
December 13, 1988 

TO: Dan Jaksen 

FROM: Michele Genthon 

SUBJECT: Retention Study by J. J. Berry (12/87) 

This is a very useful s tudy. I s it being used by the 
administration for marketing, resource allocation~ or policy 
decisions? 

I would suggest that some of the data be given more 
emphasis than given in the report. Berry c lassifies the 
majority of the students who did not return (51%) as s ubject 
to life circumstances. These students are then dis missed as 
if the co llege has no control over these lif e circumstances, 
and perhaps for some of them it does not. However, I 
be lieve some consideration should be given to the problems 
students listed . Job conflict was listed by 23% of the 
s tudents as the reason for not returning. In this sample 
alone that represents 12 5 students . Perhaps there i s some 
intervention on the part of the college tha t would be 
helpful . Establishing a liaison with the e mployer of s ome 
kind, or counseling for the student might alleviate some of 
these probl e ms. 

Another area that could be addressed with counseling 
and assistance is that of finance s . If 38% of the students 
do not return and 11% of these s ay it is for financial 
reasons, was there some way in which OCC could ha ve assisted 
these students? For those students who listed family and 
home as the reason for leaving, would counseling have mad e a 
difference. Access to a support network, or better 
babysitting arrangements, especially in the case of women, 
could mean that someone might be able to continue studying. 

Interesting researc h questions raised: 

Some of the students did not return because they move d. 
Did these s tudents tran s fer to another community college 
when they moved? If so, I would call this a meas ure of 
s uccess. 

Less than six stud e nts s tated that trans portation was a 
problem , but, if this was mentioned at all, I wonder how 
many s tudents never even start for this reason. 



Student Retention Study 

The base sample of 545 non-returning students came from a file of 800 randomly selected 
students who met the following criteria: (1) Oakland County resident; (2) attempted at 
least 3 credits; (3) earned a Fall GPA of at least .50. Eleven respondents refused to be 
interviewed. The remaining group (N=244) either had inaccurate file records or could 
not be contacted. In addition, a comparison sample was constructed of returning students 
(N=200) who met the same criteria of the non-returning group. 

Based on formulas developed by Les Kish, of the Institute for Social Research, University 
of Michigan, for a sample size of 545, the following are the average sampling errors at 
the 95% confidence level: 

If reported percentage is: 
50 
30 or 70 
20 or 80 
10 or 90 
5 or 95 

Sampling Error 
4.9 
4.5 
3.9 
2.9 
2.1 

Note: The figures in this table represent two standard errors. Hence, for most items 
the chances are 95 in 100 that the value being estimated lies within a range equal to the 
reported percentages, plus or minus the sampling error. 

df 
(2/104) 
6/2/87 



2 

ENROLLMENT AT occ· 

FALL, 1986 = 

WINTER, 1987 = 

000000 

For every 10 students wf'.lo attend In the fall, only 
6 will return In the winter. This means a non-return 
rate of 40°/o! 

' \ 



. .·• 

DEMOORAPHIC 
BACKGROUND 

0 

a 

THEORETICAL MODEL 

'NORK 

, , 
occ 

EXPERIENCE 

a 

FAMILY 

SATISFACTION .__.-t 
~ a.JTCO'v1E 

I 

LEAVE 
occ 

... . . . . . 

---------- ------------------------------------ --------------~ 

I (TIME) ---~· (FALL TERM) ---------·------... , 



-c 
Cl> 
0 
'-
Cl> 

0... 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

REASON FOR NOT RETURNING 

10% 

OCCGoal 
Met 

18% 

Transferred 
4-year College 

Reason (positive) 

4 

.. 



...... 
c 
Q) 
(.) 
...... 
Q) 

Cl.. 

30 

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

REASON FOR NOT RETURNING 

23% 

Job 
Conflict 

Money 

9% 

Family 
and Home 

Reason 

•. 

Personal Pregnancy 

(life) 

5 



10 

....... 5 
c 
Q) 
() 
"-
Q) 

Cl.. 

REASON FOR NOT RETURNING 

6% 

Course 
Unavailable 

Academic 

Reason (negative) 

.. 

Registration 
Process 

6 



....... 
c 
Q) 

0 
"-
Q) 

5 

4 

3 

0... 2 

1 

0 

7 

REASON FOR NOT RETURNING 

.. 

4% 

N.C.E. Moved Weather Transportation Military 

Reason (infrequent) 



8 

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Characteristic Non-Returning 

Female 58.0°/o 

Age 30 

High School G.P.A. 2.4 

Receives Financial Aid 4.0o/o 

English 151 68.0% 

Credit Hours Attempted . - 5.1 

Credit Hours Earned 4.1 

Fall G.P.A 3.1 

Returning 

61.0°/o 

29 

2.5 

12.0°/o 

72.0°/o 

7.1 

7.0 

3.3 
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Patterns of 
Rcademlc and Social I ntegratlon of Non-Returning_ Stud_ents 

Rcademlc Integration 

Mean number of faculty conferences ••...........•.••.••.••• 1.9 

Percent with 11 zero 11 faculty conferences ••••••••••••••••• 49.03 

Percent who used the library .................................... . 45.03 

Percent who used I CC/tutoring lob •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 10.03 

Mean number of counseling conferences · ................. . 0.6 

Percent with 11 zero 11 counseling conferences •••••••••••• 63.03 

Social Integration 

Mean number of close friends at OCC •......................... 

Percent with 11 zero" close friends at DCC 44.0% 

Percent who used physical acti1Jities building •••.....•.. 13.03 

Percent who participated in student actiuities ••••..•••• 3.03 



ANOTHER VIEW OF RETENTION 

AT 

OAKLAN D COMMUN I TY COLLEGE 

Dece mb e r '1, 1987 /.J .. l. Hc· 1·1"' 



r nl1: oduct j on 

A crucial stage in educat ional planning and problem solving i s 

that point wher e t he decis ion ma ker defi11e s what kind of problem 

lie /s h e i s deuling with. How a re problems cor r ectly defi ned? I s it a 

" knowledg e problem" ? I s it a problem of " valuef_; " ? Docs resolu lion of 

the problem require data? Does the problem involve decision maker s 

disagreeing about "values" , "i mage of the futur e " or "goal s " ? 

Consider the following examp le: An e ight ounce glass conta ins 4 

ounces of water ; Is il ha lf empty? I s il half full? 'I'he an s wer to a 

gr eat extent depe nd s on one ' s values . 

The above d i sc ussion i s re leva11t when on e examines retention at 

Ou kland Community College. In general colleges ha ve a tendency t o 

discuss retention in terms of whether or not st udents complete degrees 

or programs or return from one semester to the ne xt. De fin ed this 

way, reten tion at community colleges is typically lower than thal at 

four college s a nd universities. This decade, as educational budgets 

come under close r scrutiny, retention data ha s become more carefully 

examined in terms of rates of attrit ion and its causes . Attrition 

often i s viewed in terms of unme t st udents ' needs , unsa tisfactory 

educat ional exper iences , and lost tuition. 

However, attrition at community colleges s hould be viewed in terms 

of the goals of the students . W i tl 1 o u t i n f or ma t i on con c e r n i n g t he i r 

educational goals , i t i s difficult , if not impossible , to dete rmin e 

whe ther or not the colleges are meet ing the needs of the students . 

The real question may be , " ls r etent ion actually a problem?" 

Viewed in t erms of the s tudent ~ ' cducCJtionul goals and the factor ~ 

that are associated wi t h attri tion that a n in s titution has no c ontrol 



I t. ma y u c l ha t. ru u r I 1 o 1 t. h C' a t t: r i Li 0 11 ( c1 e ii n e d a:..; 

not comµleling a degree pr oyr c:rn1 , n o l rct.urriing f or m one sc:n1,_-c·, tcr l o 

the n C:! xt , etc.) is r <::a lly a pot e ntiul indicu tor that. the commu1iity 

coll ege i s successf u l in one of it s goals -- tha t of meet.i n<] the 

ecJucal i onaJ nee d s and goals of the c orn11tunity, whi c h for ma 11y may be 

somc lhing oth er tha11 a d e gree or certificate . On t he other hand , i f 

a s ignifi ca nt numl.Jer of s tudent s who lea v e , drop o u t or stop out , 

int e nd ed to ob t a in a d e gree or cerli£icale or a course , and we r e 

unable to do so for reas ons und e r lhe control of the college , th e n 

thi s information can provide a bas i s for i mprovin g services . 

The purpose of thi s paper is to ~::; ugges t a re-thinking of th e 

r e t e ntion i ss ue. Pa rt one will provide a br i ef r e view of the 

retention literature. Th e second part. will pr opos e a rnodeJ that 

may be u~e ful for t he Oakland Community College Di s tri c t. 

Li te r at u re on Retention . 

The following s umma ry of the r esearch literature o n community 

co ll ege s tudents i s drawn from Bean and Metzner (1 98~) , Fr i edlander 

(19 81) , Pa3carella a nd Chapma n (1 903 ), Pezzullo (1978) , and Rouchc 

(1 967 ) . 

1. Th e claf;s i c revi e ws o[ t he literature suggC:!st that "age 

per se " i s n ot a ma jor fa c tor , a lt hough some c or r elate s of st ud e 11 t ' s 

a g e s u c h as " family r espo n ~; ibiJ ity " a nd " hour s of employment: " might be 

s ign i ficantly associated with a ttriti o n . Of 9 s tudi e s revi e wed 6 

report a s i g n ificant po s i t iv e a s socia ti on between age a nd attr iti on . 

2. Enrollment status : Several s tudie s (7) have found s trong 

evidence: that s tudents wh o were e n ro ll ed on a part - time a s oppo8ed to 

Cl full - t i me ba s i s were more l i kely to drop out . Studies that used 

" cred i ts a ttempt e d ", also , r eport lhc sa nic:" lrend . In Califor n ia , a 

Stat e s tudy f o und that f or part t i me s t ud e nt s , th ose with more cred i t s 



3 . Eel ura ti on Goa J_p : A s lud c nl s initi a l educ~l i ona l goa l s ma y 

r:o 11 lcd 11 moliva li onu l influences ll1ul influe nce pers i stence at a 

community college . Three st udie s reviewed clearly ind icated tha l 

pre -e nrollme nt goa l s i n fluenced persistence . In add iti on , 3 st ud i es 

revea l lhat com111unity co llege s tudent s with "s hort - term goa l s " sho w 

diff erent enrollment pa tt er ns than students with "degree seeking 

goal s ". 

4. High School Pe rforma nce : Substantial po~iti ve r e l a U onsh j ps 

exist bet we e n high sc hool grad e po int a ve rag e and grad e p o in t average 

at the community co ll ege . Howeve r , when pe rsi s tence i s e xa minea hlgh 

schoo l grade point average only exh ibit s a small relat i onship , i f a ny . 

Of the 8 studies r ev .icwecl 4 found a r e lc.ttionsltip a 11 cl 4 did not . 

5. Gender : Gender of the s tudent doe s not appear to have a 

dir ec t assoc i ation wilh attrition . Gend er may be related lo oth e r 

variable s s uch as age , a nd goal s of community co JJ ege attendance . 

G. Acade mic Ad vi s ing : Litlle researc h has been done in lhi ~ 

ar e a . Til e f e w s tud i es in thi s area give incons i s t en t and equ ivocal 

r es ult s . No generalization can be mad e at thl s lime . 

7. Cour se Ava ila b ility: Four s tudie s demons trated that students ' 

inability to lak e d es i red cour ses i s related t o dropp i ng out. Four 

s tudi es report that cour se una vailabi lity i s r elated to s tud e nt 

attrition . I n add i tion , l study found tha t "cour ses not o ffere d " was 

a major reason for withdrawa l for part - t ime but not full-time 

students . 

8. Environmental Variable s : Th e pos itive r e lation betwee n 

"fi nanc i a l diffi c ul ty " and at trition ha s been f ound i n 11 s tudie s . 

l\l so , 1 st udy reported lhat " fin u nc.:ial d if Uculty" was included among 

th e two r eas ons most frequ e nlly mention e d a mong pa rt - time as we ll a s 



fu]l ti111t' ~; Lu<'l c nt !::, f or thc:ir w] t hdr a wa J from a cornmu rdty col l E'~I (' . 

Nu111 e rous empirical st udie s have found l ha t th e more hour s a s tudent 

work s the h igher the attrition r a t:e . It would be e xpec ted th~t 

e ncouragement from significant others would influe nce retenlion. 

Howe ve r , s tudie s on thi s variabl e could no t be located. Over 17 

s tudi es huve reported family pr ess ure and obligations as a ma jor 

rea so n for withdrawal by st udent s . Al so , 11 stud i es have d e mon s tratPd 

that student tra11sfer to a f our - year colleg e i s a frequenL reason for 

not r e turning. 

9. Social Integration Vari ables : Social int egration refers to 

th e extent and quality of s t udent ' int e raction wi th the i::; oc i al s yste m 

o f tli<:: col l ege . The literatur e suggesls th e c hi ef difference between 

the attrition proces s of tradit i onal and nont radi ti onal s tudents i s 

thaL nontraditiona l stude nt s a r(:• influenced by the ex ternal 

environment mor e than by the social int e gration variable s influe ncing 

traditional student attrition. Howe ver , s tudies clearly indicate that 

social integratio11 at community college s ) s eve n l owe r tlia n that f ound 

a t 1 year commuter colleges!! 

10. Acad e mi c Outcome s : Studie s tend to find a "small " buL 

nega live assoc)ation between first - term grade point average and 

per s i s Lence . However , studies often re~or t that part-time student s 

who "drop - out " often have higher grade point ave rage s thc:i n full - time 

student s who drop - out. 

11. Satisfact)on : Student ' s enjoyment and cornpa libilit"y in the 

ro l e of a student is ne gat ive ly related to attrition. In addition , 

s tudie s more often t han noL , fai] to fjnc.l significant. diffcrenc:c s in 

sali s facLion between dro1,rou l s a11d per:..;isters with satisfaction at the 

community collegt'. 

Oakland Communlty Co) J egc Dat a 



OCC )n s t.ilut.lona) clala r c vc ul~: lli<d . 3H p crc-: (·11!. of Lli c ~·t. ud enU> 

e 11 r o l ) e d i 1 1 t h e f a l l - 1 9 8 (, d i d n o L r c t u r n t o t a k e c l a s s e s i n t h e 

win ter - 1987. A random sample of 5 4 5 of the se s tud e nt s wer e 

inte r vi e \"e d . The stated primar y rea s ons for no t returning can be 

orga ni zed into four ge ne r al categor i es : (1) goa ls ac hi e ve d (tr ansfer 

a nd non-tra nsfe r) were reported by 213 percent of th e non - returning 

s tudents ; ( 2 ) 51 perce nt did not r e turn beca use of life c i rcumstances 

( e . g . , j ob re l ated , 1 a c k of f i na n c es , f a mi 1 y , h o me r es lJ on s i bi 1 i t i es , 

per sona l reasons , and pregnancy); ( 3 ) 11 percent did not re t urn 

because of a nega tive experience (cour ses not a va il a ble, acaden1 i c 

di scour age ment , r eg i strat ion process ); ('1) 10 pe r ce nt of thcrn f a ll 

in to the " ot he r " categor y ( e.g. , mov ed from area , tran spor tation , 

weat her , etc ) . Th e non·-returni ng stude n t tend ed to e nroll in nighL 

courses 0 1.ly - 63 pe r ce nt. In term~ o f t he i r sa ti s f ac tion with 

aspects of OCC '19 perce nt were satisf i ed wi th counseling , 7 9 percent 

were sa ti s fied wi t h instr uction , and 83 pe r c ent we r e sat i sf ied with 

the educational experie nce at OCC. On the ot her ha nd t he soc i al 

integrati on of non- r e turning s tudent s i s l ow ( e . g . , 44 percent 

reported " zero " close friends at OCC) and the academic inteyr<:i tion of 

the non -ret urning stude nt s i s l ow ( e . g . , 63 percent r e ported " zero " 

co unse ling their last semester at OCC; 49 percent reported " zero " 

faculty confere nces at OCC the ir la s t semeste r). Al so , non -returnin g 

st udents attempted and ear ned less credi t ~ t ha n returning students a nd 

non - r e turning s tudent s worked on average of 40 hou r s . 

Conc Jus i ons a nd Recomme ndat ion s 

Th e lit e r at ur e a nd occ da ta r evea l tha t the ma j orit y of s tuden t s 

wh o do not r e tu r n from one se mes t er l o th e nex t are tho se wh o either 

had the ir "o wn goa l s " me t or d id not retu rn beca use .of ~ 

cir c urn ~; l a n c ( !S tha t are out s i ck til e co ntro l of t he irn:-.lituti on . Thus , 



wl1 e 11 '11 rcl f211li on" i s viewed oi: judged jn l c rrns of t. li c s lucJc nt s ' rea ~o 11 ~. 

i or attending u nd lif e r e lated f ac t. ors , the 11 it i s J!Os~; il.Jl c that: 

Oakland Community College docs not ha ve a "r etention " pr oblem of a 

large rnag11itude resulting from low qua lity inslru~tion and other 

s erviCC ti . Th e genera lly obser ved enro llme nt pattern appear s to be 

the "na tu ral " pa ttern fo und at open ad r11ifjs ion non -sc lccli ve colle(JC'S. 

It woul d appear , at thi s point: in ti me , g iven current programs , that 

efforts t o incr ease st ud ent retention ~t Oa kl a nd Community Col l ege 

s hould focus on act iviti es tha t increase the int egra tion of st ud e nt s 

into col l ege life. As studies h~ve s hown f or Lwcnty yea r s , the 

greater th e st uden t s ' int egration or involveme nt in college , with 

f ac ulty, counselo r s , othe r students , elc. , th e greater lhe educational 

l ea rrd ng a nd personal deve l opme nt. Human d e velopme nt r e s ults from 

interaction with ot her huma n bcin~~. 

Re c ommendation On e : Oakland Community College s hould define a 

" dropout " as a st ud ent who comes t o th e co llege wi th a goal but i s 

unable t o achJeve it and the r eason i s not a life circumstance outside 

the control of t he college. 

Re c:ommc ndu ti 011 'J'wq_ : 'I'h e college , given Pxisting academic and social 

s yste tns , s hould increase the academic a 11d social integratio n of the 

s tud e nt s . Increased academic and soc ia l int e gr a t io n wou ld take many 

forms: s tud e nt activJtie s , increased in teraction with fac ulty and 

coun se lors , int.cractio 11 with ot her ins t i tuti onal pe rsonne l, and so 

forlh. 

f<ecommendation Three : The r e po r ting of c r1 rollrne11t~, !Jhoulcl reflect t he 

mix o f st ude nt s at Oakland Commun ity College . F'o r exa mple : 



SEMESTER X 

St ude nt. Type No . Rct ur11 No . Ne '" S lude nl 

Tr a diti o n a l 
(1 7 - 21) 

fr om W FT- OCC FT- OJ 
No o f F ornie r 
OCC Studcnl s 
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