1 if D == 1 & semesterc != 1 & Class == 1 & T == 1.  

Also, replace X = 0 if D == 1 @ semesterc != 1 & Class == 1 & T == 1.  This reduced 

the data to only a list of students who participated and were in fact eligible.  Essentially it 

created a panel data set that encompasses the sample reported earlier in the Sample 

section. 

                                                 
6 X = 0  included students from 1999 – 2009 in the data set when this sample should only include students 

from 2005 – 2009. 
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To identify students who were eligible for the class but did not take it, similar 

methods were used.  A new variable was generated and Y = 1 (post) when all the same 

conditions were included for X = 1 except that class was changed from 1 to 0 (did not 

take the class).  And Y = 0 (pre) when all the same conditions were included for X = 0 

except that class was changed from 1 to 0 (did not take the class).  Again, this did not 

reduce the data to include only those students enrolling for the first time from 2005 – 

2009. To do this, the graduate student who assisted me replaced Y = 1 with same 

conditions as X = 1 except that Class == 0 (pre), and I replaced Y = 0 with the same 

conditions as replacing X = 1 except that Class == 0 (post). And now the treatment and 

control groups have been formed.  Treatment = 1 (treated) if X == 0 – X == 1.  And 

Treatment = 0 if Y == 0 – Y == 1.   

Once the independent variable was created (took the class or didn‘t take the class) 

and the students were grouped (eligible and took the class and eligible and did not take 

the class), I was able to compare semester-by-semester changes.   Next, variables were 

created to highlight the treatment time (T)  to account for each term examined from 

spring of the students‘ second semester through up to eight semesters (if the students 

persisted that far or are eligible to persist that far).  The sample begins to shrink as 

students drop out and/or enter later and therefore could not have completed up to eight 

semesters.   
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Variables of Interest 

The variables of interest included students‘ second-semester and subsequent 

semester GPAs (up to eight possible semester GPAs for each subject) as the dependent 

variables.  The independent variables were Class and Time.  To connect the treatment to 

a point in time in this study an interaction term was created, ―Inter1v2.‖  This term 

accounted for the interaction between the class participation (or not participating) and the 

point in time of a reported GPA.  In the case of Interv1v2, the term captures the 

interaction between the treatment and the second semester and will be used as part of the 

formula to calculate effects.  For each point in time examined (up through the eighth 

semester), the interaction term was recreated, for example, for the third semester, the 

interaction term was named ―Interv1v3‖ and captures the interaction between the 

treatment and third semester.  The first-semester GPA served as the baseline for this 

analysis.  It is essentially the pre-treatment condition that allows for comparisons using 

difference-in-difference analysis.  Table 12 highlights the variables of interest: 
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TABLE 12 

VARIABLES OF INTEREST, MANUSCRIPT 3 

STATA Variable Variable Name Variable Type

frstsemesgpa 1st Semester GPA enrolled Sampling

T Time 1 = post-treatment 0 = otherwise Independent Variable

D Population of Interest 0 = GPA >2.0 1 = <=2.0 Sampling

Class Participation in the Class 0 = No 1 = Yes Independent Variable

trt Treatment and Control Groups 1 = Treatment 0 = Control Grouping

fulltime Enrolled full-time first semester Sampling

X Students who were eligible and took the class Grouping

Y Students who were eligible and did not take the class Grouping

Col College 1 = in College 0 = in another college Sampling/Sorting

Inter1v2 - Inter1v8 Interaction between treatment and points in time Term not a variable

T2 - T8 Each point in time post-treatment Interaction

gpa Semester GPAs Dependent Variable

Dummy Code
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Data Analysis 

 I was interested in comparing the performance of treatment and control groups‘ 

GPAs over time.  The design used panel data from 2005 to 2009 to follow probationary 

students‘ performance over time and to test whether or not there was a causal effect of the 

treatment on students‘ semester GPAs.  Additionally, if there was an effect, at what point 

in time did the effect occur? 

   There was concern about omitted variable bias, since there could be other 

influences on the GPAs that ―one would want to rule out as explanations for any 

outcomes‖ (Meyer, 1995, p. 154).  The control group behaved in different ways than the 

treatment group in terms of not registering until later, having unpaid balances, and other 

possible behaviors of which I was not aware.   Additionally, there could have been 

characteristics that varied across individual participants; such as, family background and 

SES—the variables are infinite.  I accounted for this in our design and model. 

First, rather than merely identifying a difference between the treatment and 

control groups over time (post); I designed the study as a pre- and post- quasi experiment 

and used the differences-in-differences estimator: 

            

β1
diffs-in-diffs 

(Y-bar
treatment,after 

– Y-bar
treatment,before

) – (Y-bar
control,after

 – Y-bar
control,before

) = 

∆Y-bar
treatment

 -- ∆Y-bar
control 

 (see Figure 4). 
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FIGURE 4 

DIFFERENCES-IN-DIFFERENCES GRAPH, MANUSCRIPT 3 

 

Difference

between

differences

Difference

GPA = 1.287 observed after

GPA intervention

Difference

before the

intervention

GPA = 1.117

1st Semester 2nd Semester Time

Students who did not participate in the treatment

Students who participated in the treatment
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In this study, the pre-treatment condition of the treatment and control groups was 

the mean first- semester GPAs, which were 1.287 and 1.117 respectively.  Their second-

semester mean GPAs were 1.875 and 1.696 respectively.   This calculation would 

typically be embedded into the following formula (Villa, 2010): 

y = α + β1T2 + β2Class + θInterv1v2 + ∈, 

where y = GPA,  β1T2 = the coefficient calculation of the differences-in-differences at the 

end of the second semester, β2Class =  the coefficient calculation of class participation or 

non-participation, 0Interv1v2 = the interaction term (treatment * time), and ∈ = the error 

term.  The problem with using this formula or an OLS regression, is that these models did 

not account for individuals over time.  Additionally, no other regressors had been added 

that might account for omitted variable bias. 

 To strengthen the model, I made two assumptions that I could test: 1) there are 

some unobserved or omitted variables that vary across students, but do not change over 

time (fixed effects), and 2) others may be fixed between cases but vary over time 

(random effects).  In the case of fixed effects, examples include ethnicity, family 

backgrounds, and which high school students attended, which could all be potential 

predictor variables that are fixed for the individual but might vary across students. In the 

case of random effects, behaviors such as enrolling late, starting a part-time job, quitting 
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a part-time job, etc. could be influencing the outcome.    The variables are countless and 

rather than guessing at predictors, I tested both assumptions using a fixed effects model, a 

random effects model, and then used the Hausman specification test to compare the fixed 

effects model to the random effects model to identify which model was the best fit for the 

data. 

The fixed effects model is notated below, which accounts for individuals (i) over 

time (t) and the assumption that omitted variables vary across students: 

Yit = α + β1T2it + β2Classit + θInter1v2it + ζ i
t

it, 

where the addition of ―ζ i
t

it‖ accounts for the fixed effects (entered as ‗fe‘ in STATA to 

calculate).  The random effects model is notated below which accounts for both fixed 

variation between students and random variation across time: 

Yit = α + β1T2it + β2Classit + θInter1v2it + ζi + λt it, 

where ―ζi + λt it‖  accounts for the random effects (entered as ‗re‘ in STATA to calculate). 

I now have unbiased estimations, but I had to find out which model was the best 

fit based on the data.  I conducted the Hausman specification test, which is based on the 

following null hypothesis:  The difference in coefficients is not systematic.  The results 

illustrated that I had to reject the null hypothesis, which meant there was a systematic 

difference in the coefficients and it was revealed that the fixed effects coefficient was 

consistent while the random effects coefficient was not.  Thus, I proceeded to test the 

data using the fixed effects model. 
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The fixed effects regression was run independently seven times to account for 

each point in time and its relationship to the treatment.  Each regression required that the 

interaction term, Interv1v was adjusted for each regression.  For example, to run a 

regression at the end of the second semester, the interaction term was Interv1v2 = Trt*T2 

and for the third semester had to be changed to Interv1v3 = Trt*T3, and so on up through 

Interv1v8 = Trt*T8, the last point in time measured. 

Findings 

 The results for all fixed effects regressions revealed that there was a single causal 

effect that occurred at the end of the second semester (β = .252, p < .001).  At no other 

point in time was there a significant causal effect (see Table 13).  The significance that is 

important in this regression is the measure of the interaction variable and not the time 

effect or the constant.  The reason for this is that I am looking for the coefficient that 

reveals the relationship between the point in time at which a GPA was recorded, whether 

or not the observed entity participated in the treatment and the relationship between those 

two variables (interaction) with the mean GPAs.  So while other variables showed 

significance across time, the interaction variable showed significance just once.   

 This finding is not surprising considering that by the end of the second semester 

students had just completed the treatment (eight weeks earlier).  What is somewhat 

surprising is that there are actually points in time later in which negative coefficients 
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were calculated (albeit not significant).  This means that after the treatment, on average, 

students continued to falter in terms of performance.
7
 

                                                 
7 These findings are the result of a panel data analysis.  I plan to conduct additional DD analysis to capture 

1999 –2002 sample, but this is cross-sectional v. panel and more complicated.  I also plan to do a DDD 

bringing all UA students into the sample to analyze findings and implications.  My dissertation chair 

advised me to limit the study at this time due to time constraints, but the manuscript for publication will be 

expanded to include additional and more complex differences-in-differences analyses. 
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TABLE 13 

DIFFERENCES-IN-DIFFERENCES RESULTS 

 

Semester 2 Semester 3 Semester 4 Semester 5 Semester 6 Semester 7 Semester 8

Time Effect .336* .402* .638* .681* .889* .871* .850**

(.060) (.101) (.109) (.150) (.143) (.221) (.243)

Interaction .252** .211 -.003 .012 -.039 .089 .258

(.080) (.133) (.143) (.296) (.189) (.285) (.3033)

Constant 1.254* 1.300* 1.277* 1.28* 1.265* 1.255* 1.267*

(.026) (.033) (.033) (.036) (.033) (.043) (.042)

Standard errors are reported in parentheses.

*, ** indicates significance at <.001 and <.005 respectively.
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

DISCUSSION 

 

 This chapter encompasses a discussion on the findings as they related to the 

theoretical framework and literature, implications, recommendations for large, public, 

post-secondary institutions, and a conclusion. 

Discussion 

The Chi-Square and logistic regression results without the inclusion of co-variates 

illustrate the resourcefulness of administrators and advisors in difficult financial times, 

and the need for interventions like this.  Student services professionals do a lot with very 

little, and employ creative methods to help students succeed.  With an incredibly high 

student/advisor ratio of about 400:1, they still managed to find the time to advise students 

one-on-one, coordinate orientation, connect students with research opportunities, faculty, 

and peer mentors, provide career counseling, run mentor programs, and in the midst of all 

of this, demonstrate dedication to teaching this course.  The curriculum was designed to 

engage students socially and academically with the University, which in turn resulted in 

higher persistence rates, improved performance, and a stronger commitment to the 

institution and ultimately graduating.  Students were required to meet with a professor, 

their advisor, and visit student services resources and student organizations.  While it is 

difficult to control external factors with regard to retention, student services personnel 

helped students find motivation, re-commit, earn an acceptable GPA, and integrate into 
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the campus community once they were here. The success course succeeded as an 

intervention tool designed to address retention issues.   

To find a difference in almost every measure (persistence to second, third, and 

fourth years in addition to graduation within 4 -5 years) is laudable.  I did not expect to 

find significant differences at all levels despite the ambitious hypotheses.  While I did not 

establish a causal relationship at this stage of the research between the treatment and the 

dependent variables the differences were consistent at certain snapshots in time, thus 

suggesting a successful intervention in the long-term. The statistical significance of 

achieving good academic standing, persistence through college, and graduating in a 

timely manner within the cohort of probation students examined here supports the need to 

continue the success course.  Moreover, the effect sizes signifying the strength of the 

differences between the course and the dependent variables provide even greater 

justification to do so, as they account for more than just the significant difference but also 

the size of the difference.  While many disciplines categorize the strength of the 

relationship as ―medium‖, education is a unique discipline in which the strength of the 

relationship could actually be considered stronger than Cohen‘s categorization (Valentine 

& Cooper, 2003). 

This study was quantitative and identified persistence and graduation outcomes as 

the goal of the course, thereby preventing us from knowing which pieces of the 

curriculum might have influenced the differences in persistence and graduation rates of 

the treatment group compared to the control group. However, the curriculum included 
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elements postulated by Tinto (1975) and Astin (1984) to increase persistence in college.  

In addition to learning ‗nuts and bolts‘ skills in college, students were taught to develop 

relationships with peers and faculty, to find the balance of physical and psychological 

energy required to persist and succeed, to get involved on campus outside of the 

classroom, how to find internal motivation, and how to manage time.  

In terms of the logistic regression without including co-variates it appeared that 

the intervention revealed a significant likelihood of persisting and graduating across all 

measures.  While the treatment group showed negative coefficients for persisting beyond 

the second year and graduating, the odds-ratios were greater for the treatment group than 

for the two comparison groups (with the exception of persistence to the third year which 

was not significant). It would seem based on these findings that both the intervention 

itself and the approach, based on protection motivation theory (Rogers, 1975; Witte, 

1992) were significant not only in the short-term but in the long term.  Given the 

likelihood that students overall would have a negative chance of persisting and 

graduating on average, the findings in this study were encouraging, since the treatment 

group appeared to benefit the most in terms of their chances of persisting and graduating.  

In relation to the intervention‘s relationship with the likelihood of persisting and 

graduating, the first-semester GPA was the most common significant predictor across 

variables.  And the first-semester GPA odd-ratios were not always higher for students in 

the treatment group than for the comparison groups, so it would seem to be the case that 

regardless of the treatment, the first-semester GPA was the most frequent significant 

predictor between all groups and across all persistence variables measures.  That 
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predictor occurred less frequently in terms of graduation rates except at the four-year 

graduation measure, where for the first comparison group and the treatment group, first-

semester GPA was again a significant predictor.  The first-semester GPA had a lasting 

effect across most of the dependent measures regardless of treatment or non-treatment. 

However, in terms of high school GPA as a predictor, it was significant only for 

the treatment group across the dependent measures of persistence and four-year 

graduation.  Those who had higher high school GPAs were significantly more likely to 

respond favorably to the curriculum and the persuasive approach.  So in spite of the 

strength of the first-semester GPA, the high school GPA for those who received the 

treatment was a significant predictor of persisting and graduating. 

In terms of strong demographic predictors, disaggregation of the data revealed 

that for persistence to the second year, all minority measures (African American, Native 

American, Asian American, and Latino/Latina) were significant predictors with only one 

minority group (African Americans) being a significant predictor in the first comparison 

group and none in the second comparison group. This suggests that the curriculum and 

approach are working across races, which is encouraging when one designs a single 

curriculum and approach used for all students regardless of race.  The positive ethnicity 

predictors did not carry over as well into other dependent measures though for the 

treatment group, which tells us that the effects of the treatment are short-term.  

Nevertheless, it is good to know that at least freshman retention was improved for under-
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represented students and I can infer that relationship between the intervention and 

persistence was a success across all races.   

With regard to socioeconomic status, it appeared as a positive predictor in one, for 

the treatment group at the graduate within five years measure.  The curriculum and 

messaging did not seem to have a significant negative or positive effect overall in terms 

of persistence and graduation.  That it had no effect is not necessarily bad news:  the 

curriculum and approach could be equally beneficial to students regardless of their 

socioeconomic status.  This would make sense given the positive predictions for all 

ethnic groups (except Caucasians where there was no data available) who come from 

different socioeconomic backgrounds.   

The results of this study were also encouraging to the extent that finding a 

positive causal effect is huge in terms of the effectiveness of the intervention and the 

important work of managerial professionals. In the advent of the massive restructuring 

that institutions have undergone over the past fifteen years including the increase in 

managerial professionals (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), it is 

important to evaluate the work of managerial professionals to attempt to discover how 

this kind of restructuring is impacting students and the institution with regard to 

providing quality services and producing a quality product (a degree recipient).   

Although interventions like these have been evaluated, longitudinal work to attempt to 

find causal effects and then finding such an effect is very important for the managerial 

professionals who run these programs and the institutions that support them.   
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The trends discussed here showed that prior performance before the treatment in 

terms of first-semester GPA and high school GPA serve as significant predictors.  To find 

that minority students and students from all socioeconomic backgrounds benefited from 

the treatment in terms of persistence to the second year is a finding that would suggest the 

need to continue this intervention.  Given increasing pressures to increase freshman 

retention rates, interventions like this provide proven results. 

The causal effect finding is the strongest statistical finding in this study, because the 

method isolated all other possible variables that could influence student performance.  

And even though the chi-square and logit tests appear to account for time, the findings 

are only snapshots in time, while the difference-in-differences test incorporated time as a 

variable to identify the point in time at which the treatment had the greatest effect.  This 

finding illustrates a successful curriculum, approach, and that managerial professionals 

are making headway in improving retention efforts. 

Additionally, while past research has shown that SES, gender, SAT scores, GPA, and 

racial identification are predictors of persistence (Blackhurst, 1995; Halle, Kurtz-Costes, 

& Mahoney, 1997; White, 1982), those predictions held again in this study for the 

students who did not receive the treatment but SES, gender, and SAT scores were not 

predictors of persistence and graduation for those students who received the treatment. 

The connections between all of the methods are as follows:  Although it might appear 

incomparable to think about the causal effects in terms of performance compared to logits 

and chi-square calculations concerning persistence and graduation, there are in fact 
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connections.  First, one must remember that this study is framed around probationary 

students who are at the mercy of institutional policy concerning their GPA and whether 

or not they will be allowed to continue.  They are subject to involuntary dismissal should 

they not raise their GPAs (Tinto, 1987).  The Chi-Square test revealed a significant 

difference between the treatment and control group for regaining good standing by the 

end of their Freshman year, thus the treatment group had greater numbers of students 

who were permitted to continue as students.  Second, first-semester GPA was a 

significant predictor of persistence and graduation in this study, inferring that 

performance mattered in this context for students to be eligible to persist and then enact 

the behavior persisting.  Third, the strongest finding in this study revealed that there was 

a causal effect between the treatment and GPA, thus illustrating that the treatment 

directly influenced improved performance that would allow students to continue 

enrolling.  This finding relates back to the chi-square finding of regaining good standing 

at significant levels for the treatment group by the end of their freshman year and the 

logit findings which revealed a positive significant likelihood of persisting into the 

second year for the treatment group and even when disaggregated by race, all 

underrepresented groups had significant positive likelihoods of persisting into their 

second years.   

The causal effect occurred in the short-term inferring that this model succeeded.  And 

although the causal effect is the most important statistical finding, the other findings are 

important and useful in practical terms.  While it is certainly possible that omitted 

variable bias occurred in the first two methodologies, the significant differences and 
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likelihoods should not be ignored, as managerial professionals need to increase their 

visibility on campuses and share their work conducting successful programs like this one.  

It is not enough to have professionalized if campus administrators and decision-makers 

are not aware of the practices of those professionals.  As budgets are further reduced, 

there is a risk of retrenchment similar to what has occurred with tenured faculty positions 

over time (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002). The normative isomorphism described by DiMaggio 

and Powell (1983) is occurring in the student services arena, but to further establish 

legitimacy as a profession, managerial professionals will need to go beyond sharing best 

practices and attending professional conferences.  They will need to evaluate and assess 

the programs they initiated and identify successes and areas needing improvement to 

meet institutional retention and graduation goals. 

It is not completely surprising that the effects were short-term overall.  The most 

frequent occurrence of predictors in terms of the co-variates was with the treatment group 

persisting to their second year.  Those persistence decisions were likely related to the 

treatment in terms of helping to increase their GPAs and thus allowing them to continue 

and not face involuntary departure at the same rates as the comparison groups.  The fact 

that the course was offered in the first eight weeks of the second semester and the fear 

appeal was done just prior to the beginning of the second semester would suggest that 

students were more responsive in an immediate sense but possibly less responsive later in 

time.  Given Witte‘s (1992) extended parallel process model, I infer that the students‘ 

appraisals of the threat of the fear appeal communication (academic dismissal) and their 

appraisal of the efficacy of the recommended response (participation in the intervention) 
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were met with the desired outcomes: 1) they determined that there was a threat (in terms 

of potential academic dismissal, 2) heeded the threat, and 3) responded to the fear appeal 

by participating in the intervention.  Given the inference that the approach worked in the 

short-run, it would be unrealistic and even undesirable to expect students to continue to 

be afraid for their academic futures.  

 In addition to the inference that the fear appeal communication worked (at least in 

the short-term), it is important to highlight the elements of the fear appeal used in the 

context of the message that was sent to students (see Appendix A).  The fear appeal 

incorporated a fear-arousing communication with a high-threat level, strong efficacy 

messaging (Witte & Allen, 2000), and supportive reassurances (Janis & Feshbach, 1953).  

The high threat level was that of facing potential academic dismissal, while the efficacy 

messaging advertised basic, simple elements to succeed in the class (class attendance, 

participation, and submitting homework on time and ―you will learn these among many 

other things about yourself and how to succeed in college‖). The recommendation of the 

course by peers (―All freshman students should take this class‖) combined with 

reassurance that the recommendation will work for the recipient of the fear appeal 

communication (―[I]t is designed to help you get back in good standing and enjoy the 

collegiate learning experience). Additionally supportive reassurance was demonstrated 

(―The instructors are all academic advisors and are passionate about helping you do well 

in addition to being empathetic and non-judgmental‖). 

 If fear-arousing communication seems controversial or uncomfortable to the 

reader, one should consider the other fear-arousing communications institutions use to 
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persuade students to improve their performance.  At the site of this study, 

communications are distributed to probation students and sometimes they are even 

required to sign academic contracts (see Appendices C, D, and E).  This is not a practice 

unique to the site of this study, but rather one adopted across institutions, perhaps via 

conference presentations and the sharing of best practices.  I would argue that those fear 

appeals may not be as effective as the one used in this study, because while they certainly 

communicate a threat, there is not strong efficacy or reassurance messaging, or 

indications of support.  These messages typically threaten students with academic 

dismissal and recommend visiting various student resources, but it is unlikely that 

managerial professionals follow up with individual students to make sure they have 

heeded or done the recommended prescribed actions.   

  

Although the effects on Freshman persistence are laudable in this study, the 

intervention revealed a short-term causal effect.  There was evidence in the logit 

regressions that a significant relationship existed between the treatment, and persistence 

and graduation rates, but these are relationships and not effects.  Seidman (2005) 

recommended continuous intervention for at-risk students.  Because of the predictive 

power of the first-semester GPA across all groups and most of the dependent measures, 

in addition to just one positive causal effect over time (and negative causal effects at later 

points in time albeit they were not significant effects), it became clear that these students 

were certainly at-risk over time.  Many of the participants might have regained good 

standing as early as their second year, but a substantial amount of the participants still 

struggled with performance later and eventually left the university at future points in 
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time. To convert odds ratios to 1 or greater at later persistence points and graduation, and 

to achieve positive causal effects at later points in time, managerial professionals would 

need to follow up with the students who struggled during their first yiear and continue 

working with them. The long-term findings did not negate the intervention.  The 

curriculum and approach should remain the same when intervening with freshman 

science majors on academic probation.  Students were motivated by the curriculum, fear 

appeal communications, supportive and competent instructors, and the institutional 

commitment demonstrated in the form of permitting a formal credit-bearing and grade-

bearing classroom setting.  But regardless of their academic standing, continued 

interventions whether they be in the form of a course or otherwise must occur to achieve 

long-term results. 

 This study is just one example of the initiative (Kiyama et al., in press) that 

managerial professionals in higher education enact.  It is important to note however that 

initiative alone is not enough to institutionalize a successful program—that institutional 

support from academic deans, faculty, and administrators is of utmost importance given 

that managerial professionals‘ power is limited in the higher education setting (Rhoades 

& Sporn, 2002).  Given the importance of freshman retention goals, it cannot go 

unnoticed that there is continued pressure to increase graduation rates too.  Interventions 

like this must be improved in order to achieve long-term results for the diverse groups of 

students who matriculate at postsecondary institutions, and continued intervention is 

imperative (Seidman, 2005).   
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Normative isomorphism might be influencing interventions like this (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983), and not just academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).  

Managerial professionals doing interventions like these further legitimize their 

professions and the need for the skill sets they bring to the higher education setting.  

These professionals take an active role in membership in professional associations, attend 

conferences, and share best practices with each other.  They bring back retention and 

student success ideas to their respective institutions where they solicit institutional 

support and once given, design and implement these kinds of programs.   

Many public institutions face a conundrum between idealistic retention strategies 

and realistic ones.  For example, public institutions have little control over assessing a 

prospective student‘s level of commitment, or over external factors like parental support 

and socio-economic status.   In addition, many public institutions are pressured by 

constituents, legislative officials, and social justice advocates to admit students who may 

not be academically prepared.  With such constraints, a success course helps to address 

those factors that are, to some extent, within the control of the institution.  The success 

course helped the students to develop time management skills, study skills, and note-

taking skills along with the ability to set realistic goals based on their strengths and 

weaknesses.  The course also helped students become knowledgeable about and use 

campus resources, get involved with campus organizations, and develop relationships 

with advisors and faculty. 
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A course such as this requires minimal resources compared to teaching a success 

course to all incoming freshman students.  During the years encompassed in this study, 

the average number of incoming freshman students in the College of Science was 650 

students.  Out of those, 18% went on academic probation.  Finding resources to teach the 

smaller population was feasible compared to requiring a success course for all freshman 

students.  Also, elective/preventative success courses do not seem to be in high demand.  

The students who really need the course might not enroll in it.   

There was a course offered at the site of this study that was designed for all 

freshmen, but it was an elective course and not mandatory. Only 45 students were 

enrolled for the course in Fall 2005 out of an anticipated freshman class size of 

approximately 6,000 (data retrieved from the University Information System).   The low 

enrollment might have been the result of the course being optional, which supports the 

notion that preventative courses might not be effective at least for some populations.  

Since students self-selected into this course, it is possible that students who enrolled in it 

would have succeeded despite taking the course, while students who needed the course 

chose not to enroll in it.   

Another elective program to help freshmen (particularly those at risk), a peer 

mentor program in the College of Science was established.  Out of 110 freshman students 

recruited to be assigned a peer mentor, only 12 responded and none of them 

communicated with their mentors.  The low enrollment in the elective success course 

along with the lack of participation in the elective peer mentor program further supported 
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the possibility that elective preventive programs might not be significantly effective 

compared to the reactionary programs.   Part of the transition to college might need to be 

experienced through trial and error and offering courses during the second semester, 

particularly when students are in academic jeopardy, puts the success strategies in a better 

context for students.  Also, the threat of dismissal combined with the course might also 

influence their responsiveness to the instruction in addition to the group dynamic, 

curriculum, and compassionate support from the instructors. 

The University also tried an early alert system to provide intervention for at-risk 

freshman students during their first semester.  Although it was a good concept in theory 

and well-intentioned, this pilot program succeeded more as a predictor of students who 

would go on probation than a successful, proactive intervention.  Faculty alerted advisors 

when first-semester freshman students were not attending class or were performing 

poorly on exams and written assignments.  Advisors followed up with efforts to meet 

with these students, but students resisted the meetings and even when they did meet with 

advisors, the numbers that went on probation were still alarming.  The early alert system 

served well as a predictor; the average first-semester GPA of the 50 students who were 

referred for advising in the College of Science was a 1.4.  

The examples of other intervention programs listed above were not provided to 

suggest that they were failing initiatives—rather that evaluation of these programs and 

their outcomes should be considered and appropriate adjustments made to achieve the 

goals of the institution.  Currently the Early Alert program has been reviewed and 
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changed with outcomes pending, success courses have become more targeted with 

positive outcomes, and peer mentor programs have become more collaborative with 

faculty and peer involvement. 

To decide against offering success courses to students on academic probation 

because of FERPA interpretations would be a disservice to probationary students who 

need help and benefit from the classroom setting.  As long as specific GPAs are not 

discussed or revealed in the class, there is no violation (Trumpy, 2008).  However, 

curriculum designers and instructors should be sensitive to the name of the course, the 

content of the syllabus, and course descriptions in the catalog, so as not to characterize 

this course as solely for students on academic probation.  When coordinated with this in 

mind, it appears to be a course that could be offered to any university student. 

However, implementing programs like these can be challenging due to resistance 

from faculty (Barefoot, 2000).  At the site of this study, the initial launch of this 

intervention was supported by the Dean and Associate Dean in the College of Science.  

Furthermore, once there was preliminary data available and advertised across the campus, 

more success course interventions were launched across majors and colleges.  It would 

appear that there was immediate institutional support, but once these courses proliferated, 

they came up on the radar of academic policy committees governed by faculty.  These 

courses were challenged over time and managerial professionals had to make their case in 

order to gain faculty support to allow courses perceived as remedial to be included in a 

student‘s degree program.  The data made available to these groups were likely the most 
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compelling tool that ultimately won the argument to allow the continuation of these 

classes as an intervention tool. 

Interventions like these are in fact quite efficient despite DiMaggio‘s and 

Powell‘s (1983) claims that institutional isomorphism is inefficient.  The efficiency in 

this type of intervention was illustrated with an intrusive advising practice that was done 

in a structured group setting rather than on-on-one which is not efficient.  One-on-one 

meetings with students typically last about 30 minutes.  If the four advisors who taught 

the class met with these students one-on-one, the time spent with students would have 

totaled approximately 40 hours or 10 hours for each advisor.  It is not likely that one 

thirty-minute meeting would yield the persistence outcomes that the intervention 

achieved.  There would have to have been repeated meetings with the students to hope for 

the outcomes that this intervention accomplished.  The advisors spent more time teaching 

the class (about 32 hours total including calibration meetings and grading), but the 

desired outcome was achieved.  The students who participated in the intervention enjoyed 

the benefit of 16 hours of intrusive contact time and in a group setting where they could 

also enjoy the benefits of group dynamics with their peers (Molina & Abelman, 2000; 

Trumpy, 2006).   

Implications 

 Getting off probation quickly could lead to a higher level of engagement, 

involvement, and commitment to their education and hence, characteristics that lead to 

persistence to the second, third, and fourth years. The rate of success also demonstrates 
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the need for this kind of intervention for freshman probationary students.  Also, the 

strength of the relationship infers that the course is making a difference in meaningful 

ways.  Reactionary models like this (instead of preventive models) allow intervention to 

occur at a point where we know that students are at-risk given the evidence of academic 

jeopardy with first-semester college performance.  With such positive results, and such a 

small amount of literature on this type of intervention for students on academic probation, 

it would behoove professional associations to call for papers and conference 

presentations from professionals in the legal field to address the interpretation of FERPA 

with regard to interventions on at-risk populations. 

 The long-term findings did not negate the importance and effectiveness of this 

intervention overall.  The curriculum and approach should remain the same when 

intervening with freshman science majors on academic probation.  Students were 

motivated by the curriculum, fear appeal communications, supportive and competent 

instructors, and the institutional commitment demonstrated in the form of permitting a 

formal credit-bearing and grade-bearing classroom setting.  But regardless of their 

academic standing, continued interventions whether they be in the form of a course or 

otherwise must occur to achieve long-term results. 

 Institutionalizing this kind of intervention took a lot of time and energy for 

managerial professionals at the site of this study.  In order to implement a program such 

as this, one must have strong data to make arguments.  And not only data, but one must 

be prepared to argue against the long-standing traditional mindset of selective admissions 

as a solution to retention issues.  Managerial professionals framed their arguments in 
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terms of social justice, equal access, and argued too that the courses were not remedial 

but supplementary and complementary to the higher education process.    

It might also be in the interest of managerial professionals to look at the energy, 

time, and resources expended on freshman students and where there might be gaps in 

support of other undergraduate students.  It is important to find ways to conduct 

continuous intervention with at-risk students and find the needed resources to do so. 

Managerial professionals are certainly having an impact on the freshman year experience 

but there is more work to do in order to translate freshman retention to the ultimate goal 

of graduation.  Quality control in the context of managerial professionals providing 

services to students must be measured—that is an important component of quality control 

that should not be overlooked.  One cannot know if the service is truly high-quality 

without measures at consistent points in time and adjustments made as needed. 

Continued intervention could not only produce more graduates but more high-quality 

graduates in terms of performance.   From an institutional perspective, graduation is an 

important measure for defining institutional success, but to the external world, it could 

also matter what a student‘s GPA is upon graduation.  I would propose that continued 

intervention would help not only decrease attrition but help students increase their GPAs 

over time, so that they not only graduate but also with a respectable GPA.  This would 

make the students more attractive to employers and graduate programs alike.  
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Recommendations 

 I should probably limit the following recommendation to science majors, given 

that the study was of that demographic, but students migrate between majors and across 

colleges over time.  For example, they may decide to leave science at some point and 

major in the humanities, or switch from majoring in music to physics.  Since retention 

and graduation should be an institutional priority, these recommendations have been 

generalized as institutional and not merely within science units: 

1. Fear appeal communications might be considered controversial, but if they 

include the tried and tested elements of fear-arousing communication combined 

with efficacy and supportive messaging, they can be effective in engaging the 

preferred response from students on academic probation.  When determining the 

approach to an intervention, one must be sure to avoid shaming and/or scaring 

students to the extent that they do not respond with a sense of ability and desire to 

participate in the recommended intervention. 

2. Co-curricular tracks that align with students‘ class standing, discipline of study, 

and other characteristics should be part of the students program of study.  These 

should not be optional for students in a large university.  Some students may not 

seek or in some cases be able to enjoy the benefits of leadership programs, living 

in a residence hall, or serving in student government.  Co-curricular tracks that 

require mentoring and are embedded in their degree program as an expectation 

not an option (it doesn‘t necessarily have to be for college credit) that provide 
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academic and developmental support including tutoring, peer mentors, faculty 

mentors (structured not unstructured mentoring programs), campus jobs for those 

who have to work part time, undergraduate research (for pay where available), 

career counseling, graduate school preparation, and other relevant activities would 

be included and occur in the appropriate sequence and duration throughout the 

student‘s four years in college. 

3. Have managerial professionals work with faculty and serve as co-instructors in 

supplemental instruction settings where students meet with these professionals 

once per week in a group setting to learn study, test-taking, and skills, 

developmental skills such as time management, motivation, planning, how to 

connect with faculty and other student resources on campus,  

4. There should be a centralized retention unit—if not for entire universities, then at 

least for the sciences.  This office should be led by managerial professionals and 

at least one faculty member to oversee retention efforts, build co-curricular tracks 

for students and assess and evaluate retention and graduation outcomes.  This 

would not necessarily mean adding more human resources to already financially 

suffering higher education environments, but rather pulling people together who 

are working on similar initiatives to bring about higher levels of efficiency. 

5. When students go on academic probation even if they have participated in co-

curricular tracks, fear appeal communications should take on the strong efficacy, 

support, and reassurance messaging.  Institutions should move away from the fear 
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appeal communications and academic contracts currently in place as long as there 

is a structured co-curricular intervention plan that demonstrates institutional 

support of student success. 

6. Information technology should be put in place that augments the more mundane 

prescriptive tasks of managerial professionals.  This technology should deliver 

certain information to students (aggressively and not in way in which students 

would have to seek the information) like what classes they need to take, how they 

are doing terms of academic progress, dates and deadlines, and the like would free 

up managerial professionals to engage in the co-curricular track activities 

recommended here. 

Future Research 

There are several items for future research to consider based on the results of this 

study and its framework:  

1. Given the frequency of predictors of first-semester GPA, and high school GPA with 

some of the early effects of race, interaction effects would be interesting to examine.  

For example, do certain ethnic groups benefit more or less from the treatment given 

the high school and first-semester GPAs?  And while PELL eligibility showed 

nothing in the way of trends, interaction effects, with ethnicity, high school GPA, and 

first-semester GPA might tell a different story. 
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2. A differences-in-differences analysis with groups who did not participate in the 

treatment and were not eligible (because the treatment was not yet offered) would 

lend more to the current differences-in-differences study.  And moreover, adding a 

third layer or comparison group, all university students, might reveal findings that 

would allow me to generalize across all majors rather than merely within science. 

3. A cost-benefit analysis of success courses/programs would add to the literature and 

organizational practices by identifying efficiencies in terms of production cost 

(courses/programs) and retention/graduation outcomes (benefit).  I predict findings 

that would argue that at least in some cases, normative isomorphism is efficient. 

4. Other research could include an investigation of institutional retention programs and 

evaluations of those findings that would be incorporated into a book.  The benefit of 

this would go beyond literature review and really offer a ―how-to‖ for managerial 

professionals, faculty, and institutional administrators to use as they establish 

retention programs.  The book should include diverse programs and how they were 

implemented, the costs, how they achieved buy-in, and to whom they are targeting the 

intervention and why. 

 

Conclusion 

 There is no magic bullet in terms of retention.  It requires institutional 

commitment and student commitment to succeed.  While institutions have little power 

over the commitment of its student body, it has the power to decide and determine its 
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own level of commitment to student persistence and graduation.  With limited funding 

and dwindling human resources, managerial professionals are charged more than ever 

with greater responsibility.  Unfortunately, the loss of administrative support staff has 

given way to more of this work being done by both faculty and managerial professionals.  

This is sometimes called efficiency in the context of ―doing more with less‖, but I would 

argue that these organizational changes are not efficient in terms of the quality of service 

provided for students, and job satisfaction for faculty and managerial professionals alike.  

To really increase retention and graduation rates of students, one may not necessarily 

need to hire more faculty and managerial professionals but it is imperative that 

administrative support staff be restored in the public higher education setting.  I don‘t 

profess to be a budget expert on how to accomplish this, but perhaps more partnering 

with grant-funded researchers who must meet certain service obligations in their grant 

contracts could be borrowed from in terms of funding and finding administrative support 

staff.  

 Solving retention problems is not merely about raising admission standards in a 

political and economic environment where massification has occurred, but rather a 

combination of the efforts of institutions to provide aggressive, early and continuous 

interventions.  However, it would be irresponsible not to consider that institutions may be 

letting students in who truly are not prepared to perform to the expectations of the 

institution.  The research in this study demonstrated that academic background in terms 

of high school and first-semester college GPAs were the strongest predictors of 

persistence at least for students on academic probation.  Perhaps giving a closer look to 
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Academic Index scores to identify those at-risk and putting them on co-curricular tracks 

would be the most efficient way to increase retention and graduation rates, and still 

maintain high enrollment yields.  At the very least consideration should be given to the 

college curriculum in the modern higher education setting and think of it in terms of not 

merely an academic program but also a student development program that should include 

co-curricular activities. 

 Managerial professionals should be empowered to initiate and implement 

retention and success programs but to increase efficiency, these efforts should be 

collaborative and reorganizations might need to happen in order to make those 

collaborations occur.  The de-centralized environment is inefficient in some ways, 

because people within these de-centralized units are often doing very similar activities 

but without the efficiency that working as a team might yield.   

 Quality control is not just about providing quality services to students, but also 

about measuring the quality of those services and making necessary changes to improve 

retention programs.  This must be negotiated in by not only conducting evaluations, but 

also experimental, scholarly research for professional development purposes, and always 

keeping student success in mind.  The research should not only be quantitative: it is 

imperative to find  ―why‖ a program is or is not working as well as it should be in order 

to improve upon it, which would require interviews with students, observations, focus 

groups, pre- and post-surveys. 
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In an unstable environment given the difficult economic times and continually 

reduced government funding in public higher education, the site of this study will assess 

other programs like this one to identify the greatest persistence and graduation yields at 

the lowest costs.  A cost-benefit analysis (including opportunity costs) framed by theories 

of academic capitalism and institutional isomorphism should identify more clearly what it 

means to be efficient in modern higher education and to define benefits in terms of an 

institution‘s retention and graduation goals.  There could be a tension that exists between 

institutional isomorphism and academic capitalism that affects attempts toward 

efficiencies and achieving these goals.  Future research will be conducted to determine 

this. As was the case with this study, an Associate Dean empowered groups of 

managerial professionals to create, implement, and evaluate a retention and success 

initiative for probationary students.  At-risk students should not to be discarded by an 

institution if we have decided to recruit and admit them.  In the interest of raising 

freshman retention rates, institutions must invest in programs that will yield high 

retention results without compromising the academic integrity of the institution. 
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APPENDIX A 

PERSISTENCE TO 2
ND

 YEAR RESULTS, MANUSCRIPT 2 

 

Grouping Variables

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment

Predictive Model Quality = .662 Predictive Model Quality = .736 Predictive Model Quality = .710

Co-Variates B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B)

Gender (1) 0.828 0.306 0.007 2.289 -0.771 0.724 0.287 0.462 -0.274 0.385 0.478 0.761

First Semester College GPA 1.436 0.276 0.000 4.205 1.739 0.625 0.005 5.691 1.621 0.375 0.000 5.506

Residency (1) -0.027 0.294 0.927 0.974 -0.316 0.829 0.703 0.729 -0.041 0.428 0.923 0.959

International (1) 22.304 26253.295 0.999 0.999 20.883 40192.970 1.000 1.173 1.914 1.107 0.084 6.783

African American (2) 1.466 0.868 0.091 4.331 -21.628 22344.058 0.999 0.000 3.681 1.694 0.030 39.703

Native American (3) -0.136 1.200 0.910 0.910 19.793 23091.499 0.999 3.945 1.817 1.005 0.071 6.151

Asian American (4) 0.900 0.868 0.300 0.300 0.263 2.109 0.901 1.300 2.231 0.977 0.022 9.308

Latino/a (5) 0.469 0.813 0.564 0.564 0.233 1.840 0.899 1.263 2.459 0.951 0.010 11.694

Caucasian (6) 0.274 0.732 0.709 0.709 -0.609 1.733 0.725 0.544

Not Reported (7)

Pell Eligible (1) 0.910 0.392 0.020 2.485 0.891 0.716 0.214 0.214 -0.410 0.434 0.344 0.664

SAT Score 0.000 0.001 0.954 0.954 -0.003 0.002 0.186 0.186 -0.001 0.001 0.567 0.999

High School GPA 0.035 0.342 0.918 0.918 -0.831 0.833 0.318 0.318 1.037 0.475 0.029 2.820

AP Courses 0.053 0.088 0.550 0.550 0.352 0.223 0.114 0.114 0.044 0.100 0.659 1.045

Constant -3.573 1.735 0.039 0.039 3.629 4.024 0.367 0.367 -5.852 2.239 0.009 0.003
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APPENDIX B 

PERSISTENCE TO 3
RD

 YEAR RESULTS, MANUSCRIPT 2 

 

Grouping Variables

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment

Predictive Model Quality = .710 Predictive Model Quality = .778 Predictive Model Quality = .688

Co-Variates B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B)

Gender (1) 0.585 0.328 0.074 1.795 0.020 0.794 0.980 1.020 -0.167 0.371 0.654 0.847

First Semester College GPA 1.427 0.315 0.000 4.165 1.569 0.691 0.023 4.800 1.447 0.378 0.000 4.250

Residency (1) 0.351 0.306 0.251 1.420 -2.310 1.256 0.066 0.099 -0.445 0.420 0.289 0.641

International (1) -20.230 25659.220 0.999 0.000 -20.688 40192.970 1.000 0.000 1.773 1.101 0.107 5.890

African American (2) 0.982 0.876 0.262 2.670 -22.360 21745.948 0.999 0.000 -19.264 20760.460 0.999 0.000

Native American (3) -1.056 1.457 0.469 0.348 -1.037 2.529 0.682 0.354 1.736 0.996 0.081 4.672

Asian American (4) -0.486 0.913 0.594 0.615 -0.212 2.562 0.934 0.809 1.047 0.949 0.270 2.850

Latino/a (5) -0.508 0.866 0.558 0.602 -1.897 2.294 0.408 0.150 1.548 0.925 0.094 4.704

Caucasian (6) 0.058 0.752 0.939 1.059 -1.829 2.164 0.398 0.161

Not Reported (7)

Pell Eligible (1) 0.615 0.431 0.153 1.850 0.647 0.784 0.410 1.909 -0.442 0.403 0.273 0.642

SAT Score -0.002 0.001 0.075 0.998 -0.003 0.002 0.169 0.997 0.000 0.001 0.913 1.000

High School GPA -0.122 0.368 0.740 0.885 -1.008 0.883 0.253 0.365 1.309 0.459 0.024 2.827

AP Courses 0.108 0.084 0.202 1.114 0.144 0.205 0.484 1.154 -0.015 0.093 0.870 0.985

Constant -1.323 1.868 0.479 0.266 5.649 4.442 0.203 284.078 -6.006 2.175 0.006 0.002
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APPENDIX C 

PERSISTENCE TO 4
TH

 YEAR RESULTS, MANUSCRIPT 2 

 

Grouping Variables

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment

Predictive Model Quality = .755 Predictive Model Quality = .736 Predictive Model Quality = .699

Co-Variates B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B)

Gender (1) 0.592 0.335 0.077 1.807 0.104 0.848 0.902 1.110 -0.162 0.366 0.659 0.851

First Semester College GPA 1.200 0.315 0.000 3.322 1.334 0.764 0.081 3.796 1.158 0.372 0.002 3.185

Residency (1) 0.350 0.313 0.263 1.419 -35.001 11897.993 0.998 0.000 -0.339 0.418 0.418 0.713

International (1) -20.259 26107.023 0.999 0.000 -3.799 41064.047 1.000 0.022 0.862 1.079 0.424 2.368

African American (2) 0.962 0.869 0.268 2.617 -38.321 22563.178 0.999 0.000 -19.298 21526.841 0.999 0.000

Native American (3) -1.102 1.429 0.440 0.332 -18.639 8413.154 0.998 0.000 1.541 0.976 0.115 4.667

Asian American (4) -0.449 0.908 0.621 0.638 -18.193 8413.154 0.998 0.000 0.388 0.937 0.679 1.474

Latino/a (5) -0.726 0.875 0.406 0.484 -18.567 8413.154 0.998 0.000 1.160 0.905 0.200 3.189

Caucasian (6) 0.155 0.749 0.835 0.835 -18.361 8413.154 0.998 0.000

Not Reported (7)

Pell Eligible (1) 0.472 0.432 0.274 0.274 0.102 0.887 0.909 1.107 -0.148 0.396 0.709 0.863

SAT Score -0.002 0.001 0.076 0.076 -0.004 0.003 0.118 0.996 0.000 0.001 1.000 1.000

High School GPA 0.114 0.378 0.763 0.763 -1.295 1.012 0.201 0.274 1.122 0.462 0.015 3.072

AP Courses 0.118 0.084 0.162 0.162 0.168 0.219 0.444 1.182 -0.069 0.093 0.454 0.933

Constant -1.640 1.901 0.388 0.388 24.578 8413.155 0.998 4.720 -6.057 2.166 0.005 0.002
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 APPENDIX D 

GRADUATE WITHIN 4 YEARS RESULTS, MANUSCRIPT 2 

Grouping Variables

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment

Predictive Model Quality = .922 Predictive Model Quality = 1.00 Predictive Model Quality = .784

Co-Variates B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B)

Gender (1) 0.066 0.503 0.896 1.068 46.237 24806.342 0.999 1.203 -0.385 0.483 0.426 0.681

First Semester College GPA 1.206 0.558 0.031 3.339 -7.333 19441.002 1.000 0.001 0.955 0.561 0.089 2.598

Residency (1) 0.635 0.494 0.198 1.887 -45.276 20353.301 0.998 0.000 0.373 0.531 0.482 1.452

International (1) -19.614 26711.515 0.999 0.000 10.657 68765.624 1.000 42508.851 -19.154 12146.140 0.999 0.000

African American (2) 0.502 1.326 0.705 1.651 -44.979 63158.987 1.000 0.000 -17.700 22606.693 0.999 0.000

Native American (3) -18.707 13119.779 0.999 0.000 -13.197 56021.739 0.999 0.000 0.360 1.281 0.779 1.433

Asian American (4) -0.196 1.357 0.885 0.822 -25.044 58949.671 1.000 0.000 -0.486 1.313 0.711 0.615

Latino/a (5) -19.247 658.380 0.998 0.000 -68.550 63737.210 0.999 0.000 1.059 1.203 0.379 2.883

Caucasian (6) -0.502 1.143 0.660 0.605 -35.637 50681.334 0.999 0.000 2.477

Not Reported (7)

Pell Eligible (1) 2.1 1.13 0.063 8.168 -28.379 11315.879 0.998 0.000 0.907 0.616 0.141 0.997

SAT Score -0.002 0.002 0.314 0.998 -0.101 55.849 0.999 0.904 -0.003 0.002 0.094 0.997

High School GPA 0.275 0.589 0.640 1.317 -0.521 28152.595 1.000 0.594 2.477 0.825 0.003 11.906

AP Courses -0.215 0.221 0.330 0.806 4.186 3501.314 0.999 65.778 -0.151 0.141 0.284 0.860

Constant -4.387 3.191 0.169 0.012 121.503 95086.808 0.999 5.865 -8.329 3.044 0.006 0.000
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APPENDIX E 

GRADUATE WITHIN 5 YEARS RESULTS, MANUSCRIPT 2 

 

Grouping Variables

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Treatment + Treatment

Predictive Model Quality = .941 Predictive Model Quality = .962 Predictive Model Quality = .826

Co-Variates B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B)

Gender (1) 0.260 0.613 0.671 1.297 -6.969 23854.614 1.000 0.001 0.492 0.835 0.556 1.636

First Semester College GPA 1.250 0.706 0.077 3.490 6.951 11.732 0.554 1044.021 1.852 1.075 0.085 6.373

Residency (1) 0.195 0.630 0.757 1.215 -22.898 13557.785 0.999 0.000 0.415 0.892 0.642 1.515

International (1) -19.376 26701.741 0.999 0.000 9.307 42418.026 1.000 11010.978 -0.397 1.911 0.835 0.672

African American (2) -0.637 1.108 0.565 0.590 -1.374 40192.984 1.000 0.253 -20.217 26230.924 0.999 0.000

Native American (3) -20.483 13089.212 0.999 0.000 -1.116 34742.337 1.000 0.328 1.017 1.515 0.502 2.766

Asian American (4) -2.097 1.415 0.138 0.123 2.436 38564.071 1.000 11.427 -19.494 8345.975 0.998 0.000

Latino/a (5) -1.873 1.202 0.119 0.154 5.798 43543.719 1.000 329.775 0.126 1.343 0.925 1.134

Caucasian (6) -1.959 0.974 0.044 0.141

Not Reported (7)

Pell Eligible (1) -0.972 0.746 0.133 0.378 7.365 24986.769 1.000 1579.790 -2.336 0.977 0.017 0.097

SAT Score -0.001 0.002 0.544 0.999 0.089 0.170 0.601 1.093 0.004 0.004 0.265 1.004

High School GPA 1.515 0.810 0.061 4.548 13.698 23.396 0.558 889491.897 1.439 1.065 0.177 4.217

AP Courses 0.122 0.146 0.401 1.130 -1.030 1.743 0.555 0.357 -0.192 0.216 0.373 0.825

Constant -5.992 3.653 0.101 0.002 -166.210 34545.290 0.996 0.000 -12.239 5.040 0.015 0.000

 



142 

APPENDIX F 

GRADUATE WITHIN 6 YEARS RESULTS, MANUSCRIPT 2 

 

- Eligible + Eligible + Eligible

- Treatment - Taken* + Treatment

Predictive Model Strength = .967 Predictive Model Strength = 1.00 Predictive Model Strength = 784

Co-Variates B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B) B S.E. Sig. Exp (B)

Gender (1) 1.844 1.129 0.103 6.320 67.008 20859.547 0.997 1.263

First Semester College GPA 1.616 0.871 0.063 5.033 41.744 18562.492 0.998 1.347

Residency (1) 0.832 0.726 0.252 2.299 29.224 10642.843 0.998 4.914

International (1) -0.690 28620.348 1.000 0.501 29.368 46731.170 0.999 5.680

African American (2) 0.607 13866.519 1.000 1.835 35.574 13955.561 0.998 2.315

Native American (3) -0.260 16199.450 1.000 0.771 0.265 17766.224 1.000 1.304

Asian American (4) -0.058 14003.403 1.000 0.944 55.864 18045.053 0.998 1.826

Latino/a (5) 17.548 11802.278 0.999 41788902.340 25.571

Caucasian (6) 17.776 11802.278 0.999 52507765.593 -0.058

Not Reported (7)

Pell Eligible (1) 17.04 4639.583 0.997 25151665.41 25.571 12908.624 0.998 1.275

SAT Score -0.004 0.003 0.216 0.996 -0.058 41.125 0.999 0.944

High School GPA -0.789 0.924 0.393 0.454 12.255 3329.337 1.000 210127.362

AP Courses -0.007 0.248 0.976 0.993 -3.146 1956.537 0.999 0.043

Constant -35.338 12681.464 0.998 0.000 -176.802 136871.245 0.999 0.000

* Regression could not be calculated for this group in SPSS:  The dependent variable has less than two non-missing values.  The dependent value must assume exactly two values on the cases being processed.
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APPENDIX G 

MESSAGE TO STUDENTS ABOUT THE INTERVENTION 

 

 

Dear Student, 

 

It appears that you had a difficult first semester at the University of Arizona.  As a result 

you have been placed on academic probation.  This means that your Grade Point Average 

for the Fall ___ semester was below a 2.0 (2.0 or higher GPA is required for good 

academic standing).  The transition from high school to college is very difficult for many 

students.  In order to assist you in successfully progressing toward a college degree, I 

have enrolled you in a mandatory 1-unit course:  STCH 195a (Success in Science).  This 

course will meet twice per week for the first 8 weeks of the Spring semester and you will 

earn one credit of grade for it.  

 

This course is not punitive; the College of Science would prefer to offer this class to all 

Freshmen but cannot due to lack of resources.  Student feedback on this course has been 

extremely positive and many former students have stated that "all Freshmen should take 

this course", because it is designed to help you get back in good standing and enjoy the 

collegiate learning experience. 

 

I have attached a syllabus for your perusal, so you may see the topics that will be 

covered.  You will be successful in this course if you do three things: 

 

1. Attend class 

2. Participate 

3. Turn in homework on time 

 

These are basic elements for success in college and you will learn these among many 

other things about yourself and how to succeed in college.  The instructors are all 

academic advisors and are passionate about helping you do well in addition to being 

empathetic and non-judgmental. 

 

This course is mandatory and you will not be permitted to drop it (there will be a 

registration hold flag placed on your account until after the class begins).  To see which 

section/time/days you are in, please check your schedule in Student Link.  Also, the room 

number on the schedule may be incorrect.  Your instructor will email you the correct 

location of the course before classes begin.  If you need to make changes to your 

schedule and cannot because of the registration hold, please call me at ***-**** and I'll 

be happy to remove it. However, keep in mind if you drop this class after I remove the 

hold, please know that I will add you back in and place the hold flag back on your 
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account.  This may seem harsh, but we believe in immediate intervention to ensure your 

success in college. 

 

On behalf of the instructors, we look forward to working with you and anticipate a 

mutual learning experience that will benefit all who are involved. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Course Administrator 
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APPENDIX H 

COURSE SYLLABUS 
 

Student Success Strategies 

SCI 195a, Spring 2010 

Syllabus 

 

Days/Time:  

Teaching Format: Lecture and Student Interaction 

Site/Room:  

Credit hours: 1 

 

Important Contact Information: 

Instructor:  

Phone:   

Email:  

Department Office:  

Course description: The course combines class activities and discussions with out-of-class 

learning experiences and readings of articles and case studies. Discussion themes and activities 

focus on personal development; goal-setting; taking action; developing relationships with 

students, professors, and advisors; skill development; time management; and discovering and 

learning how to use support resources. 

Course Objectives: Upon completion of the course, the student will have learned the following: 

 

 Knowledge of personal strengths and limitations (and how to work with them) 

 Taking personal responsibility and understanding accountability 

 Knowing and understanding personal motivations 

 How to manage time and balance personal, academic, and work demands 

 How to successfully study 

 Test-taking tips 

 Knowledge of student services available, and why and how to use them 

 How to set goals 

 How to work in a team 
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Grading system:  Letter grade 

Final Grade: A= 90 – 100% 

  B= 80 – 89% 

  C= 70 – 79% 

  D= 60 – 69% 

  E= 59% and below 

Evaluation Points Percent of Total Points 

Attendance 15 (1 point per class mtg) 15% 

In Class Participation 30 (2 points per class mtg) 30% 

Assignments 

30 (3 pts. per assignment for 10 

assignments; 10 pts. for group 

presentation) 40% 

Final Paper/Project 20 (typed and double-spaced) 15% 

  100 (total possible points) 100% 

 

Required materials:  A day planner—Please have this by the next class meeting. 
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Success in Science (SCED 195) 

Tentative Schedule of Classes 

Spring 2009 

 

Class 1:  

•Topic:  Class introduction, review of syllabus 

Class 2:  

•Topic:  Academic standing and UA policy •Assignment Due: Journal 1- Why am I in this  

      class?  

Class 3:  

No class—meet with your advisor one-on-one  

Class 4:  

•Topic:  Understanding strengths  

Class 5: 

•Topic:  motivation and learning styles  •Assignment Due: Journal 2 – Strengths & 

limitations     Meeting with Advisor 

Class 6:  

•Topic:  Time management, part 1 •Assignment Due: Journal 3 – Why am I taking 

my classes 

Class 7:  

•Topic:  Time management, part 2  •Assignments Due: Time use grid  

Class 8: 

•Topic:  Study skills    •Assignment Due: Journal 4 – Reflection on use  

      of time 

Class 9: 

•Topic:  Test-taking skills   •Assignment Due: Journal 5 – Reflection on  

      study skills 

 

Class 10: 
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•Topic: Campus resources for student success •Assignment Due: Campus resource   

      presentations 

 

Class 11: 

•Topic: Career development, skills, and interests •Assignment Due: Discover assignment 

Class 12:  

•Topic:  Goal setting, decision making, and values 

Class 13: 

•Topic:  Team work and personality types  •Assignments Due: MBTI assessment 

Class 14: 

•Topic:  Stress management and healthy living  •Assignments Due: professor meeting 

Class 15: 

•Topic:  Tying it all together, course evaluation  •Assignment Due: Final Papers 

 

Additional Information 

 

Attendance is required.  In-class participation and attendance are essential components to 

succeeding in this class.  If you must miss a class, please notify the instructor via e-mail BEFORE 

the class meeting.  If you do this, only 1/2 point will be deducted, but if you do not notify the 

instructor, 1 point will be deducted.  Remember, there are participation points in every class 

meeting, so even if you notify the instructor, you will lose 2 points from the participation portion of 

your grade. 

 

Participation:  Participating in in-class activities is worth 30% of your grade.  You are strongly 

recommended that you take advantage of the activities, as they are meant to enhance your 

college experience. 

 

Assignments:  Assignments are due at the beginning of the class time following the one in which 

the assignment was given. Late assignments will not be accepted.  You may hand the 

assignment in as a hard copy at the beginning of class, or submit it via the D2L drop box before 

class begins. 
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Group Assignment: There will be one group project assigned to groups of 3 to 4 students (4 

maximum) in which you and your team will be expected to present about a campus resource.  

The presentation should be 3 - 5 minutes long and include multi-media materials, i.e. handouts, 

PowerPoint, overhead transparencies, etc. 

All group members are required to prepare and take part in the verbal presentation. 

Quizzes: There may be pop quizzes administered, which will count toward participation points. 

Final Exam:  There is no final exam for this course, but you will be required to submit a final 

paper.  This paper will require research and a minimum of 3 cited references. 

Incompletes:  No incompletes will be given for this class.  In-class participation is required, and 

cannot happen if you take an incomplete. 

 

Withdrawal from the Course:  Because this course is only offered at a crucial time in your 

academic career, it is imperative that you complete the course.   

Disruptive Behavior:  Ringing cell phones are prohibited.  If you cannot remember to turn it off 

when you come to class, please do not bring it to class.  Respectful behavior toward your 

instructor and fellow students is required.  Racist, sexist, or any behavior that resembles 

intolerance toward is not acceptable.  If you are invited to leave for offending others, you will lose 

participation points, and may be reported to the Dean of Students.  Tardiness is also 

unacceptable, and if you arrive late to class, you may lose participation points. 

Students with Disabilities:  If you anticipate the need for reasonable accommodations to meet 

the requirements of this course, you must register with the Disability Resource Center and 
request that the DRC send me official notification of your accommodation needs as soon as 
possible. Please plan to meet with me by appointment or during office hours to discuss 
accommodations and how my course requirements and activities may impact your ability to fully 
participate. 

Student Code of Academic Integrity:  All forms of academic dishonesty are prohibited, 

including, but not limited to: cheating, fabrication, facilitating academic dishonesty, plagiarism, 

modifying any academic work to obtain additional credit without the approval of the instructor, or 

attempting to carry out any of the above.  Committing any of the above will result in sanctions 

being imposed on the student’s scores or grade up to and including the assignment of an ―E‖ for 

the entire course.  Please refer to:   

http://info-center.ccit.arizona.edu/~studpubs/policies/cacaint.htm. 

http://info-center.ccit.arizona.edu/~studpubs/policies/cacaint.htm
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APPENDIX I 

COMMUNICATION TO STUDENTS ON PROBATION 

 

June 6, 2006 

 

Dear Student: 

 

Our records show that your cumulative grade point average (GPA) is below 2.0.  This means that you are 

on Academic Probation for the Fall 2006 semester.  Academic probation is a time for both you as a student 

and the University to evaluate and examine your academic progress.  It is important that you improve 

your academic record; otherwise you may be disqualified and will be unable to attend the University 

of Arizona.  Depending on your grades for the Fall 2006 semester, these are the three possible outcomes: 

 

1. If you earn a semester grade point average greater than 2.0, it is unlikely that you will be 

disqualified.  If you have an exceptionally good semester, you may even get off probation 

 

2. If you earn a semester grade point average of 2.0, you will not significantly improve your 

situation.  You must earn  unit(s) of A or  unit(s) of B (with no D’s or E’s) to get off 

probation. 

 

3. If you earn a semester grade point average less than 2.0, you will likely be disqualified.  You may 

not be notified of your disqualification for several weeks after the end of the semester.  You are 

responsible for obtaining your grades and for determining if you have failed to meet the terms of 

your academic probation. 

 

It is imperative that you see your advisor as soon as possible. If you do not know who your advisor is, 

please go online to http://advising.arizona.edu to find your advisor‘s name and contact information. 

 

Keep in mind that any advising you receive or workshops you attend, as well as your academic progress, 

will be taken into consideration when your academic status is reviewed at the end of the Fall 2006 

semester.  You are in serious academic trouble and you need assistance to prevent your 

disqualification.  We urge you to utilize the resources that can contribute to your academic success. 

 

Respectfully, 

http://advising.arizona.edu/
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APPENDIX J 

COMMUNICATION REGARDING CONTRACT 

June 6, 2006 

 

Our records show that your cumulative grade point average (GPA) is below 2.0.  This means that you are 

on Conditional Academic Probation for the Fall 2006 semester.  Academic probation is a time for both you 

as a student and the University to evaluate and examine your academic progress 

Conditional Academic Probation means that you must sign and return the enclosed Academic Contract by 

August 1, 2006 in order to avoid disqualification from the University.  Please return the enclosed contact 

to: 

XXXXX XXXXX 

Academic Advising Coordinator 

XXXXX 

College of Science 

XXXX XXXX 

XXXX, XX  ***** 

 

The contract is mandatory and must be honored in order for you to avoid disqualification at the end of the 

Fall 2006 semester.  If you have any questions about the contract or do not understand the conditions of the 

contract, please contact XXXX XXXXX at (***) ***-**** or e-mail ____________.  You are strongly 

urged to seek advising as soon as possible to receive guidance on how to meet the terms of the contract.  To 

meet with an academic advisor in the College of Science Advising Office, please call (***) ***-****.  To 

meet with your major advisor, please contact him/her, and if you do not know who your major advisor is, 

please call (***) ***-**** and someone will assist you or refer you to your major advisor. 

 

You are strongly urged to seek advising as soon as possible to receive guidance on how to meet the terms 

of the contract.  You are in serious academic trouble and you need assistance to prevent your 

disqualification.  We urge you to utilize the resources that can contribute to your academic success. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

mailto:smcgrath@u.arizona.edu
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APPENDIX K 

SAMPLE ACADEMIC CONTRACT 

 

 ACADEMIC CONTRACT8 

For PROBATIONARY students in the College of Science 

 

 

STUDENT _______________________________________________       DATE 

____January 08, 2010____       

 

SID ______________  BIRTHDATE ___________   COLLEGE ___SCIENCE__ 

MAJOR ____     ___ 

 

1. I will remain on academic contract until I attain good standing (cumulative GPA 
2.000 or above). 

   

2. I need ______ units of A or ______ units of B to raise my cumulative gpa to a 
2.00.  

   

UA Quality Hours ______________   X 2 =   _______________ 

  

  -  Quality Points ______________ _ 

  

     = “B” Deficit  ______________ _ 

  

     ÷ 2 = “A” Deficit _______ _____   _ 

     

3. I will reduce my B deficit each semester until I am off probation. 
   

                                                 
8 The locations and  phone numbers of the ―Advisor Recommendations‖ referrals are provided in the 

contract, but have been removed from this sample to protect the identity of  the study site and the privacy of 

its student support organizations. 
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4. I will complete the following plan to attain good standing: 

TERM MAXIMUM NUMBER OF 

UNITS 

MINIMUM NUMBER OF UNITS 

OF B 

SPRING 

2010 

  

   

 

5. I will earn no grade lower than a ____C____  for the spring 2010 term.  I will 
earn graded units for the spring 2010 semester while I am on probation.   

    

6. I will meet with an academic advisor in: 

 ● Central Advising Office (Gould Simpson 1017) at least twice each semester 

 ● My major department at least twice each semester 

 

Advisor Comments: 

 

Advisor Recommendations: 

_____  Major Advisor  

_____  3 mandatory 1-hour success workshops required.     

_____  Major Exploration  

_____  Tutoring and Developing Academic Skills  

_____ Career Services (Student Union)    

_____ Disability Resource Center  

_____ Counseling (CAPS) 

_____  Other: 
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I confirm that the email/phone number listed below can be used to contact me concerning 

contractual obligations.  If my address or phone number changes, it is my responsibility to 

update my personal information in Student Link.   

    

_______________________________

 _________________________________________________ 

 Phone     Email 

I understand that if any of the conditions listed in this contract are not satisfied, I will be 

disqualified from the University of Arizona.   

     

____________________________________________________________

 ___________________  

Student Signature            Date 

   

____________________________________________________________

 ___________________ 

Advisor Signature         Date 
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