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IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 

AT A REGIONAL, MIDWESTERN, 4-YEAR, PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION 

INSTITUTION 

Kori T. Hoffmann 

Dr. Timothy J. Wall, Dissertation Supervisor 

ABSTRACT 

This quantitative study examined over 7,000 freshmen at a regional, Midwestern, 

4-year, public higher education institution.  The participants were separated as either 

having a freshman-year alcohol violation or not having a freshman-year alcohol violation 

and then analyzed.  The results of the study found that there was not a significant 

difference in retention for those with a freshman-year alcohol violation compared to those 

without a freshman-year violation.  However, when looking only at those participants 

with a freshman-year alcohol violation, a logistic regression analysis showed that high 

school GPA, minority racial status, amount of financial aid disbursed, not receiving 

loans, and not being Pell-eligible were all significant factors indicating a participant was 

more likely to return to school.  However, this model only accounted for 18% of the 

variance in retention and future studies will need to include more variables to account for 

more variance in retention.
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Retention has been a concern of higher education institutions for many years.  

Retention rates substantially impact higher education institutions for a number of reasons.  

Retention rates are a vital part of the mission of every higher education institution, in 

addition to playing a role in accreditation and funding for many institutions.  The Higher 

Learning Commission has identified retention rates as one of the key factors in 

maintaining accreditation for higher education institutions (Higher Learning 

Commission, 2014).  Additionally, state funding has been tied to certain performance 

expectations.   

In 2013, the state of Missouri created performance benchmarks for higher 

education institutions.  These benchmarks were created in collaboration with the state 

legislature and the presidents of higher education institutions within the state.  The 

purpose of the benchmarks was to create accountability for institutions and determine the 

levels of funding each institution receives based on institutional performance on each of 

the benchmarks.  There are five total benchmarks with four being the same for all 

institutions and each institution choosing its own individual benchmark to reach a total of 

five benchmarks.  The first of these performance benchmarks is retention of students 

(Nixon, 2013).  With accreditation and funding being reliant upon retention of students, 

administrators are putting even more emphasis on retention rates at their respective 

institutions.   

Various researchers have attempted to identify those factors most likely to impact 

retention.  Researchers (A. W. Astin, 1985, 1987, 1993, 2012; Bean, 1985; Braxton et al., 
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2013; Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2011; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, 2005; 

Spady, 1970; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tinto, 1975, 1987, 1993) have identified 

numerous factors, including academic and social integration, student pre-college 

characteristics, and institutional characteristics as important factors in determining 

retention.   Various influences can impact the interrelatedness of these factors.  One such 

influence is alcohol use among college students.  While there have been a variety of 

studies addressing the influence of alcohol on academic performance, there have been 

few, if any, studies addressing how alcohol violations on campus impact retention.  This 

study will examine the impact of freshman-year alcohol violations on retention. 

In the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (Abuse & Alcoholism, 

2002) report, 25% of college students reported academic problems as a result of their 

drinking.  These problems included missing class, falling behind, doing poorly on exams 

or papers, and receiving overall lower grades.  In combination, these factors play a role in 

the retention of students.  There is a vast amount of research available outlining the ways 

in which alcohol has a negative impact on academic performance and, as a result, 

retention (Presley & Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; 

Wechsler, Kuo, Lee, & Dowdall, 2000).  In their study, Wechsler, Kuo, Lee, and 

Dowdall (2000) noted students who drank any amount of alcohol in the past year were 

likely to miss a class and get behind in school work.   

Additionally, both the frequency and amount of alcohol consumed have been 

shown to negatively impact students’ grade point averages (GPA).  Pritchard and Wilson 

(2003) found alcohol consumption frequency negatively impacted students’ academic 

performance, specifically GPAs.  Moreover, Singleton (2007) determined the amount of 
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alcohol consumed had a negative correlation with students’ GPAs.  Presley and Pimentel 

(2006) evaluated the effects of both heavy drinking, as well as heavy and frequent 

drinking.  This study showed heavy drinking students were three times more likely to 

perform poorly on an assignment and miss a class than non-heavy drinkers.  Similarly, 

heavy and frequent drinkers were nearly six times more likely to perform poorly on an 

assignment or miss a class than non-heavy drinkers. 

Considering the negative impacts of alcohol use on academic performance, the 

high rate of alcohol use among college students is worrisome.  Multiple studies outlined 

the prevalence of alcohol use among college students across the nation (Mantel, 2006; 

Slutske, 2005; Walters, Bennett, & Noto, 2000; Wechsler et al., 2000; Wechsler & 

Wuethrich, 2002; Yanovitzky, Stewart, & Lederman, 2006).  While this is not a new 

problem, it has flummoxed universities and administrators for decades.  Part of the reason 

for this is alcohol has become an expected part of the college experience and ingrained in 

college culture (National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2002).  

Numerous factors contributed to the development of this culture (Dowdall, 2009; 

National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2002; Wechsler & 

Wuethrich, 2002).  Combined, these factors lead to college students having higher binge-

drinking rates than those of their non-college attending peers (Slutske, 2005).  In fact, 

approximately 63% of underage college students reported drinking within the last 30 days 

and 42% of underage college students engaged in binge-drinking according to one study 

(Wechsler et al., 2000).  This presents numerous problems for both students and 

administrators.  Students put themselves at higher risk for numerous negative outcomes 

when they engage in binge drinking.  Among these negative outcomes are academic 
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problems and poor academic performance associated with binge-drinking and drinking in 

general (National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2002), which 

then impact the retention of individual students. 

Statement of the Problem 

 As alcohol use and abuse has become more prominent, higher education 

institutions have adopted policies addressing alcohol use on campus.  Many of these 

policies stem from research which outlined the various negative consequences associated 

with college students’ alcohol use.  Beginning in the 1980s, the United States government 

became involved through enacting federal regulations which significantly impacted 

university policies and how universities respond to incidents involving alcohol on 

campus.  Two acts in particular significantly impacted universities.  The first was the 

Uniform Drinking Age Act (UDAA) in 1984.  This act required all states to set the 

minimum legal drinking age at 21 (Wagenaar & Toomey, 2002).  With the enactment of 

this act, over half of college students were now considered minors when it came to the 

legal drinking age.  This would have a significant impact on higher education institutions 

a few years later when the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 1986 (DFSCA) 

was amended in 1989.  The DFSCA had many provisions but a few provisions were 

notable for this study.  To help implement specific sections of the DFSCA, the federal 

government passed the Drug and Alcohol Abuse Prevention regulations which included 

the following: 

1. Standards of conduct that prohibited the unlawful use, possession, or 

distribution of drugs and alcohol on campus. 
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2. Description of legal sanctions under local, state, and federal law for 

unlawful use, possession, or distribution of drugs and alcohol. 

3. Description of health risks associated with drug and alcohol use. 

4. Description of any counseling, treatment, or rehabilitation programs 

available to students and employees. 

5. Clear statement that the institution will impose disciplinary sanctions, with 

a description of those statements, on students and employees for violations 

of the standards of conduct  ("Drug Free Schools and Campuses," 1990). 

With this act, institutions were clearly put on notice due to the regulatory nature of the 

Drug Free Schools and Campuses Act of what policies must be in place and how 

violations of this policy must be addressed in regards to alcohol. 

 The enforcement of these policies and sanctions is handled by conduct 

administrators, normally in student affairs, at individual institutions.  Over the last decade 

or so, studies have been conducted to determine the effectiveness of the sanctions related 

to institutional policies in general, and alcohol policies (Asher, 2008; Barnett et al., 2004; 

Birli, 2007; Cruise, 2009; Gehring, Lowery, & Palmer, 2012).  Much of this research 

focused on the recidivism rate of those students who had violated alcohol policies.  This 

research provided a wealth of knowledge to institutions and conduct administrators in 

determining the effectiveness of particular sanctions as it relates to the likelihood a 

student will violate alcohol policies in the future.  While it has been shown that alcohol 

use plays a significant factor in academic performance, very little is known about how 

having an alcohol violation affects the retention of a student.  Due to the negative 

consequences associated with alcohol use by college students, it is reasonable to believe 
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students with alcohol violations in their freshman year are less likely to return to school 

than those students who have no alcohol violations.  

As higher education institutions focus more and more on retention rates, every 

avenue should be examined to help improve these rates.  While much of the research 

available focused on the effectiveness of sanctioning and likelihood of repeat violations, 

little is known about how alcohol violations affect student retention.  The lack of 

knowledge regarding how alcohol violations effects retention represents a gap in the 

knowledge, which this study will attempt to address. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this survey study was to determine the impact of a 

freshman-year alcohol violation on student retention at a four-year, public, mid-sized, 

regional university in the Midwest.  This study set out to determine what, if any, 

relationship exists between a freshman-year alcohol violation, student demographic 

characteristics, and sophomore-year retention based on archived, institutional data.  The 

independent variables in this study were freshman year alcohol violation and several 

demographic characteristics, including: high school GPA, ACT composite score, 

university admission index, race, ethnicity, gender, first-generation college student status, 

receipt of financial aid, amount of financial aid disbursed, receipt of grants, receipt of 

scholarships, receipt of work study, receipt of loans, expected family contribution (EFC), 

Pell grant eligibility, residence location (on or off-campus), and residence hall.  The 

dependent variables in this study were the retention status of the student as measured by 

the enrollment status on the census date of the students’ second fall term and eligibility to 

return, as measured by first-year GPA and financial aid eligibility.   
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high school GPA, ACT composite score, admission index, race, ethnicity, gender, first-

generation college student status, financial aid received, expected family contribution 

(EFC), Pell grant eligibility, residence location (on or off-campus), and academic year.   

Research Questions 

For the purpose of this study, the following research questions helped guide the study: 

1. What are the descriptive statistics of the students participating in the study from 

academic year (AY) 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

2. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no freshman year 

alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

3. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

4. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to those 

who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013? 

5. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

6. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation college 

students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 
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7. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for low-

income students, as determined by Pell grant eligibility, compared to those who 

are not low-income students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

8. Do the variables (or combination of variables) predict a student will not return to 

school after a freshman academic year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Conceptual Framework 

Student retention at higher education institutions has been researched extensively 

over the years.  While there are countless studies related to retention, Astin’s (1993) 

Input-Environment-Outcomes (I-E-O) model fits seamlessly with this study.  In essence, 

this model states that student characteristics or inputs (I) combine with the environment 

the student experiences (E) to produce student outcomes (O), see Figure 1.   

 

Figure 1. A model of Astin’s Input-Environment-Outcome Theory adapted for the 

variables analyzed in this study. 

 

INPUTS
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ACT Composite Score

Admission Index

Race

Ethnicity

Gender

First-generation status
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Pell grant eligibility

ENVIRONMENT
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On or off-campus

Financial aid

GPA

Credit hours

Alcohol violation

OUTCOMES

Academic eligibility to re-
enroll

Retention
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Based on this model, understanding why students return to school, succeed or fail 

academically, earn a degree, or any other outcome must be looked at from the context of 

the students entering characteristics and what the students experience while they are in 

college (Purdie, 2007). 

Student inputs are the most valuable piece to the model. In this study, student 

inputs include factors such as high school G.P.A., ACT composite score, race, ethnicity, 

gender, first-generation college student status, and family income as measured by 

expected family contribution (EFC) and Pell grant eligibility.  While studies show these 

variables have an impact on retention, there is little or nothing that can be done to change 

these factors before or after they arrive at a higher education institution.  With this in 

mind, it is important to understand how these factors correlate to other environmental 

variables, which are in the control of universities and administrators, as they relates to 

student outcomes. 

In combination with student inputs, the environment students experience directly 

affect student outcomes.  Some environmental factors include institutional selectivity and 

mission, institutional type, and institutional control.  These factors are set and known 

prior to students arriving on campus, but are not the only environmental factors.  Another 

set of environmental factors affect the integration of students once they arrive on campus 

and can be separated into two categories: academic and social (A. W. Astin, 1991; Bean, 

1985; Alberto F Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1980; Terenzini, Lorang, & Pascarella, 1981; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tinto, 1975, 

2006; Wetzel, O’Toole, & Peterson, 1999).  This is where institutions and administrators 

can have the most influence. 
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Academic integration plays a key role in the academic success of students.  While 

there are numerous factors affecting academic integration, an important factor in this 

study is faculty-student interactions.  Numerous studies show students with more 

interactions and more positive interactions with faculty are more likely to persist (A. W. 

Astin, 1996a; Kuh, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  While this is true from an 

academic perspective, it is easy to surmise the same is true from a staff perspective as 

well.  Staff also have numerous interactions with students and develop relationships with 

students.  One area in particular where this could be seen is in the student conduct 

process.  Bracewell (1997) described student conduct as “standards defining acceptable 

student behavior and the mechanism for responding to violations of these standards” (p. 

45-46). As student conduct moved to more of an educational process from a punitive 

process, the ability to educate students about how their behaviors influence their 

academic performance developed.  The opportunity is also present for students to learn 

how their behavior influences others around them. 

Student behaviors which influence those around them are a key part to the social 

integration of students to an institution.  Positive peer to peer interactions play a large 

role in the successful social integration of a student (A. W. Astin, 1993; Paul & Brier, 

2001).  Astin (1993) noted that a student’s peer group is the biggest influence on a 

student’s growth and development during the college years.  A factor in peer to peer 

interaction, based on college culture, is alcohol (Dowdall, 2009).  While alcohol may 

play a role in social integration, research shows it negatively impacts students 

academically (Presley & Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; 

Wechsler et al., 2000).  Higher education institutions have been compelled by the federal 
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government to develop alcohol policies to combat the negative consequences of alcohol 

consumption (DeRicco, 2006; Pittayathikhun, Ku, Rigby, Mattsson, & DeJong, 1997).  

Still this has not put an end to alcohol use on college campuses.  If anything, alcohol use 

is seen as a rite of passage in higher education and become engrained in the culture of 

higher education (Dowdall, 2009; National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and 

Alcoholism, 2002; Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002).   

The simple fact that alcohol became part of campus culture makes it part of the 

social experience, and therefore, part of the social integration of students at institutions.  

While alcohol consumption and abuse has been shown to have numerous health risks, 

there are also significant risks to the academic performance of students, and in turn, risks 

to the retention of these same students (Presley & Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 

2003; Singleton, 2007; Wechsler et al., 2000).  These risks to academic performance also 

play a role in the academic integration of students to university.  Regardless, because of 

the policies in place by most nearly all higher education institutions, alcohol violations 

are processed through the student conduct system.  The student conduct system is 

responsible for addressing student violations of university policies.  As part of that 

process, hearings are held with student conduct administrators and the cycle continues 

with these administrators having an opportunity to influence the academic and social 

integration of students on campus.  This is done by meeting with students and helping 

students understand the consequences and effects of their behavior.  Positive changes in 

student behavior is part of the educational process of the student conduct process. 

Alcohol plays a role, in a negative manner, in the social integration of students 

and has a negative impact on academic performance.  Studies show that social and 
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academic integration are critical to the retention of students.  With this knowledge, it is 

important for administrators, and specifically student conduct administrators, to 

understand what impact alcohol violations have on student retention.  With this 

understanding, student conduct administrators can make decisions and take action, as it 

relates to individual student alcohol violations, to potentially have a positive impact on 

student retention through the educational nature of the student conduct process. 

Design and Methods 

 A quantitative design was chosen for this study.  Quantitative designs are used as 

a means of “examining the relationship among variables” (Creswell, 2009, p.4).  Also, 

this design was chosen since the research problem focuses on “the identification of 

factors which influence an outcome” (Creswell, 2009, p. 18).  This study examined the 

archival data obtained from the student conduct records and institutional research to 

determine what role, if any, a freshman-year alcohol violation plays in student retention.  

This was also a correlational study.   Correlational studies are those: 

In which you observe what naturally goes on in the world without directly 

interfering with it. This term implies that data will be analysed so as to look at 

relationships between naturally-occurring variables rather than making statements 

about cause and effect. (Field, 2009, p.783) 

This study matched the description provided by Field (2009) since the study looked to see 

if there was a link between students who had freshman year alcohol violations, 

demographic data, and students’ retention.  For the purpose of this study, freshman-year 

alcohol violations and demographic data serve as the independent variables, while student 

retention and eligibility to return serve as the dependent variables. 
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 Additionally, this study took a predictive approach by using regression analysis to 

determine which factors, in conjunction with an alcohol violation, made it likely a student 

would not return to the institution.  Multiple regression is an analysis used to predict an 

outcome based on numerous variables (Field, 2009).  Logistic regression is a variation of 

multiple regression.  Logistic regression was used in this study as it was the optimal 

regression analysis based on the variables under consideration.  Logistic regression is 

used when the dependent variable is categorical and independent variables are continuous 

or categorical (Field, 2009).  Since the dependent variable is retention, which is 

categorical, and the independent variables are a mixture of both continuous and 

categorical variables, logistic regression is the best analysis for this study. 

Assumptions 

 This study was conducted under the assumption freshman-year alcohol violations 

have an impact on students’ retention.  If freshman-year alcohol violations affect 

retention then it is assumed the researcher can use freshman-year alcohol violations in 

conjunction with other demographic factors to predict the likelihood a student will be 

retained.  These assumptions form the basis for this study. 

 The researcher also feels the need to disclose his own bias.  The researcher is the 

head conduct officer at the university being studied.  The researcher understands he may 

have bias based on anecdotal evidence observed during his employment.  Trochim (2006) 

identified this as “experimenter expectancies”.  This is used to describe instances in 

which the researcher influences the outcomes of a study either consciously or 

subconsciously.  Due to this, it is vital the researcher uses appropriate statistical analyses 

and relies on input provided from his committee to ensure bias does not play a role in the 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

14 
 

analysis of the data.  Additionally, the researcher must be mindful of any biases when 

reporting findings and conclusions as a result of the data analysis and only focus on those 

results rather than any personal biases or preferences.  

Definition of Key Terms 

 In research, studies may have various definitions for the same term or phrase.  To 

help frame this study, the following definitions were used: 

Alcohol Violation. For the purpose of this study, alcohol violation includes any 

and all violations of the university under study’s alcohol policy. This includes but is not 

limited to possession of alcohol on campus, minor in possession of alcohol, driving while 

intoxicated, etc. 

Census Date. “A snapshot of students enrolled at an institution…, typically the 

20th day of classes” (Enhanced Missouri Student Achievment Study, 2013). 

Eligibility to re-enroll or eligibility to return. These are used interchangeably and 

are defined by a student meeting minimum GPA requirements. Minimum credit hours are 

also used due to financial aid requirements. 

Expected Family Contribution (EFC). This is a measure of a “family’s financial 

strength” as calculated by information provided on the FAFSA.  This number is used to 

calculate the amount of federal aid a student is eligible for at his or her respective 

institution (Aid, 2014a). 

First-generation college student. “A college or university student from a family 

where no parent or guardian has earned a baccalaureate degree” (Choy, 2001). 

Low-income student. For the purpose of this study, determined by Pell grant 

eligibility. 
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Persistence. The act of enrolling at the same institution the following year. 

Persistence is used interchangeably with retention. 

Retention. The act of enrolling at the same institution the following year. 

Retention is used interchangeably with persistence. 

Student Conduct Administrator. This refers to any person at the university 

responsible for enforcing the university’s policies and assigning sanctions.  Conduct 

administrators include, but are not limited to, Residential Hall Directors, Residential 

Complex Directors, Student Conduct Coordinators, Deans of Students, and/or any 

variations of the previously mentioned. 

Anticipated Benefits of the Study 

 This study is valuable to university administrators, policymakers, and university 

stakeholders when looking at ways to increase retention among students.  Retention is a 

high priority on all campuses and any efforts that can effectively increase retention rates 

are valuable to administrators.  Additionally, research shows numerous factors affect 

retention.  To this point in time, little research has been conducted to identify what 

impact a freshman-year alcohol violation has on student retention.  This study is useful to 

student conduct administrators as they evaluate how they play a role in improving 

retention at their respective institutions. 

Specifically, conduct administrators are able to take the information gleaned from 

this study and apply it to their specific institutions.  This study provided a rationale for 

which students with a freshman-year alcohol violation are most likely not to return to 

school.  It was presumed this study would be able to determine a profile of a student who 

is unlikely to persist based on data collected from the research questions.  With this 
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profile in place, conduct administrators can identify students who are at higher risk for 

not returning to school and proceed with appropriate intervention strategies and resources 

to increase the likelihood of an individual student’s retention.  Using knowledge gained 

from this study, conduct administrators should be able to increase the retention rates of 

those students who typically are not likely to return to school. 

Summary 

 As retention efforts increase across the nation, universities are looking at all 

avenues to help increase retention rates.  Numerous studies show a variety of factors play 

a role in retention (A. W. Astin, 1975, 1985, 1993; Bean, 1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1980; Terenzini et al., 1981; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tinto, 1975).  Of those factors 

affecting retention, alcohol has a negative impact on virtually all of the factors and 

alcohol use continues to be a top concern for university leaders.  As such, conduct 

administrators who are responsible for enforcing alcohol policies and adjudicating 

alcohol violations have a unique opportunity to assist in increasing retention rates.  While 

this opportunity is present, little to no research has been conducted to determine the role 

and impact of a freshman-year alcohol violation on student retention.  This study sought 

to determine what, if any, impact a freshman-year alcohol violation, in conjunction with 

demographic characteristics, had on a student’s retention at the university.   Conduct 

administrators can apply the information gained from this study to their practice to help 

improve the retention of students with a freshman-year alcohol violation. 
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CHAPTER II  

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 This chapter will describe the previous research that serves as the foundation for 

the current study.  The history and evolution of student conduct, state government 

accountability, and retention are all examined.  Additionally, Astin’s (1993) Input-

Environment-Outcome (I-E-O) model is covered in detail which serves as the lens for 

this study.  Understanding these concepts will provide a solid basis for understanding the 

premise of this study. 

 Retention continues to pose a challenge for institutions and administrators across 

the country.  Research shows there are numerous factors which impact student retention 

(A. W. Astin, 1975, 1985, 1993; Bean, 1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Terenzini et 

al., 1981; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tinto, 1975).  With this knowledge in mind, it is 

important for institutions and administrators to understand all factors that impact student 

retention in addition to what variables influence those factors.   

     As retention became more and more of a focus, administrators looked in every 

direction to help improve retention rates at their respective institutions (Tinto, 2006).  An 

area that has not been looked at in great detail, as it relates to retention, is student 

conduct.  Bracewell (1997) described student conduct as “standards defining acceptable 

student behavior and the mechanism for responding to violations of these standards” (p. 

45-46). In particular, those students who went through the student conduct process for 

alcohol related violations and how those violations affect retention has not been studied.  

To understand the effects of alcohol related violations on retention, there must be a 

foundational knowledge of the student conduct process and how it evolved over time. 
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 Alcohol use and its negative consequences are nothing new to postsecondary 

institutions.  For various reasons, college has become synonymous with high-risk 

drinking behaviors and the negative consequences associated with those behaviors.  

Institutions have battled these perceptions for many years, sometimes through campus 

initiatives originating with the institutions themselves but many times due to federal 

regulations.  These regulations have not only changed how institutions address alcohol 

issues on campus but have also led to specific consequences for students when violations 

occur (Gulland, 1994).  Student conduct has been the most affected by these regulations.  

Not only did these regulations affect the way in which student conduct professionals 

address alcohol violations, but also the essence of the student conduct philosophy.  It is 

valuable for all stakeholders, but particularly student conduct professionals, to understand 

how these violations impact retention so that proper steps can be taken to increase 

retention of students who are seen as highly unlikely to be retained. 

Student Conduct Historical Perspectives 

 For as long as there have been institutions of higher education, there has been a 

need for student conduct processes (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997; Loschiavo & 

Newman, 2006).  For many higher education institutions dating back to 1800s, 

developing respectable and moral citizens was seen as just as important as educating 

those same people (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997; B. Jackson, 1991).  Over time, the 

nature and philosophy of the student conduct process shifted from a disciplinarian and 

legal structure to more of an educational and developmental structure.  This shift was 

brought on through, not only a shift in philosophy, but also through legal interpretations 

and court rulings of what higher education student conduct should encompass (Dannells, 
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1997).  Understanding the history of student conduct and the shift in philosophy is vital to 

understanding how the student conduct process can serve as a mechanism to improve 

retention. 

Dating back to colonial times, institutions had student conduct processes in place 

to address student conduct issues.  During this time, corporal punishment played a large 

role as a means of punishment (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997).  Additionally, 

individual faculty had the responsibility of addressing violations with no one person 

assigned to address conduct matters (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997).  Without a doubt, 

the student conduct process was very authoritarian and based on discipline more than 

education or development during this time.  Towards the late 1800s and early 1900s a 

small shift occurred.  Around this time, an educational and developmental, rather than 

punitive, approach began to take hold for minor conduct violations (Dannells, 1997).  

Leonard (1956) and Schetlin (1967) both noted that this period also saw the first 

employment positions created solely for conduct purposes.  As conduct shifted away 

from faculty, the idea of conduct being a part of an institution’s responsibility 

disappeared and they were now seen as separate entities (Bracewell, 1997).  Faculty 

would now be responsible for the educational mission of the institution while appointed 

conduct administrators would be responsible for conduct issues.  Prior to this time, 

colleges and universities served in loco parentis for university students (Lake, 2013; 

Stamatakos, 1990).  Essentially, this doctrine said that colleges and universities could 

serve in the place of parents for students and make decisions in the best interest of 

students.  There were also other responsibilities of higher education institutions, 

including protecting the health and safety of students.  In many situations this doctrine 
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applied to the area of student conduct and discipline in which the university was 

responsible for adjudicating conduct issues as the university saw fit to do (Lake, 2013).  

As the civil rights movement gained momentum, in loco parentis came under scrutiny. 

In the 1960s, numerous court cases brought by students against universities had a 

substantial effect on in loco parentis (Lake, 2013; Stamatakos, 1990).  The 1960s saw a 

large free speech movement by college students.  The free speech movement along with 

other civil rights demonstrations caused the elimination of in loco parentis from higher 

education (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997).  Dixon v. Alabama (1961) was a seminal 

case leading to the fall of in loco parentis. Students at an Alabama state school were 

expelled based on their participation in civil rights demonstrations. Whereas previously 

the university could make decisions in serving in the role of parent, this case determined 

students had certain due process rights that could not simply be dismissed.  With this in 

decision, the relationship between student and university substantially shifted (B. 

Jackson, 1991; Lake, 2013).  Subsequent court cases focused on first and fourth 

amendment rights of students in addition to the due process rights covered in Dixon v. 

Alabama (B. Jackson, 1991).  Later, the Goldberg v. Regents of the University of 

California (1967) and Buttny v. Smiley (1968) decisions concurred with the Dixon 

decision.  Both cases revolved around students believing their rights had been infringed 

upon in the student conduct process.  In both instances, the courts supported the previous 

decision in Dixon that in loco parentis was not acceptable in higher education 

institutions.  Specifically, the Goldberg decision identified the student-university 

relationship more like public employment than parent-child, while the Buttny decision 

supported the students’ stance that they do not relinquish civil rights based upon their 
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enrollment at a higher education institution ("Buttny v. Smiley," 1968; "Goldberg v. 

Regents of the University of CA," 1967).  Regardless of the case, the courts now 

determined in loco parentis was no longer viable at the university level.  Those decisions 

all came from court cases centered on student rights in the student conduct process.    

In addition to the increased student rights involving conduct, the courts also made 

some important decisions which clearly defined university conduct matters as being 

separate from legal proceedings.  These decisions proved to be pivotal in the shift from 

conduct being a punitive, legalistic process to an educational process.  Upon the Dixon 

decision, many institutions created very legalistic processes for student conduct cases that 

closely resembled court proceedings (Dannells, 1997).  Many institutions started taking 

the due process rights examined in the Dixon case and applying them across the board.   

As these proceedings tried to mirror the court system, some due process rights 

were not covered and this led to new court cases which provided interpretations as to 

what due process looked like in university settings and explanations of how the university 

conduct system differed from the court system.  Wasson v. Trowbridge (1967) provided 

new context in regards to due process.  The decision in this case supported non-legal 

processes for educational institutions as long as the proceeding was not criminal in 

nature, the hearing was investigative in nature rather than adversarial, and counsel was 

not used by the institution.  Goss v. Lopez (1975) further supported the idea that 

educational conduct hearings were non-legal processes by stating there was a need for 

more formal conduct proceedings but not necessarily those that mirrored the legal 

system.  Finally, the most important case in this respect was Gorman v. University of 

Rhode Island (1988).  The court in this case explicitly stated that while campus conduct 
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proceedings must be fair in regards to due process, the proceedings need not reflect the 

adversarial methods seen in court cases.  Specifically, the court cited the ability of the 

student to answer, explain, and defend him or herself but not necessarily all procedural 

protections found in the court system.  These cases, among many others, were 

instrumental in changing the conduct system from legalistic to educational and 

developmental.  The court system determined due process must be ensured but that does 

not mean it needs to mirror the criminal justice system.  The Western District Court of 

Missouri ("General Order on Judicial Standards of Procedure and Substance in Review of 

Student Discipline in Tax Supported Institutions of Higher Education," 1968) concisely 

summed up this concept: 

The discipline of students in the educational community is, in all but the case of 

irrevocable expulsion, a part of the teaching process. In the case of irrevocable 

expulsion for misconduct, the process is not punitive or deterrent in the criminal 

law sense, but the process is rather the determination that the student is 

unqualified to continue as a member of the educational community. Even then, 

the disciplinary process is not equivalent to the criminal law processes of federal 

and state criminal law. For, while the expelled student may suffer damaging 

effects, sometimes irreparable, to his educational, social, and economic future, he 

or she may not be imprisoned, fined, disenfranchised, or subjected to probationary 

supervision. The attempted analogy of student discipline to criminal proceedings 

against adults and juveniles is not sound. (p. 6) 

Additionally, the Court further elaborated on the differences in the conduct process and 

criminal process.  The Court recognized it was not feasible to apply the same criminal 
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standards to the conduct process or else the conduct process would lose its educational 

nature. 

The nature and procedures of the disciplinary process in such cases should not be 

required to conform to federal processes of criminal law, which are far from 

perfect, and designed for circumstances and ends unrelated to the academic 

community. By judicial mandate to impose upon the academic community in 

student discipline the intricate, time consuming, sophisticated procedures, rules 

and safeguards of criminal law would frustrate the teaching process and render the 

institutional control impotent. (pp. 6-7) 

Within this final quote, it can be determined that even the court system views the conduct 

proceedings of educational institutions as a teaching process and does not believe in 

implementing criminal law processes which would hinder the learning experience of the 

conduct procedures. 

It is possible to see the shift in philosophy related to conduct simply by looking at 

the terms used to describe the conduct process.  Going back to colonial times, the process 

was described as discipline which has distinct punitive connotations.  Over time, the 

terminology shifted to less of a punitive component in using the term judicial and then 

finally moving away from the legalistic terminology of judicial to more of an educational 

perspective as the term conduct was used.  Regardless of terminology, there is a definite 

pattern that occurred through court decisions which shifted the conduct process to be less 

punitive and legalistic to being more of an educational and developmental process. 
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The Family Educational Right to Privacy Act 

 With the demise of in loco parentis, higher education institutions were now 

subject to greater legal scrutiny than ever before (Lake, 2013). One area in particular 

where higher education institutions had to focus on student rights was on how they would 

address the issue of privacy as it pertained to student records and who had access to those 

records (Sayer, 2005).  With this in mind, the Education Amendments Act of 1974 was 

passed.  An amendment to this act was the Family Educational Right to Privacy Act 

(FERPA).  FERPA regulated who had access to an educational record and what was 

considered an educational record.  The original focus of FERPA was on K-12 education 

and the right of parents to have access to their child’s educational records.  When it was 

enacted, it was intended that all rights held by parents would be transferred to the student 

at the age of 18 or once the student attended a postsecondary institution.  FERPA also 

defined educational records.  As defined by FERPA, education records included "those 

records, files, documents, and other materials which contain information directly related 

to a student; and are maintained by an educational agency or institution or by a person 

acting for such agency or institution” (Rights, 1974).  With this amendment in place, 

colleges and universities were limited in what they could share with students’ parents, 

including conduct records. 

 At first glance it would seem that the FERPA amendment would have little, if 

anything, to do with alcohol and retention.  Then, in the late 1970s and throughout the 

1980s, a series of legislation would bring FERPA back to the forefront as it pertains to 

alcohol on higher education campuses.  As colleges and universities came under scrutiny 

for a variety of issues, alcohol use and its effects on young people became a serious issue 
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for the United States (Chaloupka & Wechsler, 1996; Wagenaar & Toomey, 2002).  

Research and pop culture both brought the issue of alcohol to the forefront.  Alcohol use 

at the university level became a part of the basic culture of attending college.  Alcohol 

advertisements at athletic events, the proximity of bars to campuses, and customs of 

drinking, such as drinking games, handed down from one generation to the next, and 

alcohol myths all contributed in some form or another to the belief that alcohol and 

college go hand in hand (Abuse & Alcoholism, 2002; Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002).  

Researchers have studied the phenomenon of college drinking for the better part of the 

last century (Dowdall, 2009; Lake, 2013).  While it is difficult to pinpoint exactly how 

this phenomenon began, one of the seminal works in this area is Straus and Bacon’s 

(1953) Drinking in College.   

Drinking in College looked into many of the same issues that flummox 

researchers today.  The authors looked at a number of issues, including: which students 

drink, why they drink, how much they drink, problem drinking, and the connection 

between drinking and sexual behavior.  Strauss and Bacon looked at the concept of 

stereotypes and how these play out in our society.  Strauss and Bacon argued that while 

many of our stereotypes occur infrequently, when they do occur they receive such 

notoriety that these stereotypes become the norm.  Strauss and Bacon’s position is this 

same phenomenon influenced the culture of drinking at colleges. Pop culture and movies 

helped promote this stereotype through films, such as Animal House with John Belushi 

on a college campus wearing a “College” sweater and consuming large amounts of 

alcohol (Dowdall, 2009; Lake, 2013). Similar films were released in the 1970s and 

1980s, the same timeframe when drinking laws again came to the forefront in the federal 
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government.  Even at the time of the publishing of their book, Straus and Bacon (1953) 

documented student deaths as a result of alcohol and the issue of student injury or death 

due to alcohol. This is still a major concern today (Dowdall, 2009; Hingson, Heeren, 

Zakocs, Kopstein, & Wechsler, 2002; Jones, Pieper, & Robertson, 1992; Lake, 2013; 

Mantel, 2006; Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002).  With these concerns in mind, the federal 

government began regulating higher education institutions in regards to how alcohol 

concerns were addressed on campus. 

 The first piece of legislation that would impact colleges and universities was the 

Federal Uniform Drinking Age Act of 1984.  This act required each state to set the 

minimum legal drinking age (MLDA) at 21.  States that did not comply lost federal 

highway funding (Chaloupka & Wechsler, 1996).  The Federal Uniform Drinking Age 

Act itself was not a federal law, rather it coerced states into enacting the minimum 

drinking age for each state to be 21 or risk losing federal funding.  In effect, it created 

mandated accountability because states would be penalized for not adopting the 

minimum legal drinking age.  When looking at typical age ranges from freshman to 

senior year for college students, this affected over half of college students who were now 

under the legal drinking age. For the traditional college student, their twenty-first 

birthday occurs in the junior year.  This is over halfway through their collegiate career.  

With this knowledge, it is safe to assume that more than half of college students were 

now affected and the consumption of alcohol was now deemed illegal.  While this in and 

of itself would not have been a major issue for higher education institutions, a few short 

years later another act would pass which, in combination with the Federal Uniform 

Drinking Age Act, would have serious ramifications for colleges and universities. 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

27 
 

The Safe and Drug Free Schools Act of 1989 was passed just five years after the 

Federal Uniform Drinking Age Act.  This legislation had numerous significant impacts 

for postsecondary institutions, as outlined in the Drug Free Schools and Campuses 

regulations.  This act required colleges and universities to have policies in place 

regarding alcohol use on campus.  In addition, this act required postsecondary institutions 

to provide the following information to students and employees: 

1. Standards of conduct that prohibited the unlawful use, possession, or 

distribution of drugs and alcohol on campus. 

2. Description of legal sanctions under local, state, and federal law for 

unlawful use, possession, or distribution of drugs and alcohol. 

3. Description of health risks associated with drug and alcohol use. 

4. Description of any counseling, treatment, or rehabilitation programs 

available to students and employees. 

5. Clear statement the institution will impose disciplinary sanctions, with a 

description of those statements, on students and employees for violations 

of the standards of conduct  ("Drug Free Schools and Campuses," 1990). 

With this legislation in place, postsecondary institutions were clearly put on 

notice for what was expected in regard to alcohol policies on campus.  This act required 

higher education institutions to put policies in place that would prohibit illegal alcohol 

activity.  In conjunction with the Federal Uniform Drinking Age Act, this meant that 

approximately half of the student population at higher education institutions would be 

violating the law, and thus school policy, by partaking in the consumption or use of 

alcohol. Not only were there now clear expectations for alcohol policies but also for the 
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enforcement of such policies.  Higher education institutions now had accountability to the 

federal government for how alcohol violations on campus were addressed. 

A year later, in 1990, the Crime Awareness and Campus Security Act was passed.  

It originated as a result of the death of a college student by the name of Jeanne Clery, a 

student at Lehigh University who was raped and murdered in her residence hall.  Her 

parents pushed for better reporting of campus crimes after the death of their daughter to 

provide campus crime and safety awareness to parents and students.  As a result the act 

was eventually renamed in Jeanne’s memory as the Clery Act (Campus, 2012).  The 

Clery Act has various categories of reportable offenses.  One such category is alcohol law 

violations ("Student Right-To-Know and Campus Security Act," 1990).  Institutions 

would now be required to report on a variety of crime statistics in an annual security 

report and alcohol violations would be a component of those statistics.  With the Clery 

Act in place, higher education institutions had accountability for not only handling 

alcohol violations on campus, but also for accurately reporting the number and type of 

alcohol violations on campus. 

Finally, in a somewhat ironic twist, there was an amendment made in 1998 to the 

original FERPA amendment.  Those same individuals who clamored for privacy and 

confidentiality in the late 1960s and early 1970s, which brought about the original 

FERPA amendment, were now parents and wanted access to more of their children’s 

educational records as their children entered postsecondary institutions.  The 1998 

amendment cleared the way for colleges and universities to disclose certain records to 

students’ parents if administrators chose to do so.  Specifically, it identified instances in 

which conduct records may be disclosed to parents when the subject of those records 
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related to alcohol and/or controlled substances (Cutler, 2003; Palmer, Lohman, Gehring, 

Carlson, & Garrett, 2001).   

When originally enacted in 1974, it was difficult to see how FERPA could hold 

institutions accountable when addressing issues of alcohol.  At the time, the potential for 

alcohol violations was low because few universities had alcohol policies which could 

result in conduct violations.  As more legislation and acts passed, FERPA became a 

larger issue for universities as they to enacted, enforced, and reported alcohol violations 

on campus.  With the 1998 amendment to the original FERPA amendment, student 

conduct administrators could now notify parents/guardians when a student violated 

university policy related to alcohol and/or controlled substances.  This decision showed a 

slight backtrack for the federal government but it shows the importance of getting 

parental support in assisting institutions as alcohol offenses on campus were adjudicated.  

While universities were still being held accountable for other areas of FERPA records, 

they now had the support of the federal government in enforcing and sanctioning 

violations of alcohol policies by utilizing parental support. 

FERPA took students’ rights to another level.  With its passage, students in higher 

education possessed sole authority over their educational records, including conduct 

records.  Over time, the federal government recognized there may be instances where 

disclosing certain educational records to other parties would benefit the student, 

regardless of whether the student gave authority to disclose the records.  As with any act, 

it serves little purpose if there is no method for enforcing it.  The Higher Education Act 

of 1965 contained important provisions which would later serve as enforcement 

mechanisms for not only FERPA, but other federal acts as well. 
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Higher Education Act of 1965 

The federal government has a long history of creating legislation with substantial 

impacts on public higher education institutions.  One of the most important roles the 

federal government played in creating accountability for higher education institutions is 

through ensuring access to higher education for various populations of citizens 

(Cervantes et al., 2005; Ewell & Jones, 2006; Gaither, 1994; G. A. Jackson & 

Weathersby, 1975; O'Neil, 1971).  In the context of this study, the Higher Education Act 

of 1965 initiated federal regulation of alcohol policies on college campuses. 

The Higher Education Act of 1965 had numerous implications in supporting 

colleges and universities across the country.  Several titles within the act had specific 

areas of focus.  The idea behind the act was to make institutions stronger and provide 

more meaningful impact in delivering a quality education.  The titles within the act 

focused on areas such as providing funding for extension and continuing education 

programs, increasing the capacity of libraries by providing funding to increase offerings 

and the employment of qualified librarians, improving institutional educational quality, 

providing financial aid support to undergraduate students, improving the quality of 

teaching, and improving the quality of undergraduate instruction (Schlam, 2004).  Three 

key items related to financial aid were created through Title IV, which accounted for 

providing financial aid support to undergraduate students.  These included the 

Guaranteed Student Loan Program, which was a precursor to the Stafford Loan, and the 

Educational Opportunity Grant Program, which would later become the Pell Grant, and 

the federal work-study program (Cervantes et al., 2005; Harrison, 1995; Mumper & Ark, 

1991).  After the passage of this act, numerous reauthorizations increased the 
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requirements and scope of the act.  Title IV had the most affect within the context of this 

study. 

 Title IV funding is vital to a public institution.  Because cost of attending college 

is a major financial burden for many students, aid is needed to help pay for college.  Title 

IV funding is distributed to institutions, who in turn distribute those funds to students 

based on a number of criteria.  Titles IX funds are important to institutional viability 

(Bowen, Bok, & Shulman, 1998; Taylor, 2010).  With this in mind, the federal 

government chose to use Title IV funding as a mechanism to garner institutional 

compliance with federal legislation.  These funds would serve as leverage to entice 

institutions to comply with the various acts and pieces of legislation related to alcohol 

accountability, among many other areas of accountability, for higher education 

institutions (DeRicco, 2006; Pittayathikhun et al., 1997; Rights, 1974).   

With funding on the line, institutions were now compelled to comply with federal 

acts and legislation.  This would have serious ramifications for student conduct 

administrators.  These administrators would be responsible for enforcing alcohol policies 

and ensuring the institution met federal guidelines for compliance.  Failure to comply 

with this legislation puts institutions at risk of not receiving funding which is vital for 

enrollment and retention of students.  The ultimate goal of any higher education 

institution should be to retain and graduate students.  These acts and legislation were now 

acting as another variable in the retention conundrum.  

Retention 

The concept of retention is a major focus of all colleges and universities across 

the country.  It is an even bigger focus in Missouri where institutional funding became 
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partially based on retention rates.  Studies show that approximately half of students who 

enroll in higher education will eventually earn their degree (A. W. Astin & Oseguera, 

2005; Bailey & Dynarski, 2011; Bound, Lovenheim, & Turner, 2009; Tinto, 1982).  

Numerous studies were conducted with a wide range of experts each determining what 

they feel to be the critical areas which have the most impact on retention of students.  

While no researchers or studies identified the magic pill to ensure retention, all agreed 

there is a combination of factors working together which impact retention (A. W. Astin, 

1975, 1993, 1996a; Bean, 1985; Alberto F Cabrera et al., 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1980, 2005; Spady, 1970; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tinto, 1975, 1987).  No single 

demographic, statistic, or piece of data can accurately predict retention but looking at 

how a variety of data points intersect can provide a better idea of what leads to 

postsecondary retention. 

The concept of retention and studies pertaining to retention has existed nearly as 

long as postsecondary education has existed.  Every researcher provided their own 

theories on why students either choose to persist or not at a postsecondary institution.  

For the purposes of this study, Astin’s (1993) Input-Environments-Outcomes (I-E-O) 

model serves as the conceptual framework.  This model states that student characteristics 

(I) combine with the environment students’ experience (E) to produce student outcomes 

(O).  While this model seems very simplistic, there are several nuances to it and many 

shared tenets of other researchers as well.  Astin (1997) identified four variables that 

accounted for the majority of the variance in retention among entering freshmen.  Those 

four variables are high school grades, admission test scores, gender, and race.  

Additionally, other studies identified first-generation college student status and financial 
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aid, some of which is determined based on socioeconomic status, as other factors which 

play a role in student retention (Choy, 2001; Ishitani, 2003, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 

2005; London, 1989; Long, 1998; Martinez, Sher, Krull, & Wood, 2009; Nora, 1990).  

This makes a compelling case for using these variables, in addition to others, as the 

independent variables for determining the effect on retention in this study. 

Student Inputs 

The first aspect of the I-E-O model is student inputs.  Inputs are considered to be 

all characteristics the student brings with them into the college experience (A. W. Astin, 

1993).  Numerous researchers have identified the importance of commitment to 

educational goals as an important variable in retention of students (Bean, 1985; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1975).  Pascarella and Terenzini also identified pre-

college characteristics as playing a vital role in student retention.  Among those 

characteristics they identified were sex, racial/ethnic origin, academic aptitude 

(achievement tests), high school achievement, and others (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; 

Terenzini et al., 1981; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978). 

High school GPA.  One of the first student characteristics most people would 

look at in determining success at the postsecondary level would be high school GPA  It 

would be reasonable to assume those who are successful high school students would also 

be likely to be successful college students, and thus more likely to persist.  As previously 

mentioned, Pascarella and Terenzini (1980; 1978) used high school achievement as a 

precollege characteristic when studying retention.  While their focus was on class rank, 

class rank is based on GPA so those with a higher class rank will also have a higher GPA.  

Pascarella and Terenzini showed many precollege characteristics, including high school 
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performance, combined with other factors were very successful in predicting retention 

(1980).  Additionally, they were able to replicate the study and find similar results to 

validate their previous study (Terenzini et al., 1981).  Further studies showed a significant 

link between high school GPA and college academic achievement and retention (A. W. 

Astin, 1987; Levitz, Noel, & Richter, 1999; Lotkowski, Robbins, & Noeth, 2004; Tross, 

Harper, Osher, & Kneidinger, 2000).  Alternately, other studies used high school GPA as 

a variable in predicting college academic performance and retention with only lukewarm 

results (Daugherty & Lane, 1999; DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka, 2004; Galicki & 

McEwen, 1989; Wolfe & Johnson, 1995) 

Aptitude testing.  Another indicator of precollege academic performance is 

aptitude testing.  The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the American College Test 

(ACT) exam are the best known and most widely used aptitude testing as it pertains to 

college entrance exams.  Pascarella and Terenzini (1980; 1978), in addition to their work 

with Lorang (1981), utilized the SAT as a precollege characteristic in determining college 

academic performance and retention.  As mentioned previously, when factoring in 

precollege characteristics, including SAT score, along with other factors they were 

successful at predicting college retention at a high rate (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; 

Terenzini et al., 1981).  They are not alone as other studies also show standardized 

aptitude tests have been a significant predictor in both college academic achievement and 

retention (A. W. Astin, 1987; Fuertes, Sedlacek, & Liu, 1994; Kobrin, Patterson, Barbuti, 

Mattern, & Shaw, 2008; Levitz et al., 1999; Lotkowski et al., 2004; Tross et al., 2000). 

Race/ethnicity.  Race and ethnicity of college students is also shown to be a 

significant factor in student retention.  Studies show that minorities, such as African-
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Americans and Hispanics, are being retained at a lower rate than Caucasians (A. W. 

Astin, 1996a; H. S. Astin & Burciaga, 1981; Lotkowski et al., 2004).  Astin (1996a) 

found that African-Americans completed college within 4 years at a rate of 19% while 

white students achieved this in the same timeframe at a rate of 43%.  Looking at 6- and 9-

year completion rates shows the gap is smaller but there is still a noticeable difference.  

African-Americans complete their 4-year degrees in 6 years at a rate of 32% and in 9 

years at a rate of 34%.  On the other hand, whites complete these same degrees at a rate 

of 47% for both 6 and 9 years.  Similarly, Astin and Burciaga (1981) studied the rates of 

college completion rates from different racial/ethnic backgrounds and found that 

Hispanics significantly trailed not only whites, but African-Americans as well.   

Researchers looked at the culture of discrimination and alienation as a possible 

cause for these lower retention rates among minorities (W. R. Allen, 1992; Loo & 

Rolison, 1986).  Particularly, alienation can occur even if students achieve at a high 

academic level.  Additionally, feelings of cultural domination and ethnic isolation lend 

themselves to feelings of isolation for minority students, especially when there are low 

numbers of minority students and faculty (Loo & Rolison, 1986).  This is even more 

evident in predominantly white institutions (W. R. Allen, 1992; Loo & Rolison, 1986).  

Interestingly, a remedy to some aspects of this alienation would be strong student support 

services (Loo & Rolison, 1986).  These feelings of alienation are similar to feelings of 

isolation which has been identified as a predictor of students not persisting (Tinto, 1987).  

Regardless, race must be included in any study of retention but it cannot be looked at 

separately from other factors.  Various studies show that variables affecting student 

retention must be viewed through the lens of race.  Those variables affecting retention for 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

36 
 

minority students are often different than those for white students (D. Allen, 1999; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1997).  Accordingly, studies involving race must analyze the 

interaction with other factors as they relate to retention (Reason, 2009). 

Gender.  The final variable of the big four outlined by Astin (1997) is gender.  

Numerous researchers identified gender as being a significant predictor of retention, with 

women being retained at a higher rate than men (A. W. Astin, 1975, 1987, 1993, 1997; 

Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Pascarella, Duby, & Iverson, 1983; Peltier, Laden, & Matranga, 

1999; Tinto, 1987).  Pascarella, Duby, and Iverson (1983) tested Tinto’s (1975) 

theoretical model of college withdrawal for a commuter school setting and found that 

females persisted at a much higher rate than males.   

Additionally, Tinto (1987) recognized that women leave college for different 

reasons than men.  Women are more likely to leave for social reasons rather than 

academic reasons, which means their departure from college is typically voluntary rather 

than being a forced decision based on academic performance.  While these studies show 

gender plays a large role in retention, other studies show there are no effects based on 

gender.  In one particular study with multiple steps, males were more likely to persist in 

one step while being less likely to persist in the next step (St John, Hu, Simmons, & 

Musoba, 2001).  Another study showed that women had a higher mean GPA than men 

but gender had no effect on enrollment status (J. Allen, Robbins, Casillas, & Oh, 2008).   

Other studies show gender to be a factor only when considering for other 

variables such as race, age, and marital status (Leppel, 2002; Murtaugh, Burns, & 

Schuster, 1999).  While there is no definitive answer as to whether gender plays a role in 
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retention, plenty of studies support that it may have an influence to some degree, even if 

other variables need to be factored in as well. 

First-generation college student.  Numerous studies identified first-generation 

college students as being a substantially higher risk of not being retained (J. Allen et al., 

2008; Choy, 2001; Ishitani, 2003, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; London, 1989; 

Martinez et al., 2009).  As demonstrated by the numerous researchers who identified 

first-generation college student status as a risk factor, a variety of studies examined the 

different aspects of attrition of as it relates to first-generation college students.  Choy 

(2001) identified other variables that were characteristics of being a first-generation 

college student.  This study found that first-generation students were disproportionately 

minority, low socioeconomic, and female.  Lohfink and Paulsen (2005) conducted a 

study of their own and it supported some of Choy’s (2001) conclusions. Lohfink and 

Paulsen’s (2005) study showed being Hispanic, low-income, and female were all factors, 

along with being a first-generation college student, that contributed to attrition from 

college.  The study also showed these characteristics were not a factor for those students 

whose parents completed college and were considered continuing generation students.   

Ishitani (2003, 2006) also studied the effects of being a first-generation college 

student on retention.  His 2003 study showed first-generation college students were less 

likely to persist than those who were not first-generation college students.  Additionally, 

he controlled for other factors of race, gender, high school GPA, and family income in 

conducting his study.  After controlling for these factors, first-generation college 

students’ attrition was still 71% higher than those students whose parents both received 

college education.  In 2006 he continued his study of first-generation college student 
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attrition.  The 2006 study showed, regardless of first-generation college student status, 

students were most likely to leave college in the second year, though first-generation 

college students were 8.5 times more likely to leave than their counterparts.   

More recently, a study showed those students whose parents had low levels of 

educational attainment were more likely to not persist, though other factors were 

considered in conjunction with parental education levels.  College GPA showed to be the 

one factor, associated with parental education levels, which helped predict attrition.  The 

study showed those students whose parents had low levels of educational attainment had 

lower GPAs as well.  Other factors, as a result of parental education levels, also affected 

retention, including: ACT scores, scholarships, loans, and job status.  Regardless of 

parent education levels, other factors also played a role in attrition, including: drug use, 

psychological distress, and academic challenges (Martinez et al., 2009).   

Socioeconomic status.  Socioeconomic status is also shown to have an effect on 

retention.  Astin (1993) determined students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds 

were most likely to earn a degree within four years.  Also, students from low-income 

families were less likely to persist to postsecondary graduation (Thayer, 2000).  In fact, 

Mortenson (as cited in Thayer, 2000), noted that those in the top quartile of family 

income achieved an undergraduate degree at a rate of 74% while those in the bottom 

quartile of family income only achieved an undergraduate degree at 5%.  Cabrera, 

Stampen, and Hansen (1990), as well as St. John (1990), also conducted earlier studies 

which supported the notion that students from families with lower incomes persisted at a 

lower rate than those students who came from higher income families (Ishler & Upcraft, 

2005). 
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These variables all significantly impact retention, as demonstrated by the wealth 

of knowledge gained from various studies.  It is glaringly obvious through the research 

cited in this literature review that many of these variables are interconnected.  Research 

shows first-generation students are typically minority, low-income, and female.  As a 

result, these students are more dependent on financial aid and may not be academically 

prepared for the rigors of postsecondary education.  It would be irresponsible to not 

include these factors in any study of retention due to the interrelatedness of the variables. 

Student Environment  

The second aspect of Astin’s (1993) I-E-O model is the environment students’ 

experience.  The environment of an institution shapes the experiences of students at the 

institution.  Researchers identified these experiences as being crucial to the integration of 

the student in the postsecondary environment.  As the student becomes more integrated, 

they will be more likely to persist.  The studies conducted by these researchers identified 

institutional characteristics and environmental variables as being key components to the 

institutional environment which affects the integration of students to the institution 

(Bean, 1985; Alberto F Cabrera et al., 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Terenzini et 

al., 1981; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tinto, 1975).  

Institutional environmental characteristics.  Institutional characteristics play a 

small, but significant, role in persistence, which is a positive considering changing the 

characteristics of an institution is very difficult to do (Purdie, 2007).  Even if institutional 

characteristics play a small role compared to other factors, they are still important to 

understand.  Researchers identified various characteristics which proved to have some 

impact on retention. While this study identifies these as institutional characteristics, 
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researchers such as Bean (1985) identified this as institutional fit.  Regardless, the sense 

of belonging and how well a student feels they belong at a particular higher education 

institution impacts retention.  One such characteristic is selectivity.  Various research 

showed that increasing selectivity had a positive effect on retention (Ishler & Upcraft, 

2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  The institution under study is classified as a 

moderately selective institution. 

The type of institution, four-year or two-year, also plays a role in the retention of 

students.  Studies show those students who attend a four-year institution are more likely 

to persist than those students attending a two-year institution (Berkner, 1996; Ishler & 

Upcraft, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993).  However, Pascarella and 

Terenzini (2005) found those students who transferred to a four-year institution after 

starting at a two-year institution completed their degrees at the same rate as those 

students who started at a four-year institution.  In his study, Berkner (1996) saw 

substantial differences in the percentages who persisted and obtained degrees when 

comparing those at two-year and four-year institutions.  Additionally, Tinto (1993) only 

saw approximately one-third of those students attending two-year institutions obtain an 

associate’s degree or certificate.  The institution under study is a four-year institution. 

Control of the institution also plays a role in persistence.  Control in this manner 

means public or private.  The institution under study is a public, mid-sized institution.  

Research shows that private institutions and smaller institutions show higher rates of 

persistence than public and larger institutions (A. W. Astin, 1996a; A. W. Astin & 

Oseguera, 2003). 
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  The racial composition of the institution also plays a role in persistence.  Stage 

and Hossler (2000) identified  racial compositions as an important component to 

retention.  This is particularly true for minority students.  Studies show that African-

American students are more likely to persist at historically black institutions compared to 

predominantly white institutions (W. R. Allen, 1992; Loo & Rolison, 1986; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005).  The institution under study is not a historically black institution, which 

puts African-American students attending the institution under study at greater risk of not 

returning.  While examination of institutional characteristics is important, they are not 

shown to be as significant as other factors.  Additionally, institutional characteristics are 

necessary for studies comparing multiple institutions but this study only examines a 

single institution.  Therefore, more focus was put on other factors associated with 

retention.  While each of these institutional characteristics play a role in institutional fit, 

there is another component to institutional fit as well: how well a student integrates into 

the environment (Bean, 1985). 

Individual environmental characteristics.  A variety of experiences impact 

retention once a student attends a higher education institution.  These various experiences 

can mostly be categorized into two separate categories: academic and social.  The ability 

of students to integrate into these two environmental experiences plays a key role in how 

students view their fit into the institution (Bean, 1985).  As a result, academic and social 

integration are critical in the retention of those students (A. W. Astin, 1991; Bean, 1985; 

Alberto F Cabrera et al., 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Terenzini et al., 1981; 

Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tinto, 1975, 2006; Wetzel et al., 1999).  
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Academic integration.  Academic integration, for obvious reasons, is significant 

to student retention.  If students do not perform academically then they are not likely to 

return to school.  There are certain variables which can be examined to help account for 

academic integration.   

Belcheir (1997) found that first semester GPA was the best predictor of 

persistence among college students.  In addition, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) found 

that grades earned during the first year, and not simply in the first semester, were the best 

predictors of college persistence.  Whether it is first-semester or first-year GPA, it can be 

safely concluded that academic performance, as measured by GPA, plays a significant 

role in the retention of students.  In addition, faculty-student interactions, both in and out 

of the classroom, play a large role in retention.  Students with more interactions and more 

positive interactions with faculty are more likely to persist (A. W. Astin, 1996a; Kuh, 

2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  One study determined intent to persist was 

positively affected by students’ perceptions of the faculty’s teaching abilities and skills 

(Braxton, Bray, & Berger, 2000).  Another study found that students who participated in 

more active learning experiences were more likely to persist (Braxton, Milem, & 

Sullivan, 2000).  Elliot and Healy’s (2001) study supported these ideas and noted that 

instructional effectiveness was a key component to student retention. 

Another academic factor to consider, besides GPA, is the credit hours a student is 

taking.  Szafran (2001) conducted a study which examined the effects of academic load, 

or credit hours taken, on students’ GPAs.  Szafran’s (2001) study showed that students 

taking more credit hours were more likely to have higher GPAs.  Taking more credit 

hours is also significant due to the fact that students must make satisfactory academic 
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progress to be eligible to receive financial aid.  A component of satisfactory academic 

progress is credit hours completed or earned and each higher education institution can set 

their own standards for this (Aid, 2014b).  The institution under study set the number at 

24 credit hours per academic year.  By taking more hours a student is more likely to 

achieve this credit hour goal. 

Financial aid also plays a large role in retention of college students (A. F. Cabrera 

et al., 1990; Herzog, 2005; Ishitani, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Long, 1998; 

Martinez et al., 2009; Stampen & Cabrera, 1986; Tinto, 1987).  Financial aid can take 

many forms, including merit-based aid, need-based aid, work-study, grants, scholarships, 

and loans.  In addition, most aid is based on students maintaining full-time enrollment 

and meeting GPA requirements.  Research has been conducted on nearly every facet of 

financial aid with some forms having more substantial effects than others.  Nora (1990), 

St. John (1990), and Voorhees (1987) each conducted separate studies and determined 

that all forms of financial aid play a role in retention.   

On the other hand other research shows only particular aspects of financial aid to 

play a role in retention.  Numerous studies identified work-study programs as having a 

positive effect on retention (Ishitani, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Stampen & 

Cabrera, 1986; Tinto, 1987).  The argument is made this is due to the integration of the 

student into the institution through personal relationships due to the work-study program 

(Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005).  Conversely, Long’s (1998) study showed only merit-based 

aid directly affected retention.  Even though her study showed merit-based aid had a 

positive effect on retention, the study also showed those who received more merit-based 

aid were less likely to be socially integrated and less likely to be satisfied with their 
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collegiate experience.  A reason for this could be that students receiving merit-based aid 

focus much of their attention on academics in order to maintain their aid.  This is 

important to note because other retention studies show being socially integrated and 

being satisfied with the collegiate experience are strong predictors of attrition (Bean, 

1985; Tinto, 1975).   

Herzog (2005) examined the use of scholarships and identified those students 

with unmet need being more likely to not persist.  Specifically, he identified middle-

income students with larger levels of unmet need as more likely to not persist while 

freshmen who performed well academically with unmet need being more likely to 

transfer.   

Additionally, various studies examined the issue of financial aid as it relates to 

other factors.  Specifically, Lohfink and Paulsen (2005), Ishitani (2006), and Martinez et 

al. (2009) examined how first-generation students’ retention was affected as a result of 

financial aid.  Lohfink and Paulsen (2005) concluded grant aid significantly effected 

retention of first-generation students where it had no effect on their counterparts.  The 

researchers demonstrated concern over the movement from need-based aid to merit-based 

aid specifically because first-generation students are more likely to be reliant upon need-

based aid.  Additionally, similar to previous researchers, they determined work-study aid 

had a positive effect on retention for all students studied.  In Ishitani’s (2006) study of 

first-generation college students the results showed both grants and work-study played a 

large role in student retention from the first year to the second year when compared to 

those students who received no aid.  Additionally, work-study continued to have a 

substantial impact on retention in the second year as well. 
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Social integration.  The social experience of college is an important aspect for all 

students.  Students who are able to successfully integrate socially into the institution are 

more likely to persist (Bean, 1985; Alberto F Cabrera et al., 1992; Stage, 1988; Tinto, 

1975).  Social integration can come in many forms for students.  The most obvious is 

through peer-to-peer interactions.  Astin (1993) noted that a student’s peer group is the 

biggest influence on a student’s growth and development during the college years.   

A critical component to peer-to-peer interactions is whether a student lives on or 

off-campus.  It is likely students who live on campus will have more peer-to-peer 

interactions due to the fact they are living in residential halls with peers.  Living on-

campus is positively correlated with student retention, regardless of any other 

characteristics (A. W. Astin, 1984).  Earlier studies by Astin (1973; 1977) and Chickering 

(1974) identified living in a residence hall during freshman year as being the most critical 

environmental characteristic correlated with completing college (Ishler & Upcraft, 2005). 

Additionally, Astin (1993) stated peer relations were important for providing 

opportunities for socialization, and in turn, were critical for retention.  Paul and Brier 

(2001) determined those students who had more new friends in college transitioned to the 

college experience better than those students who made fewer new friends in college.  

Similarly, another study showed those who lacked a feeling of connection to their peers 

in college had a greater chance of not persisting (Paul & Kelleher, 1995).  With the 

understanding that peer group interactions are key to retention, providing opportunities 

for interaction and engagement are critical.  In particular, Astin (1991) specifically cited 

student affairs personnel as being key in providing a variety of socialization experiences, 

including extracurricular activities, cultural events, and other opportunities.  However, 
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socialization must be positive.  There are key elements that would be considered 

socialization which negatively impact retention.   

One such element would be the use of alcohol, which is used primarily in social 

settings at the collegiate level.  While higher education institutions have been compelled 

to develop alcohol policies to combat the negative consequences of alcohol consumption, 

this has not put an end to alcohol use on college campuses.  If anything, alcohol use is 

seen as a rite of passage in higher education and has become engrained in the culture of 

higher education (Dowdall, 2009; National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and 

Alcoholism, 2002; Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002).  This alone makes it part of the social 

experience, and therefore, part of the social integration of students at institutions.  While 

alcohol consumption and abuse has been shown to have numerous health risks, there are 

also significant risks to the academic performance of students, and in turn, risks to the 

retention of these same students.  These risks to academic performance also play a role in 

the academic integration of students to university.  Numerous studies have been 

conducted to outline some of the academic risks associated with alcohol use and abuse. 

There is a vast amount of research available outlining the ways in which alcohol 

has a negative impact on academic performance and, as a result, retention (Presley & 

Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; Wechsler, Kuo, Lee, & 

Dowdall, 2000).  In their study, Wechsler, Kuo, Lee, and Dowdall (2000) pointed out 

students who drank any amount of alcohol in the past year were likely to miss a class and 

get behind in school work.  Additionally, both the frequency and amount of alcohol 

consumed have been shown to negatively impact students’ grade point averages (GPA).  

Pritchard and Wilson (2003) found the frequency of alcohol consumption negatively 
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impacted students’ academic performance, specifically GPAs.  Moreover, Singleton 

(2007) determined the amount of alcohol consumed negatively correlated with students’ 

GPAs.  Presley and Pimentel (2006) evaluated the effects of both heavy drinking, as well 

as heavy and frequent drinking.  Their study showed heavy drinking students were three 

times more likely to perform poorly on an assignment and miss a class than non-heavy 

drinkers.  Similarly, heavy and frequent drinkers were nearly six times more likely to 

perform poorly on an assignment or miss a class than non-heavy drinkers.   

In using Astin’s (1993) I-E-O model, understanding the key variables of inputs 

and environment are critical.  But these are not the only environmental characteristics 

affecting institutions, and in turn, student retention.  The environmental characteristics 

covered to this point are internal, but there are external characteristics involved as well.  

Much of these external characteristics stem from the concept of accountability. 

State Government Accountability 

 While higher education saw a growth in regulations from the federal government, 

many of which had a direct effect on student conduct and the philosophy behind student 

conduct, the same shifts occurred on a state level due to similar accountability measures.  

For years higher education lived outside the realm of accountability.  Higher education 

was a place to develop ideas and thought processes (Marchand & Stoner, 2012).  The 

thought of accountability rarely, if ever, made its way into higher education.  Over the 

years, this changed.  Higher education slowly changed to a business model (Huisman & 

Currie, 2004).  There are now performance metrics and accountability in the form of 

accreditation and funding if certain metrics are not met.  With state governments being 

the major funding source for public higher education, state governments have the biggest 
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influence on accountability for higher education (Dougherty, Natow, Bork, Jones, & 

Vega, 2013; Layzell, 1999). 

Public institutions, such as the one under study, are not strangers to accountability 

to various government entities.  For years institutions have been held accountable for 

numerous areas.  While accountability can be a vague and ambiguous term, Burke (2005) 

determined six particular areas of accountability for all public service organizations, 

which includes public higher education institutions.  Those areas of accountability Burke 

specifically mentions are 1) proper use of power, 2) working towards successful 

completion of organizational or institutional priorities, 3) report how they are performing 

in attaining priorities, 4) demonstration of efficiency and effectiveness, 5) program and 

service quality, and 6) demonstration of serving public needs.  Public higher education 

institutions are accountable to a variety of stakeholders when considering each of these 

areas of accountability.   

 Over the years, there have been different areas of focus related to accountability.  

While these areas do not fit perfectly into decades, it is possible to see general trends.  In 

the 1970s there was less funding as fewer students enrolled in higher education and more 

regulation of institutions by preventing duplication of programs (Burke, 2005; Ewell & 

Jones, 2006).  Additionally, a focus on access to higher education during this time 

reflected many of the civil rights movements during the time (Ewell & Jones, 2006; 

Gaither, 1994; G. A. Jackson & Weathersby, 1975; O'Neil, 1971).   

Moving into the 1980s the focus shifted towards the quality of the education 

being provided.  A component of this was assessments.  This era saw a rise in 

assessments for learning outcomes in higher education.  While the assessment focused on 
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learning outcomes, the true focus shifted to the internal processes of institutions to ensure 

quality programs.  The idea behind assessments was to ensure quality undergraduate 

education for students (Bogue & Hall, 2003; Burke, 2005; Ewell & Jones, 2006; Gaither, 

1994).  With this shift to accountability for student outcomes also came the first 

movement away from traditional funding models to performance based funding models 

based on performance outcomes (Ewell, 2005; Gaither, 1994).   

The 1990s saw a focus on those performance indicators which many states would 

later use for performance funding (Bogue & Hall, 2003).  Much of the accountability 

during this time focused on efficiency and effectiveness.  Specific indicators were put 

into place to ensure efficient and effective outcomes.  Outputs and outcomes of 

institutions served as the focus during this time (Burke, 2005).   

Finally, the 2000s saw the accountability shift towards being more responsive to 

the public market.  As state revenues decreased, there was less funding directed to public 

higher education institutions.  Considering this, state governments wanted to ensure they 

directed funding to those institutions which were being efficient and the public wanted 

more information about institutions since more of the burden of paying for higher 

education shifted to students and parents.  At the current time it is clear that higher 

education is considered a private good which should be paid for by the consumer, or 

student, rather than a public good funded by taxpayers (Burke, 2005; Fischer & Stripling, 

2014; Hebel, 2014). 

 Burke (2005) took all areas of accountability into account and created what he 

called ‘the accountability triangle” (p. 23).  Essentially, the accountability triangle 

categorizes all areas of accountability into three categories.  Those categories are state 
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priorities (political), market forces (market), and academic concerns (professional).  

While state priorities are specific to states, this category focuses on political areas of 

accountability and, on a smaller scale, applies also to federal priorities and accountability 

from the federal government as well.  Institutions find themselves in the unique situation 

of needing to balance the needs and demands of all three areas. 

The contents of this particular study were most influenced by the political area of 

the accountability triangle. Specifically, the accountability in this study stems from the 

state level in regards to retention, and, in turn, graduation rates.  In the end, institutions of 

higher education are required to meet the accountability standards of both levels of 

government due to one particular item: funding. 

Missouri Funding Model 

While the federal government created a winding road of regulations leading to 

funding being a critical component to ensuring higher education institutions complied 

with acts and legislation, the state governments (especially in the state of the institution 

under study) had a much more direct path.  That direct path is that state governments 

directly fund public institutions within their state which allow the institutions to operate.  

States fund higher education at varying levels and funding shifted throughout the years 

based on a number of economic factors.  The institution under study, located in Missouri, 

is no stranger to the changing tides of higher education funding. 

 For years, Missouri used a formula funding model in funding higher education 

institutions. Rector (1976) looked specifically at how funding formulas developed in 

Missouri.  In his research, he looked at funding trends for higher education institutions in 

the state of Missouri back until 1965 – also the date of the Higher Education Amendment 
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signed into law – and he noticed little to no change in percentages of funding institutions 

received from the state.  His research determined institutions went through the 

appropriate budget procedures and funding remained relatively stable across all 

institutions with no significant redistribution of funds from one institution to another.  

Through his research he discovered this was a normal concept throughout the country.  

Once a budget was set based on predetermined factors, only significant changes at an 

institution impacted the budget for the following year.  Therefore, once an institution was 

allocated a certain amount of funding, it was highly unlikely there would be significant 

increases in funding over time. 

 While formula funding provided the basis for higher education funding in 

Missouri for many years, in the last 30 or so years there has been a dramatic shift in how 

states fund higher education across the country.  For years after World War II, higher 

education was seen as a public good for which all citizens should be responsible (Fischer 

& Stripling, 2014; Mettler, 2014).  With this idea in mind, states funded the majority of 

the operating expenses for public higher education institutions.  With states funding the 

majority of operating expenses, higher education was considered to be state-funded.  

Over the last 30 years or so that philosophy, and funding, shifted.  Fischer and Stripling 

(2014) noted it is hard, and probably impossible, to identify any one specific factor which 

caused this shift.  Instead, it has been a slow and steady trend towards the privatization of 

higher education.  There are numerous reasons for this.  One of these is the shift towards 

the belief that higher education is an individual benefit to the student rather than the 

belief that higher education contributed to the common good of all (Burke, 2005; Fischer 
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& Stripling, 2014; Hebel, 2014).  With this belief in place, governments are finding it 

harder and harder to justify funding the majority of higher education costs.   

Another issue affecting the ability of state governments to fund higher education 

is a declining economy.  In Missouri the state can only spend what it brings in due to the 

balanced budget law ("Budget processes in the states," 2008).  In recent years especially, 

this significantly impacted higher education funding due to fact that as the economy 

suffered so did the tax base.  The state receives its funding mostly through its tax base.  

The General Assembly and the Governor are then able to take the funding and create a 

budget from it.  Through this process is how higher education institutions receive their 

funding (Rector, 1976).  Obviously, during the recession companies, families, and 

individuals cut production and spending which created less funds to be distributed.  This 

also dramatically affected funding for higher education institutions in the state of 

Missouri.   

Finally, the state of Missouri recognized that costs shifted to students and families 

for higher education and the state government provided less funding for higher education.  

In order to protect students and families, the Governor requested that public institutions 

in the state freeze tuition so students and families would not be paying even higher costs.  

While the Governor could not mandate institutions freeze tuition, he created an incentive 

for them to do so by reducing core funding from any institution which chose to raise 

tuition (Duffy, 2012; Keller, 2013; Simmons, 2013).  While this is noble and protected 

students and families, it put public higher education institutions in a very tough position.  

Public higher education institutions lost funding from the state due to a down economy 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

53 
 

and at the same time were prevented from making up this difference with tuition 

increases at the risk of losing even more state funding. 

 A solution to this could be to tighten the purse strings and focusing on cutting 

excess at the institutional level.  The institution under study did this but it is important to 

understand the unique situation universities in Missouri faced regarding funding in the 

last few years.  From 2008-2013, Missouri’s full-time enrollment in higher education 

grew by nearly 19% which ranks 5th for most growth in the U.S.  During this time, state 

funding decreased by more than 26% (Officers, 2014).  Higher education institutions are 

now providing instruction to even more students with less funds to do so.  Historically, 

since 1987, state funding accounted for approximately 61% of the institution under 

study’s revenue but today that figure has dropped substantially to around 39% ("25 years 

of declining state support," 2014).  That is a dramatic shift in funding over the course of 

25 years.  In fact, according to the data, the institution under study took the fourth largest 

hit in the state from state supported revenue.  In a chart shown in Figure 2, provided by 

State Higher Education Executive Officers ("Who pays for public higher education," 

2014), it is revealed that across the whole state of Missouri the state average in spending 

per student is $5,244 while students, on average, spend $5,140.   
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Note: Educational appropriations include state and local fuds that support public higher education operating expenses. 

They exclude spending for research, agricultural extension, and medical education. Net tuition revenue is the gross 

amount of tuition and fees used to support instruction and related operations at public institutions. State and 

institutional financial aid, tuition waivers or discounts, and tuition and fees paid by medical students are deducted from 

the gross amount. Federal grant assistance, primarily from Pell Grants, are not deducted. 

SOURCE: STATE HIGHER EDUCATION EXECUTIVE OFFICERS 

 

Figure 2. Chart comparing spending per student by both states and students in 2012. 

Adapted from, “Who Pays for Public Higher Education,” by The Chronicle of Higher 

Education, 2014.  
 

Over the years the gap between what the state spends per student and what the 

students spend per student has continually gotten smaller.  Not only is it likely that in a 

few short years the students will be paying more than the states for higher education, but 

Mortensen (2012) predicts that based on the current trend of Missouri’s commitment to 

higher education spending, the state of Missouri will end its support of higher education 
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by 2036.  This put higher education institutions, including the institution under study, in a 

position to compete with other universities like never before seen.  As this competition 

increases, the state government shifted even more to the idea of performance funding.  

Performance funding provides an accountability mechanism for the state government to 

justify the funds it spends on a specific institution and allows students to become better 

consumers with more knowledge at their disposal when making a postsecondary 

institution decision.   

Performance Funding 

Missouri is not the only state to face economic issues related to higher education 

funding. In fact, numerous states addressed the issue of higher education funding and the 

best method to distribute funding.  In many ways, the political landscape of the 1990s 

created a perfect storm for performance funding to take a stronghold within many states 

(Dougherty et al., 2013).  Likely the biggest influence on this was states’ struggling 

economies.  Many states in the 1990s were affected by decreased revenues and, in turn, 

less funds to distribute for all government-funded programs (Alexander, 2000; Burke, 

2002; Dougherty et al., 2013; Rhoades & Sporn, 2002; Ruppert, 1995; Zumeta, 2001).  

This meant fewer funds were distributed to higher education institutions.  As a result of 

this, institutions raised the cost of higher education.  Concurrent with this, the demand for 

higher education grew, leading to higher enrollments even though institutions did not 

receive more state funds (Alexander, 2000; Dougherty et al., 2013; Officers, 2014; 

Rhoades & Sporn, 2002; Ruppert, 1995; Zumeta, 2001).  State governments looked for 

ways to increase funding for higher education institutions but they faced increasing costs 
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to other programs as well (Alexander, 2000; Burke, 2002; Dougherty et al., 2013; 

Zumeta, 2001).   

Along with these economic issues was the demand for greater accountability from 

the public as the costs of higher education were passed on to the public since state 

governments funded less and less of higher education (Dougherty et al., 2013; Officers, 

2014; Zumeta, 2001).  With all of these factors coming into play at once, many states 

focused on performance funding when looking at how to allocate higher education 

funding.  In turn, this provided an avenue for accountability in which institutions must 

meet specific criteria to qualify for specific amounts of funding. Tennessee was the first 

state to use performance funding related to institutions meeting certain performance 

indicators (Dougherty et al., 2013; Ruppert, 1994).  Eventually, approximately half of the 

states utilized a performance funding model at one time or another (Dougherty et al., 

2013; Jongbloed & Vossensteyn, 2001; McLendon, Hearn, & Deaton, 2006).   

Missouri Performance Funding 

In 1994, Missouri began using performance funding as well.  The performance 

funding program was known as Funding for Results (FFR).  The FFR program was used 

for both four-year and community colleges and supplemented core funding.  Initially, 

there were only three indicators but they evolved and eventually there were six indicators 

for community colleges and eight for four-year institutions.  Both higher education 

institution levels shared four of the indicators.  Those shared indicators included: 

freshman success rate, success of underrepresented student populations, graduate 

performance, and successful transfer.  For community colleges, the additional indicators 

were degree-certificate productivity and job placement.  For the four-year institutions, the 
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additional indicators were quality of new undergraduate students, quality of new graduate 

students, prospective teacher quality, and attainment of graduation goals (Dougherty, 

Natow, Hare, Jones, & Vega, 2011; Naughton, 2004; Stein, 2002).   

Eventually the performance funding model in Missouri was discontinued due to a 

number of reasons, including:  decrease in revenues, lack of strong support from the 

Coordinating Board for Higher Education which proved instrumental in initially 

implementing the performance funding model, lack of support from higher education 

institutions, and a changeover in elected state leaders, including the governor who 

initially instituted the performance funding model (Dougherty, Natow, & Vega, 2012). 

The performance funding model lasted less than a decade and was no longer utilized in 

2002 and the state returned to its previous formula model for core funding only 

(Dougherty et al., 2013).   

The formula model remained in place until 2012 when a performance funding 

model was developed to be used in conjunction with the traditional formula funding 

model.  In essence, core funding would remain the same for all institutions based on the 

formula model but any new funding would be based off of the performance funding 

model.  The performance funding model had five indicators an institution needed to meet 

in order to receive additional funding.  If the institution met all five of the indicators it 

would receive 100% of its new funding, if the institution met four of five indicators then 

it would receive 80% of new funding, and so on.  The indicators for this model included: 

1) student retention and progress, 2) graduation rate and degree completion, 3) quality of 

student learning, 4) financial responsibility and efficiency, and 5) institution specific goal 

which could be determined by each institution (Nixon, 2013).  This had a significant 
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impact on accountability of institutions because it now related directly to funding.  

Considering the first two indicators revolve around retention, institutions focused more 

than ever with retaining students.  Higher education institutions now needed to focus on 

any and all avenues to improve retention and maintain high standards or risk losing out 

on funding. 

Various forms of accountability and performance funding can be seen at higher 

education institutions throughout the country over the last 30 years or so.  While there are 

different nuances to the various accountability measures, there are also common themes.  

One such common theme is the concept of retention.  With rising costs of education, it is 

more important than ever to ensure students attain their degree.  The first step in attaining 

a degree is returning to school for the second year.  With this in mind, retention is a 

critical concept for all higher education institutions. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

As retention rates become an even greater focus for higher education institutions, 

it is important to understand all ways in which retention rates can be improved.  The 

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (Abuse & Alcoholism, 2002) 

documented numerous reasons for alcohol abuse to be a concern for this country’s 

college campuses.  Alcohol abuse has numerous negative effects on students, including 

violation of school policies which require them to meet with conduct administrators.  As 

conduct administrators meet with students who violated alcohol policies, the goal should 

be to not only prevent alcohol abuse from occurring again in the future, but to educate 

students to eliminate those negative effects associated with alcohol abuse.  Studies 

document the role alcohol abuse plays in negatively impacting students’ ability to return 

to school through the harmful effects on academic integration and academic performance 

(Presley & Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; Wechsler et al., 

2000).  While these studies have examined the effect of alcohol on academic 

performance, very little is known about how an alcohol violation affects the retention of a 

student.  Understanding how retention rates are affected for those students who have 

freshman-year alcohol violations could significantly impact priorities and prevention for 

conduct administrators and administrators in general. 

 This chapter provides an understanding of how this study was conducted.  The 

purpose of the study with the corresponding research questions to be answered through 

this study is provided.  From there, the research design section of the chapter outlines 

how the study was designed in order to answer the research questions.  The research 
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design section also specifies who the participants in this study were as well as how data 

for this study was collected.  Also within the research design section is an explanation of 

how participants were protected in this study.  Finally, this section explains how the 

collected data were analyzed and how the researcher ensured the data was valid and 

reliable.  The next section outlines the limitations and assumptions for this study.  This 

study intended to examine the relationship between freshman-year alcohol violations and 

retention rates. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this survey study was to determine if a freshman-year alcohol 

violation impacted student retention.  The study focused on freshman attending a four-

year, public, mid-sized, regional university in the Midwest from the fall of 2008 through 

the fall of 2012.  The researcher obtained archival data from the Office of Student Affairs 

and Institutional Research to determine the effects of a freshman-year alcohol violation 

on retention while also considering specific demographic and academic factors.  For the 

purpose of this study, independent variables included: whether a student had a freshman-

year alcohol violation, high school GPA, ACT composite score, university admission 

index, race, ethnicity, gender, first-generation college student status, receipt of financial 

aid, amount of financial aid disbursed, receipt of grants, receipt of scholarships, receipt of 

work study, receipt of loans, expected family contribution (EFC), Pell grant eligibility, 

residence location (on or off-campus), and residence hall.  The dependent variables in 

this study were the retention status of the student as measured by the enrollment status on 

the census date of the students’ second fall term and eligibility to return, as measured by 

first-year GPA and financial aid eligibility.   
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Research Questions 

 For the purpose of this study, the following research questions were formulated to 

help guide the study (see Table 1): 

1. What are the descriptive statistics of the students participating in the study from 

academic year (AY) 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

2. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no freshman year 

alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

3. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

4. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to those 

who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013? 

5. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

6. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation college 

students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 
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7. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for low-

income students compared to those who are not low-income students, as 

determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

8. Do the variables (or combination of variables) predict a student will not return to 

school after a freshman academic year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Null Hypotheses 

The study tested the following null hypotheses: 

Hₒ1. A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-

2013? 

Hₒ2. A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-

2013. 

Hₒ3. A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to 

those who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013. 

Hₒ4. A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-

2009 through AY 2012-2013. 
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Hₒ5. A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation 

college students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

Hₒ6. A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for low-

income students compared to those who are not low-income students, as 

determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013. 

Hₒ7. There are no variables (or combination of variables) that are likely to 

predict a student will not return to school after a freshman year alcohol 

violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

 Table 1 displays the research questions, variables used in each research question, 

type of data each variable represents, and the statistical analysis used to answer each 

research question. 

Table 1 

Research Questions, Variables, and Analyses 

 

Research question  Independent Dependent  Data type Statistical 

    variable variable   analysis 

 

1. What are the descriptive 
statistics of the students 
participating in the study 
from academic year (AY) 
2008-2009 through AY 
2012-2013? 
 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation 
High school GPA 
ACT composite score 
Admission index 
Race/Ethnicity 
Gender 
First-generation status 
Receiving financial aid 
Amount of financial aid 
disbursed 
Receiving grants 
Receiving scholarships 
Receiving work study 
Receiving loans 
EFC 

 Categorical 
Continuous 

Descriptive 
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Pell grant eligibility 
On or Off-Campus 
Residence hall 
Academic year 
 

2. What is the impact of a 
freshman year alcohol 
violation on retention, as 
measured by census date 
enrollment status, 
compared to those who 
have no freshman year 
alcohol violation from AY 
2008-2009 through AY 
2012-2013? 

 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation 

Retention, 
measured by census 
date enrollment 
status 

Categorical Pearson chi-square 

3. What is the impact of a 
freshman year alcohol 
violation on ability to 
return to school, based 
on first-year GPA, 
compared to those who 
have no freshman year 
alcohol violation from AY 
2008-2009 through AY 
2012-2013? 

 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation  
First-year GPA 

Eligible to return Categorical 
 

Pearson chi-square 

4. What is the impact of a 
freshman year alcohol 
violation on ability to 
return to school, based 
on eligibility to receive 
financial aid, compared 
to those who have no 
freshman year alcohol 
violation from AY 2008-
2009 through AY 2012-
2013? 

 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation  
2nd fall financial aid 
eligibility 

Eligible to return Categorical 
 

Pearson chi-square 

5. What is the impact of a 
freshman-year alcohol 
violation on retention for 
minority students 
compared to those who 
are not minority students 
from AY 2008-2009 
through AY 2012-2013? 

 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation  
Minority status 

Retention, 
measured by census 
date enrollment 
status 

Categorical 
 

Pearson chi-square 

6. What is the impact of a 
freshman-year alcohol 
violation on retention for 
first-generation college 
students compared to 
those who are not first-
generation college 
students from AY 2008-
2009 through AY 2012-
2013? 
 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation  
First-generation status 

Retention, 
measured by census 
date enrollment 
status 

Categorical Pearson chi-square 

7. What is the impact of a 
freshman-year alcohol 
violation on retention for 
low-income students 
compared to those who 
are not low-income 
students, as determined 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation  
Low-income status 

Retention, 
measured by census 
date enrollment 
status 

Categorical Pearson chi-square 
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by Pell grant eligibility, 
from AY 2008-2009 
through AY 2012-2013? 

 
8. Which of the variables 

(or combination of 
variables) are likely to 
predict a student will not 
return to school after a 
freshman year alcohol 
violation from AY 2008-
2009 through AY 2012-
2013? 

 

Freshman year alcohol 
violation 
High school GPA 
ACT composite score 
Admission index 
Race 
Ethnicity 
Gender 
First-generation status 
Receiving financial aid 
EFC 
Pell grant eligibility 
On or Off-Campus 
Academic year 

Retention, 
measured by census 
date enrollment 
status 

Categorical 
Continuous 

Logistic regression 

 

Design for the Study 

 A quantitative design was chosen for this study.  Quantitative designs are used as 

a means of “examining the relationship among variables” (Creswell, 2009, p.4).  Also, 

this design was chosen since the research problem focuses on “the identification of 

factors which influence an outcome” (Creswell, 2009, p. 18).  This study examined the 

archival data obtained from the student conduct records and institutional research to 

determine what role, if any, a freshman-year alcohol violation plays in student retention.  

With this reasoning, the quantitative design was the best choice for this study.  This was 

also a correlational study.   Correlational studies are those: 

In which you observe what naturally goes on in the world without directly 

interfering with it. This term implies that data will be analysed so as to look at 

relationships between naturally-occurring variables rather than making statements 

about cause and effect. (Field, 2009, p.783) 

This study matched the description provided by Field (2009) since the study looked to see 

if there was a link between students who had freshman year alcohol violations and other 
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demographic data, the independent variables, and students’ retention, the dependent 

variables.   

Additionally, this study took a predictive approach by using regression analysis to 

determine which factors, in conjunction with an alcohol violation, made it likely a student 

would not return to the institution.  Multiple regression is an analysis used to predict an 

outcome based on numerous variables (Field, 2009).  Logistic regression is a variation of 

multiple regression.  Logistic regression was used in this study as it was the best 

regression analysis based on the variables under consideration.  Logistic regression is 

used when the dependent variable is categorical and independent variables are continuous 

or categorical (Field, 2009).  Since the dependent variable is retention, which is 

categorical, and the independent variables are a mixture of both continuous and 

categorical variables, logistic regression is the best analysis for this study. 

Population and Sample 

 The population for this study was all freshmen students attending the institution 

under study from the 2008-2009 through 2012-2013 academic years.  This university is a 

four-year, mid-sized, regional institution within the Midwest.  The institution under study 

is a Division II school and the total population of freshmen students at this institution 

during the study timeframe was approximately 7000 students.  Freshmen were chosen 

because research shows the attrition rates of these students are much higher than that of 

sophomores, juniors, and seniors (Davidson & Muse, 1994; Murtaugh et al., 1999; Tinto, 

1987).  The researcher chose the years of study for this research because federal 

regulations mandated conduct records be maintained only for a limited timeframe.  Going 

beyond these years would not yield reliable information as it pertains to conduct 
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violations.  The sample used for the study consisted of the entire population of freshman 

students.   

Data Collection and Instrumentation 

 The data used for this study was collected from archival records.  This section 

outlines how the data was obtained.  Additionally, this section provides an overview of 

how the researcher ensured the rights and protection of the participants.  Next, the 

researcher explained how the data was analyzed in order to answer the research questions 

associated with this study.  As part of this, the researcher provided the statistical program 

used to assist in the analysis and the specific analysis method used on the data.  Finally, 

the researcher provided a discussion of validity and reliability of the analysis methods 

used to support the quality of the study. 

Data collection procedures. Data for this study was collected from archival 

records.  The researcher contacted Institutional Research (IR) at the institution under 

study to obtain archival data regarding participants of the study.  IR keeps a substantial 

amount of data on all students attending the university.  This data includes demographic 

data and retention records.  Additionally, the researcher is a Student Affairs professional 

within the university.  The Vice President of Student Affairs pulled all freshman-year 

alcohol violations for the years 2008-2009 through 2012-2013 from the student conduct 

database.  The VP of Student Affairs then sent the list to IR containing student name, 

student identification number, and organized the list by academic year.  Staff within IR 

then cross-referenced the list of freshman-year alcohol violations with the archival data 

they collect for all students by using student identification numbers.  An additional field 

was created on the IR spreadsheet which denoted if a student had a freshman-year alcohol 
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violation.  IR then removed all identifying information, including names and student 

identification numbers, and provided the spreadsheet which listed all demographic data 

and whether or not a student had a freshman-year alcohol violation.  The researcher used 

the data from this spreadsheet to investigate the research questions. 

Human Subjects Protection 

 In all research, it is necessary to protect the rights of participants and to inform 

participants of their rights and responsibilities.  Since this study used preexisting archival 

data, there was little to no risk posed to participants. The small amount of risk that was 

posed was addressed through numerous steps.  First, the researcher only accessed the data 

needed to answer the research questions posed in the study.  The researcher obtained 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from the Chair of the IRB committee prior to 

gaining access to any of the archival data provided by IR.  Additionally, the dataset 

provided to the researcher from IR had all identifiers, including names and student 

identification numbers, removed so neither the researcher nor anyone else could match 

the data to individual students.  Next, if the combination of gender and race or ethnicity 

produced less than 10 participants in any given year then they were categorized as 

“other” by IR.  Finally, since the data was archival in nature and there was no need to 

collect new data from a new instrument, no informed consent was needed for this study.  

The use of preexisting data was preferable to obtaining consent because the very nature 

of obtaining consent for this study would compromise the confidentiality and anonymity 

of the participants. 
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Data Analysis 

 All data was analyzed using Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS) 

version 22 for Windows.  SPSS was used for the purpose of answering the research 

questions previously listed in this study.  The researcher established a significance level 

of 0.05 for all analyses to limit Type I errors that may occur (Field, 2009). 

Descriptive and summary statistics were reported for the first research question in 

the study.  The descriptive and summary statistics covered the variables outlined in Table 

2. 

Table 2 

Study variables 

 

Independent variables     Dependent variables 

 

Freshman-year alcohol violation Retention, as measured by 

High school GPA enrollment status on census date 

ACT composite score Academic eligibility to return, as 

Admission index measured by first-year G.P.A. and  

Race/ Ethnicity     second fall financial aid eligibility 

Gender 

First-generation status 

Receipt of financial aid 

Amount of financial aid disbursed 

Receipt of grants 

Receipt of scholarships 

Receipt of work study 

Receipt of loans 

Expected family contribution (EFC) 

Pell grant eligibility 

On or off-campus residence 

Residence hall 

Academic year       
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For the second through seventh research questions the Pearson chi square analysis 

was utilized.  This analysis was chosen based on amount of data to be analyzed, type of 

data to be analyzed, and the purpose of the question.  These research questions are 

comparisons of two nominal variables. The second research question used GPA as an 

independent variable which is scalar but it was converted to a nominal variable by 

categorizing the GPA as those with a 1.75 GPA and above as one category and those 

below a 1.75 GPA as another category.  This was done due to the fact that freshman at 

the institution under study with a GPA below 1.75 are put on academic probation and are 

not in academic good standing. Pearson’s chi-square test was the appropriate statistical 

treatment for these data sets because it is useful in “determining the relationship between 

two categorical variables” (Field, 2009, p. 289).  Furthermore, since the data were 

nominal, which is a form of categorical data, and there were only two categorical 

variables in each question, this was the appropriate statistical treatment for these research 

questions. 

 For the final research question, which variables or combination of variables are 

most likely to predict a student will not return to the institution after a freshman-year 

alcohol violation, logistic regression was utilized as the method of analysis.  Logistic 

regression is “multiple regression but with an outcome variable that is a categorical 

variable and predictor variables that are continuous or categorical” (Field, 2009, p.265).  

To fully understand this definition of logistic regression, we need to know the definition 

of multiple regression.  Multiple regression is “a way of predicting an outcome variable 

from… several predictor variables” (Field, 2009, p.198).  This research question sought 

to determine if a combination of several independent variables could predict the retention 
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of students at the institution under study.  This question utilized continuous and 

categorical independent variables to determine a categorical dependent variable.  When 

considering this, logistic regression is the best statistical treatment for this research 

question. 

Reliability and Validity 

 The reliability and validity of the statistical treatments chosen were discussed in 

the previous section by choosing the correct treatments based on type of data to be 

analyzed, number of independent variables, and number of dependent variables.  Based 

on these factors, the researcher chose the best statistical treatment as outlined by Field 

(2009).   

 The Office of Student Affairs at the institution under study provided data related 

to alcohol violations at the institution under study.  This data is archival in nature.  

Administrators within Student Affairs were responsible for documenting all conduct 

cases in the Maxient database.  The Vice President of Student Affairs accessed this 

database and ran a report which listed all alcohol violations for each year of the study.  

This report was then sent to IR.  Since this data is archival in nature, it is considered to be 

reliable and valid. 

 The data related to the demographic factors of the study were collected from IR.  

IR at the institution under study is responsible for maintaining datasets of various pieces 

of information.  A majority of the data used by IR comes from the university’s student 

information system, Banner.  Banner reports a wide-range of data which is collected from 

various sources.  Banner is able to report high school GPA through student transcripts 

which are recorded in Banner by Admissions’ staff.  ACT composite scores are collected 
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from the ACT organization through a national database.  The admission index is 

calculated using a variety of data which includes high school academic records collected 

from student transcripts and standardized test scores.  Race, ethnicity, and gender are 

self-reported on the university application and stored in Banner.  Whether a student is a 

first-generation college student is determined based on self-reported data on the 

university application as well.  Banner is also able to determine if a student received 

financial aid based on data collected from the financial aid office.  Additionally, low-

income status was determined by EFC and Pell grant eligibility which is collected from 

the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA).  Finally, whether a student lives 

on or off-campus and which residence hall a student lives is collected by Banner from the 

Residential Management System (RMS).  

 All data are collected via transcripts, applications, or reporting of data from 

various offices on campus.  Due to this, no survey questionnaires were needed to collect 

data.  Because of this, the researcher can be highly certain the data used in this study was 

highly reliable and valid. 

Limitations, Delimitations, and Assumptions 

 While the current study was rigorous, certain limitations and assumptions must be 

considered to fully understand the study.  Every study has assumptions and is limited to 

some extent in its scope.  It is up to the researcher to identify as many of these potential 

problems and take action to inform the readers of these issues or take corrective actions 

to remedy the issues as appropriate.  Furthermore, the researcher can frame the study 

within the scope of similar research by outlining the study’s limitations.  This section is 

designed to address those issues and limitations. 
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Limitations.  All studies have certain limitations in regards to the scope of the 

study.  First, this study was limited in the sample of participants used for the study.  This 

study was limited to freshman-level undergraduate students.  This sample was chosen 

since research indicates these students are at a much higher risk of not returning to school 

than sophomore, junior, and senior level students (Tinto, 1987).   

The study was limited in other ways as well.  Demographic factors were chosen 

as variables to analyze for this study but there may be other variables which affect 

alcohol violations and retention.  An example of a key variable which may be of 

importance is students’ participation in organizations.  This variable was excluded 

because it had not been reliably collected until recent years and was not reliably collected 

during the entire timeframe of this study.   

Additionally, the study was limited by the number of alcohol violations 

committed by a student.  For the purposes of this study, it did not matter if a student had a 

single alcohol violation or multiple alcohol violations.  Regardless of the number of 

alcohol violations, it was only noted once on the dataset.   

Another limitation of this study is the fact that research shows that students who 

engage in high-risk drinking are more likely to have negative academic consequences 

(Presley & Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; Wechsler et al., 

2000).  There is no way to know what level of drinking those students who committed a 

violation engaged in.  Some may have a violation in their first and only consumption of 

alcohol while other who engaged in multiple acts of high risk drinking were never cited 

for a violation.   
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The process for identifying low-income students in this study is a limitation as 

well.  Low-income status was determined by EFC and Pell grant eligibility but that is 

only determined for those who complete the FAFSA.  Some students do not complete the 

FAFSA so that limits the data that can be collected.  Another limitation in this study was 

the setting.  This study involved participants at an institution in a rural area.  Due to 

various differences between rural, suburban, and urban areas, the results of this study 

may vary from those in suburban or urban areas.   

Delimitations.  This study also contained delimitations which limited the scope of 

the research.  The delimitation with the most impact on this study is the fact that only one 

institution was studied.  This was done for consistency purposes.  Every institution has 

alcohol policies but they are not necessarily consistent across institutions.  What is 

considered a violation at one institution may not be considered a violation at another 

institution.  To protect the reliability and the validity of the study, only one institution 

was studied. 

Another delimitation for this study was the number of years studied. In order to 

get enrollment data, the latest academic year which could be studied was the 2012-2013 

academic year. This allowed for enrollment data to be collected in the fall of 2014.  Also, 

the study went back to 2008-2009.  The researcher felt this provided numerous cohorts to 

determine if there were any trends. Additionally, conduct records are only required to be 

kept for seven years.  Due to the procedures for storing conduct records at the institution 

under study, the researcher was concerned with the validity of the data if data was 

collected any more than the previous five years. 
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Assumptions.  This study has been conducted under the assumption freshman-

year alcohol violations have an impact on students’ retention.  If freshman-year alcohol 

violations affect retention then it is assumed we can use freshman-year alcohol violations, 

in conjunction with other demographic factors, have an impact on student retention.  

These assumptions form the basis for this study. 

 An additional assumption is that all students determined to be low-income for this 

study comprised all of the low-income students at the institution.  Students must complete 

the FAFSA to determine their EFC and Pell grant eligibility.  Not every student 

completes a FAFSA though.  The assumption is that those students who did not complete 

the FAFSA are not low-income or else they would complete the FAFSA to receive aid. 

 Finally, the researcher also feels the need to disclose his own bias.  The researcher 

is the head conduct officer at the university being studied.  The researcher understands he 

may have bias based on anecdotal evidence observed during his employment.  Trochim 

(2006) identified this as “experimenter expectancies”.  This is used to describe instances 

in which the researcher influences the outcomes of a study either consciously or 

subconsciously.  Due to this, it is vital the researcher uses appropriate statistical analyses 

and relies on input provided from his committee to insure bias does not play a role in the 

analysis of the data.  Additionally, the researcher must be mindful of any biases when 

reporting findings and conclusions as a result of the data analysis and only focus on those 

results rather than any personal biases or preferences.  

Summary 

 The population for this study was all freshmen at a four-year, mid-sized, regional 

institution in the Midwest from 2008-2009 through 2012-2013.  The sample for this study 
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was the entire population.  The sample was separated by those who had a freshman-year 

alcohol violation and those who did not have a freshman-year alcohol violation.  Archival 

data was collected from the Office of Student Affairs and from Institutional Research.  

Institutional Research compiled the data into one dataset and removed all identifying 

information to maintain the confidentiality and anonymity of the participants.  The 

researcher analyzed all data using SPSS version 20 for Windows.  Descriptive and 

summary statistics were provided on all variables.  Additionally, Pearson’s chi-square 

test was used to compare the retention rates of those students with a freshman-year 

alcohol violation and those students with no freshman-year alcohol violation.  Pearson’s 

chi-square test was used to determine eligibility to return based on GPA and eligibility to 

receive financial aid for those students with and without a freshman-year alcohol 

violation. Pearson’s chi-square test was also used to compare the impact of a freshmen-

year alcohol violation on retention for minority and non-minority students, first-

generation college students and those who are not first-generation college students, and 

low-income students and those who are not low-income students.  Finally, logistic 

regression was used to determine if a combination of the individual variables could 

predict retention for students with and without a freshman-year alcohol violation. 
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CHAPTER IV: 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter provides the presentation and analyses of data collected to test the 

research questions and hypotheses of the study.  The data were collected as archival data 

from Institutional Research (IR) at the institution under study.  Data collected to answer 

the research questions and hypotheses included the following independent variables: 

whether or not a student had a freshman-year alcohol violation, high school GPA, ACT 

composite score, university admission index, race, ethnicity, gender, first-generation 

college student status, receipt of financial aid, amount of financial aid disbursed, receipt 

of grants, receipt of scholarships, receipt of work study, receipt of loans, expected family 

contribution (EFC), Pell grant eligibility, residence location (on or off-campus), and 

residence hall.  The dependent variables in this study were the retention status of the 

student as measured by the enrollment status on the census date of the students’ second 

fall term and eligibility to return, as measured by first-year GPA and financial aid 

eligibility.   

 A review of the problem and purpose of the study are provided initially.  Next, an 

overview of the research design is provided.  After that, an overview of the organization 

of the data analysis is outlined, including the rationale for selected statistical analyses.  

Next, an analysis of the data for each research question and null hypothesis is described 

in narrative and table format. Finally, a summary is included at the end of the chapter. 

Review of Problem and Purpose of the Study 

 This study was undertaken due to a lack of information regarding the impact of 

freshman-year alcohol violations on retention.  As previously discussed, much has been 
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written regarding the prevalence of alcohol use on college campuses (Dowdall, 2009; 

Mantel, 2006; National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2002; 

Slutske, 2005; Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002; Yanovitzky et al., 2006).  Additionally, 

numerous researchers have studied the negative impact alcohol use has on academic 

performance (Presley & Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; 

Wechsler et al., 2000).  Along with this, researchers have identified academic 

performance as a key piece to retention of higher education students (Bean, 1985; Alberto 

F Cabrera et al., 1992; Purdie, 2007; Tinto, 1975, 2006).  While it has been shown that 

alcohol use plays a significant factor in academic performance, and academic 

performance affects retention; very little is known about how having an alcohol violation 

affects the retention of a student.  Considering the role of alcohol on retention, the 

purpose of this study was to determine if there was a correlation between college students 

with freshman-year alcohol violations and retention. 

Overview of Research Design 

 This study took a quantitative approach.  The researcher gained Institutional 

Review Board approval before collecting any data.  Archival data was collected from 

Institutional Research at the institution under study to analyze.  IR received a list of 

alcohol violations for each of the academic years under study from the Vice President of 

Student Affairs and then cross-referenced the names and student id numbers with the list 

of freshmen for each academic year.  Each freshman with an alcohol violation was noted 

in the dataset.  Once all data had been included, IR sent a password-protected file to the 

researcher with all identifiable information removed.  Since the data was archival in 

nature and IR removed all identifying information from the data, there was little to no 
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risk to the participants.  The population and sample for this study were over 7,000 

freshmen students from academic years 2008-2009 through 2012-2013.  Since this study 

compared those students who had an alcohol violation to those students without an 

alcohol violation, the entire population represented the sample as well.   

 Once all the data had been gathered, the data was broken into two separate 

datasets.  The first dataset contained all participants in the study, which included those 

with and those without a freshman-year alcohol violation.  The second dataset consisted 

of only those participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation. 

Research Questions  

The study examined multiple independent variables which consisted of both 

categorical and continuous data.  For the first research question (RQ1), descriptive 

summary statistics are provided.   

Research questions two through seven (RQ2, RQ3, RQ4, RQ5, RQ6, and RQ7) 

contained various categorical data which were compared.  RQ2, RQ3, and RQ4 used the 

dataset that contained all participants due to the fact these questions were comparing 

students who had a freshman-year alcohol violation and those who did not.  RQ2 

compared the independent variable of whether a participant had a freshman year alcohol 

violation and whether a participant returned to school for their second academic year.  

Retention was measured based on attendance on the census date in the fall of the 

participant’s second academic year.  Both of these are categorical data with yes or no 

responses.   

RQ3 compared the independent variable of a freshman-year alcohol violation and 

the dependent variable of the participant’s eligibility to return based on first academic 
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year GPA.  Whether a student had a freshman-year alcohol violation is a yes or no 

response.  The GPA variable was categorized by having a 1.75 GPA or above and 1.74 

GPA or below. This was chosen because freshman students with a GPA below 1.75 are 

no longer in academic good-standing and risk not being eligible to return for the 

following year.   

RQ4 compared the independent variable of a freshman-year alcohol violation and 

the dependent variable of the participant’s eligibility to return based on financial aid 

eligibility for the second year.  Both freshman-year alcohol violation and financial aid 

eligibility yield yes or no responses.  Financial aid eligibility was determined based on 

the number of credit hours the participant earned and the percentage of hours earned out 

of hours attempted by the participant.   

RQ5, RQ6, and RQ7 used the dataset which only contained those participants 

with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  RQ5 compared the impact of the independent 

variable, the participant’s race/ethnicity, on the dependent variable, retention.  

Race/ethnicity was categorized as white, minority, international, or unknown.  These 

categories were used to protect the anonymity of the participants due to low numbers 

among particular racial/ethnic backgrounds which could lead to the participants being 

identified.  Retention was measured based on attendance on the census date in the fall of 

the participant’s second academic year.  Both race/ethnicity and retention are categorical 

data.   

RQ6 compared the impact of the independent variable, the participant’s first-

generation status, on the dependent variable, retention.  First-generation status was 

categorized as yes, no, or unknown.  Again, retention was measured based on attendance 
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on the census date in the fall of the participant’s second academic year.  Both of these are 

categorical data.   

RQ7 compared the impact of Pell grant eligibility, the independent variable, on 

retention, the dependent variable.  Pell grant eligibility was categorized as yes or no.  

Retention was once again measured based on attendance on the census date in the fall of 

the participant’s second academic year. 

For RQ2-RQ7, the Pearson chi square analysis was utilized.  This analysis was 

chosen based on type of data to be analyzed and the purpose of the question.  These 

research questions are all comparisons of two categorical variables. Pearson’s chi-square 

test was the appropriate statistical treatment for these data sets because it is useful in 

“determining the relationship between two categorical variables” (Field, 2009, p. 289).  

Furthermore, since the data were categorical and there were only two categorical 

variables in each question, this was the appropriate statistical treatment for these research 

questions. 

Finally, research question eight (RQ8) set out to determine if the variables, or 

combination of variables, predict if a participant will not return to school after a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  Since this question only looks at those with a freshman-

year alcohol violation, the second dataset was used in the analysis of this question.  The 

independent variables for this question included high school GPA, ACT composite score, 

admission index, race/ethnicity, gender, first-generation status, receipt of financial aid, 

amount of financial aid disbursed, receipt of grants, receipt of scholarships, receipt of 

work study, receipt of loans, EFC, Pell eligibility, on or off-campus residence, and which 

residence hall the participant resided for those who lived on-campus. High school GPA, 
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ACT composite score, admission index, amount of financial aid disbursed, and EFC are 

all continuous data while the other variables are all categorical data.  These variables 

were all analyzed to determine if they could predict the dependent variable, retention. 

Again, retention was measured based on attendance on the census date in the fall 

of the participant’s second academic year.  For this question the dependent variable is 

categorical.  With this in mind, the analysis chosen for this question was logistic 

regression.  Logistic regression is “multiple regression but with an outcome variable that 

is a categorical variable and predictor variables that are continuous or categorical” (Field, 

2009, p.265).  To fully understand this definition of logistic regression, we need to know 

the definition of multiple regression.  Multiple regression is “a way of predicting an 

outcome variable from… several predictor variables” (Field, 2009, p.198).  This research 

question sought to determine if a combination of several independent variables could 

predict the retention of students at the institution under study.  This question utilized 

continuous and categorical independent variables to determine a categorical dependent 

variable.  When considering this, logistic regression is the best statistical treatment for 

this research question. 

After analysis of each of these research questions, the statistics are provided in 

both narrative and table form.  Charts, where appropriate, are also provided to supply 

further understanding of the statistics for each research question. 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

 With consideration given to the problem and purpose of the study, the research 

questions and null hypotheses listed below guided the study. 
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1. What are the descriptive statistics of the students participating in the study from 

academic year (AY) 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

2. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no freshman year 

alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ1: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-

2013? 

3. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ2: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-

2013. 

4. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to those 

who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013? 

Hₒ3: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to 
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those who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013. 

5. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ4: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-

2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

6. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation college 

students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ5: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation 

college students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

7. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for low-

income students compared to those who are not low-income students, as 

determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ6: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for low-

income students compared to those who are not low-income students, as 

determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013. 
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8. Do the variables (or combination of variables) predict a student will not return to 

school after a freshman academic year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ7: There are no variables (or combination of variables) that are likely to 

predict a student will not return to school after a freshman year alcohol 

violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

Analysis of Data 

 The statistical analysis and discussion for each research question and null 

hypothesis, including null hypothesis determination, used for this study is provided in this 

section.  All data was analyzed using SPSS version 22 for Windows, using the 

appropriate dataset for each research question. 

Research Question 1 

1. What are the descriptive statistics of the students participating in the study from 

academic year (AY) 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

The descriptive summary statistics—mean, median, mode, standard deviation, 

frequencies, and percentages (where appropriate)—of the participants in the study are 

provided in both table and chart format.  The total counts vary depending on which 

variable is being described due to lack of data for some variables.  For instance, not every 

participant had an ACT composite score on record.  Therefore, the total count is different 

than the total count for high school GPA of the participants. 

Tables 3-5 and Figures 3-5 display the descriptive summary statistics—

frequencies and percentages—of the participants in the study, as they pertain to the 

number of participants involved and freshman-year alcohol violations.  The number of 
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participants by academic year is fairly steady with a high of 1498 participants in the 

2011-12 academic year and a low of 1287 participants in the 2012-13 academic year.  

Table 3 and Figure 3 show the number and percentage of participants by academic year. 

Table 3 

Participants by academic year 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

2008-09 1431 20.2  20.2 

2009-10 1465 20.7  41.0 

2010-11 1386 19.6  60.6 

2011-12 1498 21.2  81.8 

2012-13 1287 18.2  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 3. Total number of participants according to each academic year of the study. 
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In total, 721 participants had a freshman-year alcohol violation which accounts 

for 10.2% of the entire population from academic years 2008-09 through 2012-13.  Table 

4 and Figure 4 display the number and percent of freshman-year alcohol violations for all 

participants during the years of the study. 

Table 4 

Did the participant have a freshman-year alcohol violation? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 6346 89.8  89.8 

Yes 721 10.2  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 4. Total number of participants who had and did not have a freshman-year alcohol 

violation. 
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The 2008-09 academic year represented the highest amount of freshman-year 

alcohol violations with 187 which accounted for 25.9% of all freshman-year alcohol 

violations during the study, while the 2012-13 academic year had the fewest violations 

with 112 which accounted for 15.5% of all freshman-year alcohol violations during the 

study.  Table 5 and Figure 5 show the number and percentage of freshman-year alcohol 

violations during all years of the study. 

Table 5 

 

 

Alcohol violations by academic year 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

2008-09 187 25.9  25.9 

2009-10 124 17.2  43.1 

2010-11 142 19.7  62.8 

2011-12 156 21.6  84.5 

2012-13 112 15.5  100.0 

Total 721 100.0    
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Figure 5. Total number of freshman-year alcohol violations for each year of the study. 

 

Tables 6-8 and Figures 6-8 display the descriptive summary statistics—

frequencies and percentages—of the total population in the study, as they pertain to the 

general demographic characteristics of the participants involved.  White students 

accounted for 83.7% of the total population while minorities accounted for 13.0% of the 

population.  Table 6 and Figure 6 show the participant breakdown by race/ethnicity in 

raw numbers and percentages.  
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Table 6 

Race/ethnicity of participants 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

International  47 .7  .7 

Minority 917 13.0  13.6 

Unknown 185 2.6  16.3 

White 5918 83.7  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 6. Total number of participants according to each race/ethnicity category. 

Females accounted for 58.1% of the population while males accounted for 41.8% 

of the population.  Table 7 and Figure 7 display the number and percentages of 

participants by gender. 
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Table 7 

Gender of participants 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

Female 4107 58.1  58.1 

Male 2953 41.8  99.9 

Not Reported 7 .1  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 7. Total number of participants according to gender. 

First-generation college students accounted for 36.9% of the population and 

38.7% were not first-generation college students.  The first-generation status of the other 

24.4% of participants was unknown.  Table 8 and Figure 8 display the number and 

percentage of first-generation status of the participants. 
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Table 8 

Is the participant a first-generation student? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 2737 38.7  38.7 

Unknown 1724 24.4  63.1 

Yes 2606 36.9  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 8. Total number of participants according to first-generation status. 

Tables 9-11 and Figures 9-11 display the descriptive summary statistics—mean, 

median, mode, and standard deviation—of the participants in the study, as they pertain to 

the academic backgrounds of the participants.  The mean high school GPA of all 

participants was 3.31 with a median of 3.37.  The standard deviation for the high school 
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GPA of participants was .48.  Table 9 shows the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, 

minimum, and maximum of the participants’ high school GPAs.  

Table 9 

High school GPA of participants 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7020 3.3112 3.37 4.00 .48 1.50 4.18 

 

 Figure 9 shows the distribution of participants by their associated high school 

GPAs. 

 
Figure 9. Histogram of high school GPA for all participants in the study. 

 The participants had a mean ACT composite score of 22.06 and a median of 

22.00.  There was a 3.52 standard deviation on ACT composite scores.  Table 10 displays 
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the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of the 

participants’ ACT composite scores. 

Table 10 

ACT composite score of participants 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

6982 22.06 22.00 21 3.52 11 35 

 

 Figure 10 shows the number of participants based on their associated ACT 

composite scores. 

 
Figure 10. Histogram of ACT composite score for all participants in the study. 

 For the admission index, the mean was 128.23 with a median of 129.00.  The 

standard for the admission index of the participants was 35.88.  Table 11 displays the 
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mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of the participants’ 

admission indexes.  

Table 11 

Admission index score of participants 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

6968 128.23 129.00 102 35.87 15 199 

 

 Figure 11 shows the number of participants by associated admission index scores. 

 
Figure 11. Histogram of admission index score for all participants in the study. 

Tables 12-19 and Figures 12-19 display the descriptive summary statistics—

mean, median, mode, standard deviation, frequencies, and percentages where 

appropriate—of the participants in the study, as they apply to the socioeconomic 

backgrounds and financial aid characteristics of the participants.  The mean expected 
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family contribution of the participants was $12,499 and a median of $6,516.  The 

standard deviation for expected family contribution was $17,168.  Table 12 shows the 

mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of the participants’ 

expected family contribution. 

Table 12 

Expected family contribution of participants 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

6599 12499 6516 0 17168 0 99999 

 

 Figure 12 displays the number of participants based on their associated expected 

family contribution. 

 
Figure 12. Histogram of EFC for all participants in the study. 
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The mean financial aid disbursement to the participants was $11,083 with a 

median of $11,454.  The financial aid disbursement standard deviation was $6,313.  Table 

13 displays the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of the 

participants’ financial aid disbursements. 

Table 13 

Financial aid disbursement to participants per academic year 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7067 11083 11454 0.00 6313 0.00 35843 

 

 Figure 13 shows the number of participants according to the associated amount of 

financial aid disbursed. 

 
Figure 13. Histogram of financial aid disbursement to all participants in the study. 
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  As it pertains to the receipt of financial aid, 96.8% of the population received 

some form of aid.  Table 14 and Figure 14 show the number and percentage of participants 

receiving financial aid. 

Table 14 

 

Did the participant receive financial aid? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 225 3.2  3.2 

Yes 6842 96.8  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 14. Total number of participants receiving or not receiving financial aid. 

 Of the total population, 57.7% of the participants received grants.  Table 15 and 

Figure 15 display the number and percentage of participants receiving grants. 
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Table 15 

Did the participant receive grants? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 2991 42.3  42.3 

Yes 4076 57.7  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 15. Total number of participants receiving or not receiving grants. 

 86.3% of all participants received at least one scholarship.  Table 16 and Figure 

16 shows the number and percentage of participants receiving scholarships. 

Table 16 

Did the participant receive scholarships? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 970 13.7  13.7 

Yes 6097 86.3  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    
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Figure 16. Total number of participants receiving or not receiving scholarships. 

 Of the total population, only 8.7% of the participants received work study funds.  

Table 17 and Figure 17 show the number and percentages of the participants receiving 

work study. 

Table 17 

Did the participant receive work study? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 6454 91.3  91.3 

Yes 613 8.7  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    
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Figure 17. Total number of participants receiving or not receiving work study. 

 66.6% of the participants received some form of loan.  Table 18 and Figure 18 

display the number and percentage of participants receiving loans. 

Table 18 

Did the participant receive loans? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 2360 33.4  33.4 

Yes 4707 66.6  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    
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Figure 18. Total number of participants receiving or not receiving loans. 

 Of the total population, 38.8% of the participants were eligible for the Pell grant.  

Table 19 and Figure 19 show the number and percentage of participants eligible to 

receive Pell grant funds. 

Table 19 

Is the participant eligible for the Pell grant? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 4326 61.2  61.2 

Yes 2741 38.8  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    
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Figure 19. Total number of participants eligible or not eligible for Pell grant. 

Tables 20-21 and Figures 20-21 display the descriptive summary statistics—

frequencies and percentages—of the participants in the study, as they pertain to the living 

arrangements of the participants.  92.5% of the total population lived on campus during 

their freshman year.  Table 20 and Figure 20 show the number and percentage of 

participants living on-campus compared to off-campus.  

Table 20 

Did the participant live in the residence halls? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 527 7.5  7.5 

Yes 6540 92.5  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    
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Figure 20. Total number of participants living in the residence halls or living off-campus. 

Regarding on campus living, 73% of the populations resided in one of four 

residence halls. Those halls were Millikan Hall with 18.5%, Phillips Hall with 18.4%, 

Dieterich Hall with 18.2%, and Perrin Hall with 17.9%.  Table 21 and Figure 21 show the 

number and percentage of participants residing in particular residences. 
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Table 21 

Which residence hall did the participants reside? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

Off-campus or unknown 659 9.3  9.3 

Dieterich Hall 1289 18.2  27.6 

Forest Village Apts. 6 .1  27.6 

Franken Hall 328 4.6  32.3 

Hudson Hall 916 13.0  45.3 

Millikan Hall 1304 18.5  63.7 

Perrin Hall 1266 17.9  81.6 

Phillips Hall 1297 18.4  100.0 

Roberta Hall 2 .0  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 21. Total number of participants living on-campus according to which residence 

hall they reside. 

 

Tables 22-27 and Figures 22-27 display the descriptive summary statistics—

mean, median, mode, and standard deviation—of the participants in the study, as they 
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pertain to the academic characteristics of the participants during their first academic year.  

The mean GPA at the institution under study at the end of the first academic year was 

2.55 with a median of 2.70.  There was a standard deviation of .99 for the GPA at the 

institution under study at the end of the first academic year.  Table 22 shows the mean, 

median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of the participants’ GPAs at 

the institution under study.  

Table 22 

GPA at the institution under study of participants at the end of their first 

academic year 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7067 2.55 2.70 4.00 0.99 0.00 4.00 

 

 Figure 22 shows the number of participants based on the associated GPA at the 

institution under study. 
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Figure 22. Histogram of total number of participants with associated GPA at the 

institution under study at the end of their first academic year. 

 

The cumulative GPA at all institutions of the population at the end of the first 

academic year had a mean of 2.61 and a median of 2.78.  The standard deviation was .96 

for cumulative GPA.  Table 23 displays the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, 

minimum, and maximum of the participants’ cumulative GPAs at all institutions.  

Table 23 

Cumulative GPA (all schools, transfer, etc.) of participants at the end of their 

first academic year 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7067 2.61 2.78 4.00 0.96 0.00 4.00 
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 Figure 23 shows the number of participants based on the associated cumulative 

GPA at all institutions. 

 
Figure 23. Histogram of total number of participants with associated cumulative GPA 

from all institutions at the end of their first academic year. 

 

The mean for the hours earned at the institution under study at the end of the first 

academic year was 24.39 with a median of 26.00.  There was a standard deviation for 

hours earned at the institution under study at the end of the first academic year of 10.1.  

Table 24 shows the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of 

the hours earned by the participants at the institution under study.  
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Table 24 

Hours earned at the institution under study by participants at the end of their 

first academic year 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7067 24.39 26.00 29 10.1 0 120 

 

 Figure 24 displays the number of participants based on the associated hours 

earned at the institution under study. 

 
Figure 24. Histogram of total number of participants with associated hours earned at the 

institution under study at the end of their first academic year. 

 

There was a mean 30.26 for hours earned at all institutions at the end of the first 

academic year and a median of 30.00.  The standard deviation for hours earned at all 
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institutions was 14.2.  Table 25 shows the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, 

minimum, and maximum of hours earned by the participants at all institutions. 

Table 25 

Hours earned at all institutions (all schools, transfer, etc.) by the participants 

at the end of their first academic year 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7067 30.26 30.00 26 14.2 0 156 

 

 Figure 25 shows the associated number of participants based on the number of 

hours earned at all institutions by the end of their first academic year. 

 
Figure 25. Histogram of total number of participants with associated hours earned at all 

institutions at the end of their first academic year. 

 

 In regards to hours attempted at all institutions by the end of the first academic 

year, the mean was 33.17 with 31.00 as the median.  There was a standard deviation of 
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12.2 for hours attempted at all institutions by the end of the first academic year.  Table 26 

shows the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of hours 

earned by the participants at all institutions. 

Table 26 

Hours attempted at all institutions by the participants at the end of their first 

academic year 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7067 33.17 31.00 26 12.2 0.00 162 

 

 Figure 26 displays the number of participants according to the associated hours 

attempted at all institutions by the end of their first academic year. 

 
Figure 26. Histogram of total number of participants with associated hours attempted at 

all institutions at the end of their first academic year. 
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 There was a mean of .87 for percent of hours completed out of those attempted at 

the end of the first academic year with a median of 1.00.  The standard deviation was .23.  

Table 27 displays the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum 

of percent of hours earned by the participants at the end of their first academic year. 

Table 27 

Percent of hours attempted the participants earned at all institutions by the end 

of their first academic year 

  

Mean Median Mode Std. Dev. Min. Max. N 

7054 0.87 1.00 1.00 0.23 0.00 1.00 

  

 Figure 27 shows the number of participants according to the percent of hours 

earned at all institutions by the end of their first academic year. 
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Figure 27. Histogram of total number of participants with associated percent of total 

hours earned out of total hours attempted at all institutions at the end of their first 

academic year. 

 

Tables 28-29 and Figures 28-29 display the descriptive summary statistics—

frequencies and percentages—of the participants in the study, as they pertain to the 

factors affecting the ability of the participants to return to school and whether they 

returned to school.  Of the total population, 72.3% were eligible to receive financial aid 

for their second academic year.  Table 28 and Figure 28 show the number and percentage 

of participants eligible to receive financial aid for their second academic year. 
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Table 28 

Was the participant eligible for financial aid for their second academic year? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 1960 27.7  27.7 

Yes 5107 72.3  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 28. Total number of participants eligible or not eligible for financial aid for their 

second academic year. Eligibility was calculated based on total hours earned and percent 

of total hours earned out of total hours attempted at all institutions. 

 

Finally, 68.8% of the population returned for their second academic year.  Table 

29 and Figure 29 show the number and percentage of participants who returned for their 

second academic year. 
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Table 29 

Did the participant return for their second academic year? 

  Frequency Percent  Cumulative Percent 

No 2208 31.2  31.2 

Yes 4859 68.8  100.0 

Total 7067 100.0    

 

 
Figure 29. Total number of participants who returned or did not return for their second 

academic year. Retention was measured based on enrollment at census date of the 

participants’ second fall term. 

 

Research Question 2 

2. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no freshman year 

alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 
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Table 30 and Figure 30 illustrate there was not a significant association between 

the retention of the participants to their second fall academic year and whether or not the 

participant had a freshman-year alcohol violation ᵪ² (1) = 2.954, p > .05 (.086). 

Table 30 

Retention comparison of those with and without a freshman-year alcohol 

violation 

  Yes No Chi-square df Sig. 

Violation 516 (7.3%) 205 (2.9%)    

 

No Violation 4343 (61.5%) 2003 (28.3%) 2.954 1 .086 

 

     

 
Figure 30. Retention comparison of those participants with a freshman-year alcohol 

violation and those without a freshman-year alcohol violation. Retention was measured 

based on enrollment at census date of the participants’ second fall term. 

 

 The previous data and statistical analysis shows there is no significant difference 

in retention regardless of whether or not the participants had a freshman-year alcohol 
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violation.  With this in mind, the data supports the null hypothesis; there is no impact on 

retention for those with a freshman-year alcohol violation, as measured by census date 

enrollment status, compared to those who have no freshman-year alcohol violation from 

AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013.  Therefore, the researcher accepts the null 

hypothesis as true for RQ2. 

Research Question 3 

3. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Table 31 and Figure 31 show there was not a significant association between the 

first-year GPA, when categorized above the probation threshold of 1.75, of the 

participants and whether or not the participant had a freshman-year alcohol violation ᵪ² 

(1) = 2.466, p > .05 (.116). 

Table 31 

GPA comparison of those with and without a freshman-year alcohol violation 

  Above 1.75 Below 1.75 Chi-square df Sig. 

Violation 581 (8.2%) 140 (2.0%)    

 

No 

Violation 5257 (74.5%) 1083 (15.3%) 2.466 1 .116 
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Figure 31. GPA comparison of those with a freshman-year alcohol violation and those 

without a freshman-year alcohol violation. Participants were categorized as having a 1.75 

and above GPA or 1.74 and below GPA at the end of their first academic year. 

 

The previous statistical data and analysis shows there is no significant difference 

in GPA for those with and without a freshman-year alcohol violation.  As such, the data 

supports the null hypothesis; there is no impact on academic eligibility to return to school 

for those with a freshman-year alcohol violation, based on first-year GPA, compared to 

those who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013.  Thus, the researcher accepts the null hypothesis as accurate for RQ3. 

Research Question 4 

4. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to those 
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who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013? 

Table 32 and Figure 32 show there was a significant association between the 

second-year financial aid eligibility of the participants and whether or not the participant 

had a freshman-year alcohol violation ᵪ² (1) = 5.632, p < .05 (.018). 

Table 32 

Financial aid eligibility comparison for those with and without a freshman-

year alcohol violation 

  Eligible Not Eligible Chi-square df Sig. 

Violation 494 (7.0%) 227 (3.2%)    

 

No 

Violation 4613 (65.3%) 1733 (24.5%) 5.632 1 .018 

 

     

 
Figure 32. Comparison of financial aid eligibility for those with and without a freshman-

year alcohol violation. 
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Due to the fact that there was a significantly larger proportion of participants 

without a freshman-year alcohol violation who were eligible for financial aid than those 

who had a freshman-year alcohol violation, the data does not support the null hypothesis.  

As such, the analysis shows there is an impact on academic eligibility to return to school 

for those with a freshman-year alcohol violation, based on eligibility to receive financial 

aid, compared to those who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013.  Therefore, the null hypothesis for RQ4 is rejected. 

Research Question 5 

5. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Table 33 and Figure 33 illustrate there was not a significant association between 

the return rates of the participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation and the 

race/ethnicity of the participant ᵪ² (1) = 2.795, p > .05 (.424). 

Table 33 

Return rate by race/ethnicity of those with a freshman-year alcohol violation 

  Return  Not Return Chi-square df Sig. 

International 3 (.4%) 1 (.1%)    

Minority 91 (12.6%) 35 (4.9%)    

Unknown 11 (1.5%) 9 (1.2%)    

White 411 (57.0%) 160 (22.2%) 2.795 3 0.424 
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Figure 33. Total number of participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation who did 

or did not return for their second academic year according to race/ethnicity. Retention 

was measured based on enrollment at census date of the participants’ second fall term. 

 

The data and statistical analysis for RQ5 shows that there is no significant 

statistical difference in retention among categories of race/ethnicity for those participants 

with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  As such, the data supports the null hypothesis; 

therefore there is no impact on retention for minority students compared to those who are 

not minority students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013.  Therefore, the null 

hypothesis for RQ5 is accepted. 

Research Question 6 

6. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation college 

students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 
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Table 34 and Figure 34 illustrate there was a significant association between the 

return rates of the participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation and the first-

generation status of the participant ᵪ² (1) = 8.416, p < .05 (.015). 

Table 34 

Return rate by first-generation status of those with a freshman-year alcohol 

violation 

  Return  Not Return Chi-square df Sig. 

First-generation 173 (24.0%) 74 (10.3%)    

Not first-generation 234 (32.5%) 71 (9.8%)    

Unknown 109 (15.1%) 60 (8.3%) 8.416 2 0.015 

 

 
Figure 34. Total number of participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation who did 

or did not return for their second academic year according to first-generation status. 

Retention was measured based on enrollment at census date of the participants’ second 

fall term. 
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The data and statistical analysis for RQ6 shows that there is a significant 

statistical difference in retention concerning first-generation status for those participants 

with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  This does not support the following null 

hypothesis.  As such, the data shows there is an impact on retention for first-generation 

college students with a freshman-year alcohol violation compared to those who are not 

first-generation college students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013.  Therefore, 

the null hypothesis for RQ6 is rejected. 

Research Question 7 

7. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for low-

income students compared to those who are not low-income students, as 

determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Table 35 and Figure 35 show there was a significant association between the 

return rates of the participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation and the Pell 

eligibility of the participant ᵪ² (1) = 8.923, p < .05 (.003). 

Table 35 

Return rate by Pell eligibility of those with a freshman-year alcohol violation 

  Return  Not Return Chi-square df Sig. 

Pell eligible 168 (23.3%) 91 (12.6%)    

Not Pell eligible 348 (48.3%) 114 (15.8%) 8.923 1 0.003 
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Figure 35. Total number of participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation who did 

or did not return for their second academic year according to Pell grant eligibility. 

Retention was measured based on enrollment at census date of the participants’ second 

fall term. 

 

Based on the previous data and statistical analysis, the researcher determined 

there was a statistically significant difference on retention based on Pell eligibility of 

those participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  This is shown through those 

participants who are not Pell eligible and have a freshman-year alcohol violation return at 

a significantly higher proportion than those students who are Pell eligible and have a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  As such, this does not support the null hypothesis.  

There is an impact on retention for low-income students compared to those who are not 

low-income students, as determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through 

AY 2012-2013.  Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
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Research Question 8 

8. Do the variables (or combination of variables) predict a student will not return to 

school after a freshman academic year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Upon analysis of research question eight, the researcher determined the logistic 

regression analysis of which residence hall the participant resided was not effective and 

needed to be removed.  Initially, the researcher set out to compare the effect of living in 

one residence hall compared to all other residence halls.  However, the analysis could 

only compare each residence hall to one other residence hall, not to all the other halls.  

Obviously, the data changed depending on which hall was used as the constant for 

comparison.  With this in mind, the researcher decided the analysis would be more 

beneficial by removing the variable of which residence hall the participant resided. 

The researcher used the logistic regression analysis from Moodie-Dwyer (2011) 

as a foundation for this section of the study.  The full model for this research question 

was significant when compared to the constant only model ᵪ² (17, N=721) = 88.964, p < 

.05 (.000).  This indicates that, as a group, the variables reliably distinguish between 

those participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation who are retained and those who 

are not retained.   

Through examining the success of classification it can be determined 22.8% of 

participants who did not return were correctly classified and 92.8% of participants who 

did return were correctly classified.  This produced an overall successful classification 

rate of 73.1%.  While the overall classification is high, it is concerning that there is such a 

discrepancy between those who were correctly classified to return and those who were 
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classified not to return.  Additionally, the Nagelkerke R Square value of .183 indicated 

that 18% of the variance in the logit of the dependent variable, retention, can be 

explained by the predictors in the model.  The Hosmer and Lemeshow Test for 

Goodness-of-Fit indicates the model is a good fit due to the fact that well-fitting models 

are determined when the model prediction is not significantly different than the observed 

values, ᵪ² (8, N=721) = 1.662, p = .990. 

Using the Wald criterion, the researcher determined there were a number of 

predictors which forecasted participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation would 

return for their second academic year. These include: high school GPA ᵪ² (1, N=721) = 

10.700, p < .05, race/ethnicity, specifically minority students, ᵪ² (2, N=721) = 5.523, p < 

.05, amount of financial aid disbursed ᵪ² (1, N=721) = 10.681, p < .05, not receiving 

student loans ᵪ² (1, N=721) = 6.434, p < .05, and not being Pell grant eligible ᵪ² (1, 

N=721) = 8.775, p < .05. 

 The researcher examined those predictors which were significant in predicting 

retention after a freshman-year alcohol violation to determine to what extent each 

predictor had an effect on retention.  The odds ratio, or Exp(B), for high school GPA 

indicates that for every unit increase in high school GPA the odds increase 3.05 times that 

a student will return to school.  In regards to amount of financial aid disbursed, the 

analysis found that it is significant but since the odd ratio is 1.00, there is no increase in 

retention based on an increase in one unit so it is not substantive.  The analysis shows that 

minority students, with an odds ratio of 1.91, are nearly two times more likely to return 

after a freshman-year alcohol violation than white students.  Additionally, those not 
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receiving student loans are 2.27 times more likely to return after a freshman-year alcohol 

violation than those students who do receive student loans.  Finally, those who are not 

Pell eligible are 2.13 times more likely to return after a freshman-year alcohol violation 

than those who are Pell eligible.  Results of the logistic regression model for RQ8, 

including regression coefficients, Wald statistics, odds ratios, and confidence intervals for 

each odds ratio are presented in Table 36. 

Table 36 

Factors Impacting Retention After a Freshman-Year Alcohol Violation 

Variables B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

 

95% CI 

High School GPA 1.116 .341 10.700 .001* 3.052 [1.56, 5.96] 

 

ACT Composite 

 

-.084 

 

.059 

 

2.053 

 

.152 

 

.919 

 

[.82, 1.03] 

 

Admission Index 

 

.011 

 

.007 

 

2.059 

 

.151 

 

1.011 

 

[1.00, 1.03] 

 

Race/Ethnicity   

 

7.034 

 

.030   

 

   Minority 

 

.648 

 

.276 

 

5.523 

 

.019* 

 

1.911 

 

[1.11, 3.28] 

 

   Unknown 

 

-.512 

 

.507 

 

1.018 

 

.313 

 

.599 

 

[.22, 1.62] 

 

Female .078 .194 .162 .687 1.081 [.74, 1.58] 

First Generation 

Status   2.906 .234   

 

Not First 

Generation .247 .236 1.090 .296 1.280 [.81, 2.03] 

     Unknown 

 

-.182 

 

.238 

 

.587 

 

.444 

 

.833 

 

[.52, 1.33] 

 

Not Receiving 

Financial Aid -.459 .546 .708 .400 .632 [.22, 1.84] 

 

Amount of 

Financial Aid 

Disbursed .000 .000 10.681 .001* 1.000 [1.00, 1.00] 

 

Not Receiving 

Grants -.005 .314 .000 .987 .995 [.54, 1.84] 

 

Not Receiving 

Scholarships .571 .310 3.380 .066 1.769 [.96, 3.25] 
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Not Receiving 

Work Study 

 

 

 

-.060 

 

 

 

.439 

 

 

 

.018 

 

 

 

.892 

 

 

 

.942 

 

 

 

[.40, 2.23] 

 

Not Receiving 

Loans .820 .323 6.434 .011* 2.270 [1.21, 4.28] 

 

Expected Family 

Contribution .000 .000 .315 .575 1.000 [1.00, 1.00] 

 

Not Pell Eligible 

 

 

.839 

 

 

.283 

 

 

8.775 

 

 

.003* 

 

 

2.314 

 

 

[1.33, 4.03] 

Did Not Live in 

Residence Halls 19.849 17413.058 .000 .999 417213029.5 [.00, .00] 

 

Constant 

 

-2.139 

 

26411.031 

 

.000 

 

1.000 

 

.118  

Note: * is significant at a .05 level. 

Based on the previous data and statistical analysis, the researcher determined 

there were a number of predictor variables which were statistically significant in 

determining retention of participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  This does 

not support the null hypothesis.  As such, the data shows there are variables (or 

combination of variables) that are likely to predict a student will not return to school after 

a freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013.  

Therefore, the null hypothesis for RQ8 is rejected. 
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CHAPTER V: 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 This chapter provides a summary of the study by reviewing the problem, purpose, 

research questions, and null hypotheses.  In order to support this summary of the study, a 

brief summary of the literature review is also provided. The next part of the chapter 

provides a review of the statistical analyses from Chapter Four.  Finally, this chapter 

presents conclusions and implications based on the study, in addition to recommendations 

for future research. 

Summary of the Study 

 This study set out to determine if the variables included in the study could predict 

whether a student would return for their second academic year after a freshman-year 

alcohol violation.  Additionally, this study attempted to determine if students from certain 

high risk demographics were more or less likely to be retained than those students not 

from those same high risk demographics after a freshman-year alcohol violation.  Finally, 

this study set out to determine if a freshman-year alcohol violation had an impact on 

retention and eligibility to return to school for a student compared to those students 

without a freshman-year alcohol violation.   

Problem Statement 

  At the onset of this study, little to no research existed regarding the effect of 

alcohol violations on retention for college students.  Numerous studies had been 

conducted to determine the effectiveness of the sanctions related to institutional policies 

in general, and alcohol policies (Asher, 2008; Barnett et al., 2004; Birli, 2007; Cruise, 

2009; Gehring et al., 2012).  A large portion of this research focused on the recidivism 
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rate of students with alcohol policy violations.  Additional research has shown that 

alcohol use plays a significant factor in academic performance (Presley & Pimentel, 

2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; Wechsler et al., 2000).  Due to the 

negative consequences associated with alcohol use by college students, it is reasonable to 

believe students with alcohol violations in their freshman year are less likely to return to 

school than those students who have no alcohol violations.  However, there is a lack of 

knowledge regarding how alcohol violations affect retention.  This study attempted to 

address this gap in knowledge. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify the variable(s) which could 

accurately predict if a student with a freshman-year alcohol violation would not return to 

school for the following academic year.  Additionally, this study attempted to determine 

if students from certain high risk demographics were more or less likely to be retained 

than those students not from those same high risk demographics after a freshman-year 

alcohol violation.  Finally, this study set out to determine if a freshman-year alcohol 

violation had an impact on retention and eligibility to return to school for a student 

compared to those students without a freshman-year alcohol violation.  With this 

information, administrators can take steps to be more proactive in supporting students 

who are more likely to not return to school for the following academic year.  

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

 This study set out to answer the following research questions and the null 

hypotheses, where appropriate: 
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1. What are the descriptive statistics of the students participating in the study from 

academic year (AY) 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

2. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no freshman year 

alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ1: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention, as measured 

by census date enrollment status, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-

2013? 

3. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ2: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on first-year GPA, compared to those who have no 

freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-

2013. 

4. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to those 

who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013? 

Hₒ3: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on academic eligibility to 

return to school, based on eligibility to receive financial aid, compared to 
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those who have no freshman year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013. 

5. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ4: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for minority 

students compared to those who are not minority students from AY 2008-

2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

6. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation college 

students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ5: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for first-

generation college students compared to those who are not first-generation 

college students from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

7. What is the impact of a freshman year alcohol violation on retention for low-

income students compared to those who are not low-income students, as 

determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ6: A freshman year alcohol violation has no impact on retention for low-

income students compared to those who are not low-income students, as 

determined by Pell grant eligibility, from AY 2008-2009 through AY 

2012-2013. 
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8. Do the variables (or combination of variables) predict a student will not return to 

school after a freshman academic year alcohol violation from AY 2008-2009 

through AY 2012-2013? 

Hₒ7: There are no variables (or combination of variables) that are likely to 

predict a student will not return to school after a freshman year alcohol 

violation from AY 2008-2009 through AY 2012-2013. 

Review of Related Literature 

 The literature review for this study revolved around three main areas: student 

conduct, state government accountability, and retention.  These three areas form a three-

pronged approach which addressed the topic of this study.   

Student conduct.  A review of student conduct provided context for why student 

affairs administrators are involved with alcohol violations on college campuses.  Alcohol 

has played a large role at colleges and universities for many years (Dowdall, 2009; Lake, 

2013; Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002).  Due to the large role alcohol played on campuses 

and the negative consequences associated with it, the Safe and Drugs Free Schools Act of 

1989 created a system of accountability for institutions in how the addressed alcohol 

violations ("Drug Free Schools and Campuses," 1990).  Additionally, this section focused 

on the change in nature of student conduct from punitive to educational, and how this 

change can have an impact on student retention (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997; 

Loschiavo & Newman, 2006).   

Retention.  The next section of the literature review focused on retention.  The 

various factors which impact retention were covered (A. W. Astin, 1993; Tinto, 1987, 

2006).  Additionally, the previous research examining the specific factors which were 
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used as variables in this study were covered.  The section organized the variables used in 

this study by which category they belong to in Astin’s (1993) I-E-O model.  The first 

section focused on student inputs which students bring with them when attending college 

(W. R. Allen, 1992; Ishitani, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Lotkowski et al., 2004; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980).  The following section addressed the environment a 

student encounters when attending college (Herzog, 2005; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; 

Martinez et al., 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 

State accountability.  Finally, the last section of the literature review covered 

state accountability and the various areas of accountability institutions have to the state 

government, especially in Missouri. It also reviewed how accountability affects funding 

for institutions.  Institutions rely on state governments for funding which results in 

institutions being accountable to state governments (Dougherty et al., 2013; Layzell, 

1999).  This holds especially true in Missouri as there has been a renewed focus on 

performance funding in recent years (Nixon, 2013). 

Study Group 

 The subjects of this study were all freshman students from the 2008-2009 through 

2012-2013 academic years.  There were 7067 total participants which comprised all 

freshman students during the scope of the study.  For research questions one through 

four, all 7067 participants were included in the dataset.  Research questions five through 

eight examined only those students with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  There were a 

total of 721 participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation during the years of this 

study and all 721 were included in the dataset.  Since the sample sizes for both datasets in 
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this study were the same as the populations, they are considered an accurate 

representation of the population of this study. 

Findings 

 The statistical tests included the following: descriptive summary statistics for 

research question one (RQ1); a Pearson chi-square test for research questions two (RQ2), 

three (RQ3); four (RQ4), five (RQ5), six (RQ6), and seven (RQ7); and a logistic 

regression analysis for research question eight (RQ8).  

Research Question 1 

 The descriptive summary statistics—mean, median, mode, standard deviation, 

frequencies, and percentages (where appropriate)—for the variables included in the study 

are presented in Chapter Four of this study.  Analysis of the summary statistics identified 

the following: the participants were evenly distributed among academic years with a low 

of 18.2% of all participants in 2012-2013 and a high of 21.2% of all participants in 2011-

2012, 721 participants had a freshman-year alcohol violation which accounts for 10.2% 

of the entire population, and a range of 15.5% of all freshman-year alcohol violations 

during the study in 2012-2013 through 25.9% of all freshman-year alcohol violations 

during the study in 2008-2009. 

 From a demographic perspective, white students comprised 83.7% of the 

population with 13.0% being minorities; females accounted for 58.1% of the population, 

while first-generation students made up 36.9% of the population, non-first generation 

students made up 38.7% of the population, and the remaining 24.4% of the population 

had an unknown first-generation status.  Regarding academic preparedness, the 
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participants had a mean high school GPA of 3.31, a mean ACT composite score of 22.06, 

and a mean admission index of 128.23. 

 Additionally, descriptive statistics were utilized for socioeconomic backgrounds 

and financial aid status.  96.8% of the population received financial aid with 57.7% 

receiving grants, 86.3% receiving scholarships, 66.6% receiving loans, and 8.7% 

receiving work study.  In addition, 38.8% of the population was eligible for the Pell 

grant.  The mean expected family contribution was $12,499.28 and the mean financial aid 

disbursement was $11, 083.49. 

 In regards to living accommodations, 92.5% of the total population lived on 

campus during their freshman year. Of those, 73% resided in either Millikan Hall, 

Phillips Hall, Dieterich Hall, or Perrin Hall.  Descriptive statistics were also used to 

summarize the academic characteristics of the population.  The mean GPA at the 

institution under study was 2.55 with a 2.61 mean GPA at all institutions.  The mean 

credit hours earned at the institution under study at the end of the first academic year was 

24.39 and 30.26 at all institutions.  The mean hours attempted at all institutions at the end 

of the first academic year was 33.17 which resulted in a mean of .87 for percent of hours 

earned out of those attempted at all institutions at the end of the first academic year. 

 Finally, descriptive statistics were provided to determine the population’s 

eligibility to return to school for the second academic year.  Considering this, 72.3% of 

the population was eligible to receive financial aid for their second academic year and 

68.8% of the population returned for their second academic year. 
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Research Question 2 

 The Pearson chi-square analysis was used for research question two.  

Pearson’s chi-square test was the appropriate statistical treatment for this question 

because it is useful in “determining the relationship between two categorical variables” 

(Field, 2009, p. 289).  Furthermore, since the data were nominal, which is a form of 

categorical data, and there were only two categorical variables in each question, this was 

the appropriate statistical treatment for this research question.   

The results of the Pearson chi-square analysis regarding difference in retention 

rates for those participants with and those without a freshman-year alcohol violation are 

presented in Chapter Four of the study.  The accompanying table and bar chart for 

research question two are also presented.  The analysis revealed the rates were not 

significant (p > .05).  In looking at the table and chart it can be determined that those with 

and those without a freshman-year alcohol violation returned to school at similar rates.  

Therefore, the null hypotheses (Hₒ1) for research question two was accepted. 

Research Question 3 

 The Pearson chi-square analysis was used for research question three.  Pearson’s 

chi-square test was the appropriate analysis for this question because it is useful in 

“determining the relationship between two categorical variables” (Field, 2009, p. 289).  

Additionally, since the data were nominal, which is a form of categorical data, and there 

were only two categorical variables in each question, this was the appropriate analysis for 

this research question.   

The results of the Pearson chi-square analysis, as it pertains to the academic 

eligibility to return based on first-year GPA and whether or not a student had a freshman-
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year alcohol violation, are presented in Chapter Four of the study.  Chapter Four also 

included the associated table and bar chart for research question three.  Specifically, 

research question three examined the total number and percentages of participants 

earning a 1.75 GPA and above or 1.74 GPA and below.  The 1.75 GPA cutoff was based 

on the fact that GPA is the cutoff for academic probation for freshmen students at the 

institution under study.  The analysis revealed the rates were not significant (p > .05).  In 

looking at the table and chart it can be determined that those with and those without a 

freshman-year alcohol violation had similar rates of participants earning 1.75 GPA and 

above and those earning a 1.74 GPA and below.  Therefore, the null hypotheses (Hₒ2) for 

research question three was accepted. 

Research Question 4 

 The Pearson chi-square analysis was used for research question four.  Pearson’s 

chi-square test was the appropriate statistical treatment for this question because it is 

useful in “determining the relationship between two categorical variables” (Field, 2009, 

p. 289).  Also, since the data were nominal, which is a form of categorical data, and there 

were only two categorical variables in each question, this was the appropriate statistical 

treatment for this research question.   

The results of the Pearson chi-square analysis, as it pertains to the academic 

eligibility to return based on eligibility to receive financial aid and whether or not a 

student had a freshman-year alcohol violation, are presented in Chapter Four of the study.  

Chapter Four also included the associated table and bar chart for research question four.    

The analysis revealed the rates were significant (p < .05), regarding eligibility to receive 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

139 
 

financial aid and whether or not a student had a freshman-year alcohol violation.    

Therefore, the null hypotheses (Hₒ3) for research question four was rejected.   

Research Question 5 

 The Pearson chi-square analysis was used for research question five.  Pearson’s 

chi-square test was the appropriate statistical treatment for this question because it is 

useful in “determining the relationship between two categorical variables” (Field, 2009, 

p. 289).  Additionally, since the data were nominal, which is a form of categorical data, 

and there were only two categorical variables in each question, this was the appropriate 

statistical treatment for this research question.   

The results of the Pearson chi-square analysis regarding the impact of a freshman-

year alcohol violation on retention for those who are minorities and those who are not 

minorities are presented in Chapter Four of the study.  The accompanying table and chart 

for research question five are also presented in Chapter Four.  The analysis revealed the 

rates were not significant (p > .05).  In looking at the table and chart it can be determined 

that minorities and non-minorities with a freshman-year alcohol violation returned to 

school at similar rates.  Therefore, the null hypotheses (Hₒ4) for research question five 

was accepted. 

Research Question 6 

 The Pearson chi-square analysis was used for research question six.  Pearson’s 

chi-square test was the appropriate analysis for this question because it is useful in 

“determining the relationship between two categorical variables” (Field, 2009, p. 289).  

Furthermore, since the data were nominal, which is a form of categorical data, and there 
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were only two categorical variables in each question, this was the appropriate analysis for 

this research question.   

The results of the Pearson chi-square analysis regarding the impact of a freshman-

year alcohol violation on retention for those who are first-generation students and those 

who are not first-generation students are presented in Chapter Four of the study.  Chapter 

Four also included the associated table and bar chart for research question six.  The 

analysis revealed the rates were significant (p < .05), regarding the return rates of those 

participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation when categorized as first-generation 

or not first-generation.  Therefore, the null hypotheses (Hₒ5) for research question six was 

rejected.   

Research Question 7 

 The Pearson chi-square analysis was used for research question seven.  Pearson’s 

chi-square test was the appropriate statistical treatment for this question because it is 

useful in “determining the relationship between two categorical variables” (Field, 2009, 

p. 289).  Additionally, since the data were nominal, which is a form of categorical data, 

and there were only two categorical variables in each question, this was the appropriate 

statistical treatment for this research question.   

The results of the Pearson chi-square analysis regarding the impact of a freshman-

year alcohol violation on retention for those who are low-income and those who are not 

low-income, as determined by Pell grant eligibility, are presented in Chapter Four of the 

study.  The accompanying table and bar chart for research question seven are also 

included in Chapter Four.  The analysis revealed the rates were significant (p < .05), 

regarding the return rates of those participants with a freshman-year alcohol violation 
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when categorized as low-income or not low-income.  Therefore, the null hypotheses 

(Hₒ6) for research question seven was rejected.   

Research Question 8 

 Research questions eight utilized a logistic regression analysis.  Logistic 

regression was used for this question as it was the best regression analysis based on the 

variables under consideration.  Logistic regression is used when the dependent variable is 

categorical and independent variables are continuous or categorical (Field, 2009).  Since 

the dependent variable is retention, which is categorical, and the independent variables 

are a mixture of both continuous and categorical variables, logistic regression is the best 

analysis for this question.   

The logistic regression analysis regarding the factors that predict a student will 

not return to school are presented in Chapter Four of the study.  The accompanying table 

for research question eight is also provided in Chapter Four.  The analysis determined 

there were five factors which predicted a student would return to school after a freshman-

year alcohol violation: high school GPA, amount of financial aid disbursed, minority 

racial status, not receiving student loans, and not being Pell eligible.  Therefore, we can 

look at the inverse and determine that low high school GPA, low amount of financial aid 

disbursed, white racial status, receiving student loans, and being Pell eligible are 

predictors of not returning to school after a freshman-year alcohol violation.  Therefore, 

the null hypothesis (Hₒ7) for research question eight was rejected.   

Conclusions 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify the variable(s) which could 

accurately predict if a student with a freshman-year alcohol violation would not return to 
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school for the following academic year.  Based on the results of the statistical analyses 

conducted related to this study’s research questions, the researcher concludes a freshman-

year alcohol violation by itself may not have a significant effect on retention compared to 

those without a freshman-year alcohol violation. However, for those with a freshman-

year alcohol violation there may be some factors which have a greater influence on 

whether or not they return.  Understanding how these factors have an impact on retention 

is critical before putting any actions into place.  Based on this study, important factors to 

consider include race/ethnicity, financial aid, and socioeconomic status.   

However, the researcher cautions making any large-scale policy changes at this 

time.  This study did provide some results which require further examination.  At the 

same time, the logistic regression analysis in this study only accounted for 18% of the 

variance affecting retention after a freshman-year alcohol violation and could only 

accurately predict a student would not return after a freshman-year alcohol violation less 

than one-fourth of the time.  Policymakers should take this into consideration before 

making any large-scale policy changes. Virtually no previous research was available prior 

to this study, as it relates to alcohol violations and retention at the university level.  This 

study should serve as a foundational component to future research to continue to address 

the gaps in the knowledge pertaining to alcohol violation and college student retention.  

Additional conclusions of the study are presented below and organized by research 

question or questions. 
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Research Question 1 

 Research question one addressed the descriptive statistics of all participants in the 

study.  Since the statistics presented were descriptive in nature, there are no conclusions 

to make regarding research question one at this time. 

Research Question 2 

 Statistical analysis conducted for research question two showed there was no 

significant difference in retention rates for those with and those without a freshman-year 

alcohol violation.  The researcher assumed students with alcohol violations would be at a 

higher risk for not being retained.  This was due to numerous factors.  A number of 

studies examined the negative impact alcohol has on academic performance (Presley & 

Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; Wechsler et al., 2000).  

Additionally, retention studies have identified academic performance as a factor in 

retention at higher education institutions (Belcheir, 1997; Braxton, Milem, et al., 2000; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  Using these studies as a foundation it is reasonable to 

believe students with alcohol violations are more likely to not be retained.  The analysis 

for this research question did not support this assumption.  An explanation for this could 

be that student conduct administrators are having success providing education to students 

regarding the impact of student drinking behaviors in conduct hearings.  As noted in 

Chapter Two, numerous court decisions helped shift the philosophy of student conduct 

from punitive to educational (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997).  

 These hearings could be interventions in which students begin to understand the 

negative consequences of their actions involving alcohol.  In turn, understanding the 

negative consequences leads them to make better decisions regarding alcohol and then 
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mitigates some of the negative effects on academic performance.  Within the framework 

of the literature review for this study, this educational process would explain why 

retention rates for those with and without a freshman-year alcohol violation were not 

significantly different. 

Research Questions 3 and 4 

 As they pertain to research questions three and four, the statistical analyses 

indicated there were no significant differences in GPA category for those with and those 

without a freshman-year alcohol violation.  However, there was a significant difference 

on eligibility to receive financial aid for the second academic year based on whether or 

not a student had a freshman-year alcohol violation.  Previous research has indicated that 

amount and frequency of alcohol consumption has a negative impact on GPAs (Pritchard 

& Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007).  Considering this, there should have been a significant 

difference between GPAs of those with and those without a freshman-year alcohol 

violation.  A limitation to this study is the most likely explanation for this.  A violation 

simply means at one point in time a student engaged in the consumption of alcohol and 

received a citation.  With this in mind, the student did not necessarily engage in high-risk 

drinking through consuming large amounts of alcohol or consuming alcohol frequently.  

It is possible that many of these students did not engage in high-risk drinking and simply 

had a violation for a single incident.  Additionally, by policy at the university under 

study, a student does not even have to consume alcohol to be in violation.  Simply being 

knowingly in the presence of alcohol is considered a violation and is much different than 

consuming alcohol which previous research shows has negative impact on GPAs. 
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Regarding eligibility for financial aid for the second academic year, there was a 

significant difference between those students with and those without a freshman-year 

alcohol violation.  Eligibility for second academic year financial aid is based on credit 

hours completed and percent of credit hours completed out of those attempted.  

Participants had to earn at least 24 credit hours and complete 75% of those hours 

attempted.  Those with a freshman-year alcohol violation were eligible for second year 

financial aid at a significantly lower rate than those without a freshman-year alcohol 

violation.  Total credit hours earned and completion of hours attempted both require 

students to complete the hours, or classes, that they attempt.   

There are a number of reasons a student does not earn credit for classes attempted, 

including: dropping the class due to extenuating circumstances, dropping the class due to 

poor performance, withdrawing from school due to extenuating circumstances, and 

failing the course.  Failing the course is the most likely of these scenarios.  Failing a 

course is due to not performing adequately in the course.  There are a number of reasons 

for this.  Students may not attend classes regularly, may miss assignments, and/or 

perform poorly on assignments among many other reasons.  In looking at these causes for 

not performing at a high level academically, many of these same concerns were raised for 

those students engaged in high-risk drinking (Presley & Pimentel, 2006; Wechsler et al., 

2000).  Based on the findings of this study, the researcher concludes that alcohol had 

similar negative academic consequences for the participants in this study which made 

those who had a freshman-year alcohol violation more likely to not be eligible for 

financial aid in their second academic year.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

146 
 

Financial aid eligibility has a substantial effect on a student’s ability to attend 

college.  This is especially true at the institution under study where over 90% of students 

receive some form of aid.  Without financial aid, even those students who are 

academically eligible and wanting to return to school may not be able to return due to 

financial issues.  If students who need aid to afford college are not able to receive aid 

then they must find another way to pay for college or they will not be able to return. 

Research Question 5 

 Pertaining to research question five, the statistical analysis showed there was not a 

significant difference in retention rates between minorities and non-minorities with a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  Research has shown that, in general, minorities are 

retained at a lower rate than non-minority students (A. W. Astin, 1996a; H. S. Astin & 

Burciaga, 1981; Lotkowski et al., 2004).  Therefore, the fact that minorities and non-

minorities with a freshman-year alcohol violation return at the same rate was not 

expected.  The research shows that alienation plays a large role in minority students not 

being retained, especially in predominantly white institutions (W. R. Allen, 1992; Loo & 

Rolison, 1986).  A suggested remedy for this is strong student support services (Loo & 

Rolison, 1986).  Considering this previous research, the fact that minority students are put 

in contact with student conduct administrators after an alcohol violation could have a 

positive impact on the retention of minority students.   

If administrators are taking on a supportive and educational role in conduct 

hearings then this serves as a support mechanism for all students, but research indicates 

this could have a greater effect on minority students.  This provides a possible 
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explanation for why minorities with a freshman-year alcohol violation return at similar 

rates to non-minorities with a freshman-year alcohol violation. 

Research Question 6 

 As it pertains to research question six, the statistical analysis determined there 

was a significant difference in retention rates of those with a freshman-year alcohol 

violation dependent on whether or not the student was a first-generation student.  First-

generation students with a freshman-year alcohol violation returned at a significantly 

lower rate than students who were not first-generation students and had a freshman-year 

alcohol violation.  Numerous studies have identified first-generation students as 

population at greater risk of not being retained (J. Allen et al., 2008; Choy, 2001; Ishitani, 

2003, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; London, 1989; Martinez et al., 2009).  One 

particular study showed first-generation students had lower college GPAs (Martinez et 

al., 2009).  Considering academic performance is a factor in retention, those first-

generation students with a freshman-year alcohol violation have a number of factors 

working against them in their ability to return to school.  Those factors include first-

generation status and academically low-performing.  These factors all working 

simultaneously may explain why first-generation students with a freshman-year alcohol 

violation are not returning at rates similar to their counterparts.  

Research Question 7 

 The statistical analysis of research question seven determined that low-income 

students with a freshman-year alcohol violation returned to school at significantly lower 

rates than students who were not considered low-income and had a freshman-year alcohol 

violation.  This is in line with previous studies which determined those from lower-
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income families were less likely to persist than those from high-income families (Ishler & 

Upcraft, 2005; Thayer, 2000).  Additionally, there are a higher proportion of first-

generation students who are low-income rather than high-income (Choy, 2001; Lohfink 

& Paulsen, 2005).  As covered by research question six, first-generation students with a 

freshman-year alcohol violation returned at a lower-rate than those who were not first-

generation.  Considering there is higher proportion of first-generation who are low-

income, those students who are low-income have multiple factors working against them 

in persisting to their second academic year. 

Research Question 8 

The statistical analysis of research question eight determined that high school 

GPA, amount of financial aid disbursed, white racial status, receiving student loans, and 

being Pell eligible were all significant factors affecting non-retention of students after a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  Numerous researchers have identified high school GPA 

as being a significant predictor for retention so it is reasonable that this would apply for 

those with a freshman-year alcohol violation as well (A. W. Astin, 1997; Levitz et al., 

1999; Lotkowski et al., 2004; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Terenzini & Pascarella, 

1978; Tross et al., 2000).  Additionally, many researchers have also identified financial 

aid as being significant in predicting retention (A. F. Cabrera et al., 1990; Herzog, 2005; 

Ishitani, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Long, 1998; Martinez et al., 2009; Stampen & 

Cabrera, 1986; Tinto, 1987).  Within the vein of financial aid is the issue of student loans.  

Those who are receiving student loans are typically doing so because they have unmet 

financial needs.  The issue of unmet need and its negative impact on retention has also 

been examined (Herzog, 2005).   
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Pell eligibility also falls in line with financial aid but also touches on the issue of 

socioeconomic status since only those from low-income families are eligible for the Pell 

grant.  Researchers have identified low-income students to be at higher risk of not being 

retained (A. F. Cabrera et al., 1990; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; St. John, 1990; Thayer, 

2000).  All of these predictors determined through the analysis of research question eight 

are supported by previous research. Race seems to be the outlier. 

 A number of studies have identified minorities being a higher risk for not being 

retained (W. R. Allen, 1992; A. W. Astin, 1996a; H. S. Astin & Burciaga, 1981; Loo & 

Rolison, 1986; Lotkowski et al., 2004).  While much of the research points to minorities 

being at greater risk for not being retained, the analysis in this study identified minorities 

as being nearly twice as likely to be retained after a freshman-year alcohol violation as 

white students.  This study did not examine why this phenomenon occurred and this is a 

topic that should be researched further. 

 Considering all of these predictive factors, it is important to note that the logistic 

regression for research question eight was much better at predicting those who would be 

retained rather than predicting those who would not be retained.  Overall, the success rate 

of the prediction model was 73.1%.  However the success rate of the model for predicting 

retention was 92.8% while the success rate for predicting non-retention was only 22.8%.  

With this in mind, caution must be given to making any wide-ranging conclusions as it 

applies to predicting non-retention since the model was only able to accurately predict 

non-retention less than one-fourth of the time. 

 Understanding and accurately predicting retention is vital for administrators at 

institutions across the country.  Over the course of the last few decades, there have been a 
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variety of shifts in accountability for institutions of higher education (Burke, 2005; Ewell 

& Jones, 2006; Gaither, 1994).  In the state of Missouri, the location of the institution 

under study, one area where accountability has come into play is performance funding.  

One key aspect of performance funding in Missouri is retention (Nixon, 2013).  With 

dwindling state funds, meeting performance measures and obtaining performance funding 

is critical for institutions. 

 With this focus on retention, all areas within an institution must focus on 

improving retention.  Understanding the conclusions from the data analysis can help all 

administrators, including student conduct administrators, implement policy changes that 

can have real change in retention rates.  Student conduct has evolved over time to become 

an educational process (Dannells, 1997).  Using data from this study can take the 

educational component of the conduct process to the next level by not only providing 

education within a conduct hearing, but improving retention rates.  Undoubtedly, the 

greatest educational component a student can have is remaining in school.  With access to 

the right information, student conduct administrators can play a significant role in 

ensuring student retention. 

Implications 

 The findings and conclusions of this study present a number of implications for 

student conduct administrators at higher education institutions.  The main purpose of this 

study was to identify the variable, or variables, which most likely would predict a student 

would not return to school after a freshman-year alcohol violation.  Knowing these 

variables would allow student conduct administrators to identify students who were most 

at risk for not being retained during conduct hearings for alcohol violations.  With this 
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information and knowledge, student conduct administrators could take a more proactive 

approach in sanctioning and getting high-risk students in contact with resources at the 

institution to improve the chances the student returns to school.  Additionally, this study 

set out to determine if having a freshman-year alcohol violation had any impact on 

retention and a student’s eligibility to return to school, based on GPA and financial aid 

eligibility.  This information will inform the researcher whether a student who does not 

return is prohibited from doing so based on eligibility to return and the decision is out of 

his/her hands, or if the decision was made by the student for other reasons.  Finally, the 

study examined whether high-risk students with a freshman-year alcohol violation were 

more likely to not return than their counterparts with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  

High-risk students were identified as minority, first-generation, and low-income based on 

previous studies in the literature review.  Again, this is important to know since these 

students are already considered a high risk to not be retained.   

The researcher considered the purposes of the study and placed them within the 

conceptual framework of the study.  As covered in Chapter One of this study, the 

conceptual framework for this study is Astin’s I-E-O model (A. W. Astin, 1993).  Within 

this framework, the outcome, or “O” in the model, throughout this study is retention.  For 

some research questions this was categorized as actually returning to school and for 

others it was eligibility to return to school.  Therefore, the researcher used this 

information, in addition to the findings and conclusions of the study, to categorize the 

implications as follows: student characteristics which are the “I” in the I-E-O model and 

the institutional environment which is the “E” in the I-E-O model.  
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Student Characteristics 

 Considering implications for this study, student characteristics have had the most 

significant impact on retention as they relate to freshman-year alcohol violations.  Based 

on this study’s statistical analyses, student conduct administrators should consider the 

following student characteristics when determining freshmen students most at risk for not 

returning to school:  

 Race/ethnicity of students should be considered as minority students with a 

freshman-year alcohol violation are nearly twice as likely to return as a white 

students after a freshman-year alcohol violation.  This goes against previous 

research which identified minority students as being more at risk for non-retention 

than their white counterparts (A. W. Astin, 1996a; H. S. Astin & Burciaga, 1981; 

Lotkowski et al., 2004).  With this information, for those with a freshman-year 

alcohol violation, white students are the at-risk population.  Student conduct 

administrators at the institution under study should consider this information 

when identifying at-risk students.  Further studies should look to determine why 

white students are more at risk after a freshman-year alcohol violation.  At the 

institution under study, this study indicates that the process for adjudicating 

alcohol violations is more effective when considering retention for minority 

students.  The researcher hypothesizes this is due to minority students developing 

a relationship with support systems at the institution under study through the 

conduct process.  Future studies should examine this phenomenon further to 

support this theory or provide other alternative theories. 
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 High school GPA has also been identified as a student characteristic with a 

significant impact on retention after a freshman-year alcohol violation.  The 

higher a student’s high school GPA the more likely they are to return after a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  This aligns with previous research which 

identified students with higher high school GPAs as being more likely to be 

retained at the university level (Levitz et al., 1999; Lotkowski et al., 2004; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978; Tross et al., 2000).  

Unfortunately, this study only determined high school GPA was significant but 

did not identify the critical point student conduct administrators should focus on 

when considering high school GPA.  Determining this value is an area of 

opportunity for future researchers. 

 Pell eligibility is another significant factor in retention for students with a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  Pell eligibility is one method of determining 

socioeconomic status due to the fact that only low-income students are Pell 

eligible.  This study identified students who are Pell eligible as being at greater 

risk of not being retained.  Previous research also identified low-income students 

as being more likely to not be retained than those from middle and high-income 

families (A. F. Cabrera et al., 1990; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Thayer, 2000).  

Considering this, student conduct administrators should ensure Pell eligible 

freshmen with an alcohol violation are put in contact with various support systems 

on campus to increase their likelihood of being retained. 

 The final student characteristic which has a significant impact on retention after a 

freshman-year alcohol violation is student loans.  Student loans can be viewed as 
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both a student characteristic and part of the institutional environment. From a 

student characteristic perspective, students receiving loans have greater need 

because they are typically from low-income families.    Those students from 

higher socioeconomic backgrounds would not have a need for loans because they 

could pay for college directly.  Additionally, students achieving at a high 

academic level would earn scholarships and not have as much need for loans.   

This puts these students at more risk for not returning.  As discussed previously, 

those students from low-socioeconomic backgrounds are more likely to not be 

retained (A. F. Cabrera et al., 1990; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Thayer, 2000). Also, 

students achieving at a lower academic level are also at a higher risk of not being 

retained (Kobrin et al., 2008; Levitz et al., 1999; Lotkowski et al., 2004; Terenzini 

et al., 1981).  Again, student conduct administrators should consider this in the 

student conduct process and get these students in contact with support systems on 

campus to increase the students’ chances of retention. 

Institutional Environment 

 While there are certainly more student characteristic factors affecting retention 

after a freshman-year alcohol violation, there are institutional environment factors which 

contribute to retention as well.  Student conduct administrators should consider the 

following factors as well: 

 Financial aid eligibility is a significant factor which effects retention after a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  Financial aid eligibility is determined by certain 

academic characteristics, specifically the number of credit hours earned and 

percent of hours earned out of those hours attempted.  What makes financial aid 
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eligibility unique among all factors among student characteristics and institutional 

environment is that students may have no choice in their retention if they are not 

eligible for financial aid.  At the institution under study 90% of students receive 

some form of financial aid.  If a student receives aid but is not eligible for aid the 

next year then he/she either has to find another source for paying for school or not 

return.  No other factors discussed have this same type of impact.  Unfortunately, 

there is little to no way to determine this in real time as financial aid eligibility is 

constantly in flux until right before the beginning of the next academic year.   

There are numerous reasons for why this is constantly in flux.  Students 

grades are always changing in their classes, students may drop classes at various 

times, and financial aid eligibility includes all classes from fall through summer.  

Since any number of these variables could change from week to week or day to 

day it is hard to pin down which students are at risk for losing financial aid 

eligibility.  By the time it is determined that a student is no longer eligible for 

financial aid there may not be any time left for an intervention such as financial 

aid counseling, tutoring assistance, supplemental instruction, etc.  With this in 

mind, student conduct administrators should work with other administrators on 

campus to determine a process for tracking and predicting financial aid eligibility 

of those with a freshman-year alcohol violation so effective interventions can be 

put in place to increase the chances of retention. 

 Amount of financial aid disbursed also has a significant impact on retention after 

a freshman-year alcohol violation.  Since the institution determines how much 

financial aid to distribute to each student this is part of the institutional 
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environment.  Similar to high school GPA, the amount of financial aid disbursed 

is significant but this research study did not determine what the critical point is for 

conduct administrators to focus.  Future research should examine what the critical 

value is so conduct administrators know at which point to focus their efforts on 

students who are more likely to not return to school. 

 As mentioned previously, student loans may be considered a factor for both 

student characteristics and institutional environment.  From an institutional 

environment perspective, the institution is given the ability to determine who 

receives aid and how much aid a student receives, specifically in the area of 

scholarships.  Therefore, institutions set criteria for earning aid (Aid, 2014b).  If 

the institution has rigorous criteria for earning aid then there is a higher likelihood 

a greater percentage of students will have to use student loans.  Regardless of why 

a student receives a student loan, the implications are the same as discussed in the 

student characteristics section. 

 As covered in previous research, the alcohol culture is prevalent among most 

college campuses (Dowdall, 2009; National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse 

and Alcoholism, 2002; Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002).  An important step for 

institutions to take is to focus on programming.  Various offices and departments 

on campus should work together to develop a consistent message and consistent 

approach for addressing the alcohol culture on each particular campus.  Through 

this, institutions can take a proactive approach to addressing alcohol issues which 

may affect retention rather than taking a reactive approach. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

 The main purpose of this study was to identify the variable, or variables, which 

most likely would predict a student would not return to school after a freshman-year 

alcohol violation.  Additionally, this study set out to determine if having a freshman-year 

alcohol violation had any impact on retention and a student’s eligibility to return to 

school, based on GPA and financial aid eligibility.  Finally, the study examined whether 

high-risk students with a freshman-year alcohol violation were more likely to not return 

than their counterparts with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  The researcher proposes 

the following recommendations for future research based on the study’s data collection, 

review of literature, findings, and conclusions. 

 Numerous studies identify a variety of factors affecting retention (A. W. 

Astin, 1975, 1993, 1996b; Bean, 1985; Alberto F Cabrera et al., 1992; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, 2005; Spady, 1970; Terenzini & Pascarella, 

1978; Tinto, 1975, 1987).  This study only had access to a portion of those 

factors.  Additional studies should focus on the factors identified in this 

study, in addition to other important factors which this study did not have 

access to.  Some of these factors include: 

 Amount and frequency of alcohol consumption (Presley & 

Pimentel, 2006; Pritchard & Wilson, 2003; Singleton, 2007; 

Wechsler et al., 2000) 

 Student engagement and peer relations (Bean, 1985; Paul & Brier, 

2001; Paul & Kelleher, 1995; Tinto, 1975, 1987). 
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 Commitment to earning a degree (Bean, 1985; Ishler & Upcraft, 

2005; Tinto, 1975, 1987). 

 Satisfaction with academic program (Terenzini & Pascarella, 

1978). 

 Faculty interactions (Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978). 

 Parental/family support (Ishler & Upcraft, 2005). 

 This study focused on a 4-year, public, regional, mid-sized, Midwestern, 

moderately selective institution.  Institutional fit has been identified as an 

important factor in retention (Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Tinto, 1975, 1987).  

Since this study was limited in scope to one particular institution, the 

researcher recommends replicating the study at various institutions, both 

public and private; at two- and four-year institutions; urban and suburban 

environments; institutions of various size; etc.  This is vital since varying 

institutions have differing cultures which may result in different results. 

 Researchers should further examine why particular students do not return 

after a freshman-year alcohol violation through a qualitative study.  This 

study examined if they returned or not but it did not examine why.  While 

this study determined there was not a significant difference in retention 

rates for those with and those without a freshman-year alcohol violations, 

there was a significant difference retention rates for those with a 

freshman-year alcohol violation when considering first-generation and 

low-income status.  Understanding the variations in retention among these 

groups is important in improving the retention rates in these populations. 
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 This study determined there was not a significant difference in eligibility 

to return based on GPA for those with and those without a freshman-year 

alcohol violation but there was a significant difference in financial aid 

eligibility.  Understanding why one is statistically significant and the other 

is not is important since both are based upon academic performance.  

More in-depth analysis regarding the number of hours attempted by 

students, courses dropped, failure rates for courses, and other causes may 

help explain this difference. 

 Through use of logistic regression, this study determined that minority 

students were more likely to be retained after a freshman-year alcohol 

violation than white students.  This is a contrast to most previous research 

in which minority students are at a greater risk of not returning than white 

students (A. W. Astin, 1996a; H. S. Astin & Burciaga, 1981; Lotkowski et 

al., 2004).  Further qualitative studies are recommended to fully 

understand why this phenomenon is occurring, specifically involving 

interviews, focus groups, and surveys conducted with students from 

minority backgrounds about their experiences and perceptions of the 

student conduct process. 

 Further studies should look closer at high school GPA and amount of 

financial aid disbursed to determine critical points where intervention is 

needed to improve retention. This study identified these factors as 

significant but did not determine critical points or values at which to take 

action. 
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 This study took many continuous variables and turned them into 

categorical variables.  Examples include loans, scholarships, Pell-grants, 

etc.  While this study simply looked at whether or not the participants did 

or did not receive these variables, specific dollar figures are available.  

Using the specific dollar figures and different analyses will provide more 

specific results which may be more useful in implementing changes to 

practice and programming. 

 There is a need for future studies to determine a scale for risk factors of 

not returning to school.  The current study identifies factors which 

influence a student’s return to school but it does not identify which factors 

have the greatest influence and to what degree those factors have an 

influence.  A scale would provide a risk factor score for not returning and 

help to further understand to what degree a student is at risk for not 

returning.  In order to develop this scale future researchers will need to 

consider many years of data across many different institutions. 

Practice and Programming 

 Throughout the process of this study, the researcher also gained a better 

understanding of gaps within the institution under study.  There are various 

recommendations for future research found within this study.  Many of the areas of 

recommendation for future study are built on previous research.  However, the researcher 

was not able to access this data because the institution could not reliably provide such 

data.  As such, the researcher recommends the institution under study further evaluate the 

type of data it is collecting.  The institution must first determine which types of data are 
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valuable and useful in retention research.  Once this has been determined, the university 

must then develop a process for reliably collecting this data so it can be utilized in future 

research.  The researcher recommends the institution under study benchmark the data it 

collects to the data collected at other institutions to help identify gaps in data.  Without 

the correct data, all future researchers will be limited in their studies by the data available 

to them. 

 Additionally, programming can play a critical role in curtailing alcohol use on 

campuses.  The researcher believes a holistic approach needs to be taken to address the 

alcohol culture on campuses.  This starts with the programming available on campus.  An 

evaluation of alcohol sanctions would be beneficial to determine which alcohol sanctions 

are most effective in deterring problematic alcohol consumption.  The institution under 

study should benchmark alcohol sanctions and alcohol programming at other similar 

institutions.  The researcher also believes that the most effective programming comes 

from peers.  Developing effective peer education groups can be a significant resource for 

the institution to utilize in communicating with the student population. 

 For student conduct professionals, there are opportunities for learning from this 

study.  One particular area where this is most applicable is examining high-risk behaviors 

versus being in the wrong place at the wrong time.  At the institution under study, simply 

being in the presence of alcohol on campus is a violation but that does not necessarily 

mean the student has consumed alcohol.  Differentiating between those who are 

consuming alcohol and those merely in the presence of alcohol may yield substantially 

different results.  Additionally, the researcher recommends student conduct professionals 

utilize a research-based scale when meeting with alcohol violators to determine the 
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alcohol risk level of each student.  Being able to categorize and analyze violators by low, 

mild, and high-risk can provide more detailed results when it comes to retention.  

Summary 

 Retention is a focus on many college campuses throughout the country.  Pressure, 

specifically due to state accountability, has increased this focus on retention among many 

institutions.  This is especially true in the state of Missouri where performance funding 

measures have identified retention as one measure which affects institutional funding. 

Many factors affect retention, including alcohol consumption.  While the effects of 

alcohol consumption on retention have been studied, little to no research exists which 

examines the effect of alcohol violations on retention.  This study set out to examine the 

effects of freshman-year alcohol violations on retention at a regional, Midwestern, four-

year, public university.  The purpose of this study was to identify the variable, or 

variables, which could most likely predict a student would not return to school after a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  Additionally, this study set out to determine if having a 

freshman-year alcohol violation had any impact on retention and a student’s eligibility to 

return to school, based on GPA and financial aid eligibility.  Finally, the study examined 

whether high-risk students with a freshman-year alcohol violation were more likely to not 

return than their counterparts with a freshman-year alcohol violation.  If certain predictor 

variables could determine a student would not return then student conduct administrators 

can be more proactive in sanctioning and getting at-risk students in contact with support 

services to increase the students’ chances of being retained. 

 The quantitative analysis of the study revealed significant differences between 

those with and those without a freshman year alcohol violation.  Research question four 
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determined that students with a freshman-year alcohol violation were less likely to be 

eligible for financial aid the following year.  Additionally, research questions six and 

seven showed first-generation and low-income students with a freshman-year alcohol 

violation were less likely to return to school than their counterparts who also had 

freshman-year alcohol violations.  Finally, research question eight determined the 

following factors were significant predictors a student would not return after a freshman-

year alcohol violation: high school GPA, amount of financial aid disbursed, white racial 

status, receiving student loans, and being Pell-eligible. 

 Based on the final conclusions of this study, the researcher recommends that 

student conduct administrators gain access to the variables which most likely predict a 

student will not return after a freshman-year alcohol violation and develop a plan for 

connecting those students with resources on campus as part of the sanctions aspect of the 

conduct process.  Such information in the form of a dashboard or balanced scorecard, 

with at-risk factors, would be extremely valuable as a tool to improve student retention. 

However, the analysis revealed there are more predictor variables that need to be 

accounted for to more accurately predict whether or not a student will be retained after a 

freshman-year alcohol violation.  Due to this, the researcher recommends further research 

be conducted and analyzed to include some of these other variables before any wide-

ranging policy or programming changes are implemented.  Additionally, the researcher 

recommends the institution under study evaluates the data that is collected and develop a 

process for gathering that data for future researchers.  By doing this, the institution will 

be able to provide more valuable data to future researchers and prevent future research 

from being limited due to data constrictions. 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

164 
 

References 

25 years of declining state support. (2014). Retrieved from The Chronicle of Higher 

Education website: http://chronicle.com/article/25-Years-of-Declining-

State/144973/ 

Abuse, N. I. o. A., & Alcoholism. (2002). A call to action: Changing the culture of 

drinking at US colleges: NIAAA Bethesda, MD. 

Aid, F. S. (2014a). Expected Family Contribution (EFC).   Retrieved August 2, 2014, 

2014, from https://fafsa.ed.gov/help/fftoc01g.htm# 

Aid, F. S. (2014b). Satisfactory Academic Progress.   Retrieved August 1, 2014, 2014, 

from https://studentaid.ed.gov/eligibility/staying-eligible#satisfactory-academic-

progress 

Alexander, F. K. (2000). The changing face of accountability: Monitoring and assessing 

institutional performance in higher education. Journal of Higher Education, 411-

431.  

Allen, D. (1999). Desire to finish college: An empirical link between motivation and 

persistence. Research in Higher Education, 40(4), 461-485.  

Allen, J., Robbins, S. B., Casillas, A., & Oh, I.-S. (2008). Third-year college retention 

and transfer: Effects of academic performance, motivation, and social 

connectedness. Research in Higher Education, 49(7), 647-664.  

Allen, W. R. (1992). The color of success: African-American college student outcomes at 

predominantly White and historically Black public colleges and universities. 

Harvard Educational Review, 62(1), 26-45.  

http://chronicle.com/article/25-Years-of-Declining-State/144973/
http://chronicle.com/article/25-Years-of-Declining-State/144973/


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

165 
 

Asher, K. M. (2008). Educating college students through judicial response: Examining 

the effectiveness of judicial sanctions for alcohol-related violations. (Ed.D. 

Doctoral dissertation), University of Pittsburgh, Ann Arbor. Retrieved from 

ProQuest Dissertations & Theses A&I database. (UMI No. 3323234) 

Astin, A. W. (1973). The Impact of Dormitory Living on Students. Educational Record.  

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

Astin, A. W. (1977). Four Critical Years. Effects of College on Beliefs, Attitudes, and 

Knowledge.  

Astin, A. W. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education. 

Journal of college student personnel, 25(4), 297-308.  

Astin, A. W. (1985). Achieving educational excellence: Jossey-Bass San Francisco. 

Astin, A. W. (1987). Retaining and Satisfying Students. Educational Record, 68(1), 36-

42.  

Astin, A. W. (1991). Assessment for excellence. New York: Macmillan. 

Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college?: Four critical years revisited: Jossey-Bass 

San Francisco. 

Astin, A. W. (1996a). Degree Attainment Rates at American Colleges and Universities: 

Effects of Race, Gender, and Institutional Type: ERIC. 

Astin, A. W. (1996b). Involvement in learning revisited: Lessons we have learned. 

Journal of college student development, 37(2), 123-134.  

Astin, A. W. (1997). How “good” is your institution's retention rate? Research in Higher 

Education, 38(6), 647-658.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

166 
 

Astin, A. W. (2012). Assessment for excellence: The philosophy and practice of 

assessment and evaluation in higher education: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 

Astin, A. W., & Oseguera, L. (2003). Degree attainment among Latino undergraduates: 

Rethinking time-to-degree. Berkeley, CA: California Policy Research Institute, 

UC Latino Policy Institute.  

Astin, A. W., & Oseguera, L. (2005). Degree attainment rates at American colleges and 

universities: Revised edition. Higher Education Research Institution, University 

of California Los Angeles.  

Astin, H. S., & Burciaga, C. P. (1981). Chicanos in Higher Education: Progress and 

Attainment.  

Bailey, M. J., & Dynarski, S. M. (2011). Gains and gaps: Changing inequality in US 

college entry and completion: National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Barnett, N. P., Tevyaw, T. O. L., Fromme, K., Borsari, B., Carey, K. B., Corbin, W. R., 

Monti, P. M. (2004). Brief alcohol interventions with mandated or adjudicated 

college students. Alcoholism: Clinical and Experimental Research, 28(6), 966-

975.  

Bean, J. P. (1985). Interaction effects based on class level in an explanatory model of 

college student dropout syndrome. American Educational Research Journal, 

22(1), 35-64.  

Belcheir, M. J. (1997). An evaluation of the early impacts of the cluster program and first 

year experience seminar on new freshmen: Boise State University. 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

167 
 

Berkner, L. K. (1996). Descriptive Summary of 1989-90 Beginning Postsecondary 

Students: 5 Years Later, with an Essay on Postsecondary Persistence and 

Attainment. Statistical Analysis Report.  

Birli, J. T. (2007). A study of deterrent value of student judicial sanctions and conditions 

on alcohol violation offenses in higher education. (Ed.D. Doctoral dissertation), 

Wilmington College (Delaware), Ann Arbor. Retrieved from ProQuest 

Dissertations & Theses A&I database. (UMI No. 3275272) 

Bogue, E. G., & Hall, K. B. (2003). Quality and accountability in higher education: 

Improving policy, enhancing performance. Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing 

Group. 

Bound, J., Lovenheim, M., & Turner, S. (2009). Why have college completion rates 

declined? An analysis of changing student preparation and collegiate resources: 

National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Bowen, W. G., Bok, D. C., & Shulman, J. L. (1998). The shape of the river: Long-term 

consequences of considering race in college and university admissions: Princeton 

University Press Princeton, NJ. 

Bracewell, W. R. (1997). Student judicial programs and institutional research: Three 

critical questions. New Directions for Institutional Research, 1997(96), 45-50.  

Braxton, J. M., Bray, N. J., & Berger, J. B. (2000). Faculty teaching skills and their 

influence on the college student departure process. Journal of college student 

development, 41(2), 215-227.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

168 
 

Braxton, J. M., Doyle, W. R., Hartley III, H. V., Hirschy, A. S., Jones, W. A., & 

McLendon, M. K. (2013). Rethinking College Student Retention: John Wiley & 

Sons. 

Braxton, J. M., Hirschy, A. S., & McClendon, S. A. (2011). Understanding and Reducing 

College Student Departure: ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report, Volume 30, 

Number 3 (Vol. 16): John Wiley & Sons. 

Braxton, J. M., Milem, J. F., & Sullivan, A. S. (2000). The influence of active learning on 

the college student departure process: Toward a revision of Tinto's theory. 

Journal of Higher Education, 569-590.  

Budget processes in the states. (2008): National Association of Budget Officers. 

Burke, J. C. (2002). Funding public colleges and universities for performance: 

Popularity, problems, and prospects. Ithaca, NY: State University of New York 

Press. 

Burke, J. C. (2005). The many faces of accountability. In J. C. Burke (Ed.), Achieving 

accountability in higher education (pp. 1-24). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Buttny v. Smiley, No. Civ. A. C-666, 281 280 (Dist. Court, D. Colorado 1968). 

Cabrera, A. F., Castaneda, M. B., Nora, A., & Hengstler, D. (1992). The convergence 

between two theories of college persistence. The journal of higher education, 

143-164.  

Cabrera, A. F., Stampen, J. O., & Hansen, W. L. (1990). Exploring the Effects of Ability 

to Pay on Persistence in College. Review of Higher Education, 13(3), 303-336.  

Campus, C. C. f. S. o. (2012). Our History.   Retrieved June 10, 2014, from 

http://clerycenter.org/our-history 

http://clerycenter.org/our-history


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

169 
 

Cervantes, A., Creusere, M., McMillion, R., McQueen, C., Short, M., Steiner, M., & 

Webster, J. (2005). Opening the Doors to Higher Education: Perspectives on the 

Higher Education Act 40 Years Later. TG (Texas Guaranteed Student Loan 

Corporation).  

Chaloupka, F. J., & Wechsler, H. (1996). Binge drinking in college: The impact of price, 

availability, and alcohol control policies. Contemporary Economic Policy, 14(4), 

112-124.  

Chickering, A. W. (1974). Commuters versus residents. San Fran-cisco: Jossey-Bass.  

Choy, S. (2001). Students Whose Parents Did Not Go to College: Postsecondary Access, 

Persistence, and Attainment. Findings from the Condition of Education, 2001.  

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design:  Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

approaches (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Cruise, C. A. (2009). The relationship between parental notification and recidivism and 

retention of students who violated the university alcohol policy. (Ph.D. Doctoral 

dissertation), Bowling Green State University, Ann Arbor. Retrieved from 

ProQuest Dissertations & Theses A&I database. (UMI No. 3367661) 

Cutler, H. A. (2003). Parental Notification and Family Counseling: Amendments to 

FERPA. The Family Journal, 11(2), 174-177. doi: 10.1177/1066480702250150 

Dannells, M. (1997). From Discipline to Development: Rethinking Student Conduct in 

Higher Education. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report, Vol. 25, No. 2: ERIC. 

Daugherty, T. K., & Lane, E. J. (1999). A longitudinal study of academic and social 

predictors of college attrition. Social Behavior and Personality: an international 

journal, 27(4), 355-361.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

170 
 

Davidson, B. S., & Muse, C. T. (1994). A Ten Year Longitudinal Study Comparing 1980 

Freshman Students' Persistence to Graduation at Two Selected Universities.  

DeBerard, M. S., Spielmans, G., & Julka, D. (2004). Predictors of academic achievement 

and retention among college freshmen: A longitudinal study. College student 

journal, 38(1), 66-80.  

DeRicco, B. (2006). Complying with the Drug-Free Schools and Campuses 

Regulations:[EDGAR Part 86]. A Guide for University and College 

Administrators. Revised. Higher Education Center for Alcohol and Other Drug 

Abuse and Violence Prevention.  

Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education, No. No. 18641, 294 150 (Court of Appeals, 

5th Circuit 1961). 

Dougherty, K. J., Natow, R. S., Bork, R. H., Jones, S. M., & Vega, B. E. (2013). 

Accounting for higher education accountability: Political origins of state 

performance funding for higher education. Teachers College Record, 115(1), 1-

50.  

Dougherty, K. J., Natow, R. S., Hare, R. J., Jones, S. M., & Vega, B. E. (2011). The 

Politics of Performance Funding in Eight States: Origins, Demise, and Change. 

Final Report to the Lumina Foundation for Education. Community College 

Research Center, Columbia University.  

Dougherty, K. J., Natow, R. S., & Vega, B. E. (2012). Popular but unstable: Explaining 

why state performance funding systems in the United States often do not persist. 

Teachers College Record, 114(3), 1-42.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

171 
 

Dowdall, G. W. (2009). College drinking: Reframing a social problem. Westport, CT: 

Praeger. 

Drug Free Schools and Campuses. (1990). Federal Register, 55(159), 33580-33601.  

Duffy, M. (2012). MSA and ASUM lobby against higher education funding cuts. The 

Maneater. Retrieved from http://www.themaneater.com/stories/2012/3/9/msa-

and-asum-lobby-against-higher-education-fundin/ 

Elliott, K. M., & Healy, M. A. (2001). Key factors influencing student satisfaction related 

to recruitment and retention. Journal of marketing for higher education, 10(4), 1-

11.  

Enhanced Missouri Student Achievment Study. (2013).  Jefferson City: MO:  Retrieved 

from http://dhe.mo.gov/data/emsas/. 

Ewell, P. T. (2005). Can assessment serve accountability? It depends on the question. In 

J. C. Burke (Ed.), Achieving accountability in higher education (pp. 104-124). 

San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Ewell, P. T., & Jones, D. P. (2006). State‐level accountability for higher education: On 

the edge of a transformation. New Directions for Higher Education, 2006(135), 9-

16.  

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Fischer, K., & Stripling, J. (2014). An era of neglect: How public colleges were crowded 

out, beaten up, and failed to fight back. Retrieved from The Chronicle of Higher 

Education website: http://chronicle.com/article/An-Era-of-Neglect/145045/ 

http://www.themaneater.com/stories/2012/3/9/msa-and-asum-lobby-against-higher-education-fundin/
http://www.themaneater.com/stories/2012/3/9/msa-and-asum-lobby-against-higher-education-fundin/
http://dhe.mo.gov/data/emsas/
http://chronicle.com/article/An-Era-of-Neglect/145045/


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

172 
 

Fuertes, J. N., Sedlacek, W. E., & Liu, W. M. (1994). Using the SAT and noncognitive 

variables to predict the grades and retention of Asian American university 

students. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development.  

Gaither, G. (1994). Measuring Up: The Promises and Pitfalls of Performance Indicators 

in Higher Education. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 5. Washington 

D. C.: ERIC. 

Galicki, S. J., & McEwen, M. K. (1989). The relationship of residence of retention of 

Black and White undergraduate students at a predominantly White university. 

Journal of college student development.  

Gehring, D. D., Lowery, J. W., & Palmer, C. J. (2012). Students' views of effective 

alcohol sanctions on college campuses: The Century Council. 

General Order on Judicial Standards of Procedure and Substance in Review of Student 

Discipline in Tax Supported Institutions of Higher Education. (1968) (pp. 19). 

Goldberg v. Regents of the University of CA, No. Docket No. 23556, 248 867 (Cal: 

Court of Appeal, 1st Appellate Dist., 2nd Div. 1967). 

Gorman v. University of Rhode Island, No. No. 86-2101, 837 7 (Court of Appeals, 1st 

Circuit 1988). 

Goss v. Lopez, No. No. 73-898, 419 565 (Supreme Court 1975). 

Gulland, E. D. (1994). Developing Effective and Legally Sound Alcohol Policies.  

Harrison, M. (1995). Default in Guaranteed Student Loan Programs. Journal of Student 

Financial Aid, 25(2), 25-41.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

173 
 

Hebel, S. (2014). From public good to private good: How higher education got to a 

tipping point. Retrieved from The Chronicle of Higher Education website: 

http://chronicle.com/article/From-Public-Good-to-Private/145061 

Herzog, S. (2005). Measuring determinants of student return vs. dropout/stopout vs. 

transfer: A first-to-second year analysis of new freshmen. Research in Higher 

Education, 46(8), 883-928.  

Higher Learning Commission, T. (2014). The criteria for accreditation and core 

components.   Retrieved May 27, 2013, from 

http://www.hlcommission.org/Criteria-Eligibility-and-Candidacy/criteria-and-

core-components.html 

Hingson, R. W., Heeren, T., Zakocs, R. C., Kopstein, A., & Wechsler, H. (2002). 

Magnitude of alcohol-related mortality and morbidity among US college students 

ages 18-24. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 63(2), 136-144.  

Huisman, J., & Currie, J. (2004). Accountability in Higher Education: Bridge over 

Troubled Water? Higher Education, 48(4), 529-551. doi: 10.2307/4151570 

Ishitani, T. T. (2003). A longitudinal approach to assessing attrition behavior among first-

generation students: Time-varying effects of pre-college characteristics. Research 

in Higher Education, 44(4), 433-449.  

Ishitani, T. T. (2006). Studying attrition and degree completion behavior among first-

generation college students in the United States. Journal of Higher Education, 

861-885.  

http://chronicle.com/article/From-Public-Good-to-Private/145061
http://www.hlcommission.org/Criteria-Eligibility-and-Candidacy/criteria-and-core-components.html
http://www.hlcommission.org/Criteria-Eligibility-and-Candidacy/criteria-and-core-components.html


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

174 
 

Ishler, J., & Upcraft, M. L. (2005). The keys to first-year student persistence. In M. L. 

Upcraft, J. N. Gardener & B. O. Barefoot (Eds.), Challenging and supporting the 

first-year student: A handbook for improving the first year of college. 

Jackson, B. (1991). Lingering Legacy of In Loco Parentis: An Historical Survey and 

Proposal for Reform, The. Vand. L. Rev., 44, 1135-1164.  

Jackson, G. A., & Weathersby, G. B. (1975). Individual demand for higher education: A 

review and analysis of recent empirical studies. The journal of higher education, 

623-652.  

Jones, N. E., Pieper, C. F., & Robertson, L. S. (1992). The effect of legal drinking age on 

fatal injuries of adolescents and young adults. American Journal of Public Health, 

82(1), 112-115.  

Jongbloed, B., & Vossensteyn, H. (2001). Keeping up performances: an international 

survey of performance-based funding in higher education. Journal of Higher 

Education Policy and Management, 23(2), 127-145.  

Keller, R. (2013). Nixon's tuition freeze idea draws criticism. Columbia Daily Tribune. 

Retrieved from http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/education/nixon-s-tuition-

freeze-idea-draws-criticism/article_0f8a8ed8-62b2-11e3-8988-

001a4bcf6878.html 

Kobrin, J. L., Patterson, B. F., Barbuti, S. M., Mattern, K. D., & Shaw, E. J. (2008). 

Validity of the SAT for predicting first-year college grade point average.  

Kuh, G. D. (2003). What we're learning about student engagement from NSSE: 

Benchmarks for effective educational practices. Change: The Magazine of Higher 

Learning, 35(2), 24-32.  

http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/education/nixon-s-tuition-freeze-idea-draws-criticism/article_0f8a8ed8-62b2-11e3-8988-001a4bcf6878.html
http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/education/nixon-s-tuition-freeze-idea-draws-criticism/article_0f8a8ed8-62b2-11e3-8988-001a4bcf6878.html
http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/education/nixon-s-tuition-freeze-idea-draws-criticism/article_0f8a8ed8-62b2-11e3-8988-001a4bcf6878.html


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

175 
 

Lake, P. F. (2013). The Rights and Responsibilities of the Modern University: The Rise of 

the Facilitator University: Carolina Academic Press. 

Layzell, D. (1999). Linking Performance to Funding Outcomes at the State Level for 

Public Institutions of Higher Education: Past, Present, and Future. Research in 

Higher Education, 40(2), 233-246. doi: 10.1023/A:1018790815103 

Leonard, E. A. (1956). Origins of personnel services in American higher education. 

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

Leppel, K. (2002). Similarities and differences in the college persistence of men and 

women. The Review of Higher Education, 25(4), 433-450.  

Levitz, R. S., Noel, L., & Richter, B. J. (1999). Strategic moves for retention success. 

New Directions for Higher Education, 1999(108), 31-49.  

Lohfink, M. M., & Paulsen, M. B. (2005). Comparing the determinants of persistence for 

first-generation and continuing-generation students. Journal of college student 

development, 46(4), 409-428.  

London, H. B. (1989). Breaking away: A study of first-generation college students and 

their families. American Journal of Education, 144-170.  

Long, S. L. (1998). Influence of work study, loans, need-based gift aid, merit-based gift 

aid,and satisfaction with financial aid on freshman-to-sophomore year retention 

examined in the context of background characteristics and college experiences: A 

path analytic approach. (9924901 Ph.D.), University of Missouri - Columbia, 

Ann Arbor. Retrieved from Dissertations & Theses @ University of Missouri - 

Columbia database.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

176 
 

Loo, C. M., & Rolison, G. (1986). Alienation of ethnic minority students at a 

predominantly White university. The journal of higher education, 58-77.  

Loschiavo, C., & Newman, A. (2006). The student conduct process: A guide for parents. 

College Station, TX: Association for Student Judicial Affairs. 

Lotkowski, V. A., Robbins, S. B., & Noeth, R. J. (2004). The Role of Academic and 

Non-Academic Factors in Improving College Retention. ACT Policy Report. 

American College Testing ACT Inc.  

Mantel, B. (2006). Drinking on campus : have efforts to reduce alcohol abuse failed? , 

16(28), 649-671.  

Marchand, S., & Stoner, J. (2012). A Brief History of Accountability in Higher 

Education. Phi Kappa Phi Forum, 92(1), 16-18.  

Martinez, J. A., Sher, K. J., Krull, J. L., & Wood, P. K. (2009). Blue-collar scholars?: 

Mediators and moderators of university attrition in first-generation college 

students. Journal of college student development, 50(1), 87.  

McLendon, M. K., Hearn, J. C., & Deaton, R. (2006). Called to account: Analyzing the 

origins and spread of state performance-accountability policies for higher 

education. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 28(1), 1-24.  

Mettler, S. (2014). Equalizers no more: Politics thwart colleges' role in upward mobility. 

Retrieved from The Chronicle of Higher Education website: 

http://chronicle.com/article/Equalizers-No-More/144999 

Moodie-Dyer, A. (2011). Falling through the cracks: Child care decision-making among 

the working poor. (3533852 Ph.D.), University of Missouri - Columbia, Ann 

http://chronicle.com/article/Equalizers-No-More/144999


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

177 
 

Arbor. Retrieved from Dissertations & Theses @ University of Missouri - 

Columbia database.  

Mortenson, T. G. (2012). State funding: A race to the bottom. Retrieved from American 

Council on Education website: http://www.acenet.edu/the-presidency/columns-

and-features/Pages/state-funding-a-race-to-the-bottom.aspx 

Mumper, M., & Ark, P. V. (1991). Evaluating the Stafford Student Loan Program: 

Current problems and prospects for reform. The journal of higher education, 62-

78.  

Murtaugh, P. A., Burns, L. D., & Schuster, J. (1999). Predicting the retention of 

university students. Research in Higher Education, 40(3), 355-371.  

National Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, T. N. I. o. A. A. a. A. T. 

F. o. C. D. P. o. C. a. C. (2002). High risk drinking in college: What we know and 

what we need to learn: final report of the panel on contexts and consequences   

Retrieved from 

http://www.collegedrinkingprevention.gov/images/Panel01/FINALPanel1.pdf  

Naughton, B. A. (2004). The efficacy of state higher education accountability programs. 

(Ph. D. Doctoral dissertation), Stanford University, Ann Arbor. Retrieved from 

ProQuest Dissertations & Theses A&I database. (UMI No. 3145567) 

Nixon, J. (2013). Gov. Nixon outlines plans and new funding for higher education during 

visit to Northwest Missouri State University [Press release]. Retrieved from 

http://governor.mo.gov/news/archive/gov-nixon-outlines-plans-and-new-funding-

higher-education-during-visit-northwest 

http://www.acenet.edu/the-presidency/columns-and-features/Pages/state-funding-a-race-to-the-bottom.aspx
http://www.acenet.edu/the-presidency/columns-and-features/Pages/state-funding-a-race-to-the-bottom.aspx
http://www.collegedrinkingprevention.gov/images/Panel01/FINALPanel1.pdf
http://governor.mo.gov/news/archive/gov-nixon-outlines-plans-and-new-funding-higher-education-during-visit-northwest
http://governor.mo.gov/news/archive/gov-nixon-outlines-plans-and-new-funding-higher-education-during-visit-northwest


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

178 
 

Nora, A. (1990). Campus-based aid programs as determinants of retention among 

Hispanic community college students. The journal of higher education, 312-331.  

O'Neil, R. M. (1971). Perferential Admissions: Equalizing the Access of Minority Groups 

to Higher Education. Yale Law Journal, 699-767.  

Officers, S. H. E. E. (2014). State Higher Education Finance FY 2013. 

Palmer, C. J., Lohman, G., Gehring, D. D., Carlson, S., & Garrett, O. (2001). Parental 

notification: A new strategy to reduce alcohol abuse on campus. NASPA 

JOURNAL, 38(3), 372-385.  

Pascarella, E. T., Duby, P. B., & Iverson, B. K. (1983). A text and reconceptualization of 

a theoretical model of college withdrawal in a commuter institution setting. 

Sociology of Education, 88-100.  

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1980). Predicting freshman persistence and 

voluntary dropout decisions from a theoretical model. The journal of higher 

education, 60-75.  

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1997). Studying college students in the 21st century: 

Meeting new challenges. The Review of Higher Education, 21(2), 151-165.  

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (2005). How college affects students (Vol. 2): 

Jossey-Bass San Francisco. 

Paul, E. L., & Brier, S. (2001). Friendsickness in the transition to college: Precollege 

predictors and college adjustment correlates. Journal of Counseling & 

Development, 79(1), 77-89.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

179 
 

Paul, E. L., & Kelleher, M. (1995). Precollege concerns about losing and making friends 

in college: Implications for friendship satisfaction and self-esteem during the 

college transition. Journal of college student development.  

Peltier, G. L., Laden, R., & Matranga, M. (1999). Student persistence in college: A 

review of research. Journal of College Student Retention, 1(4), 357-375.  

Pittayathikhun, T., Ku, R., Rigby, D., Mattsson, M., & DeJong, W. (1997). Complying 

with the Drug-Free Schools and Campuses Regulations (34 CFR Part 86). A 

Guide for University and College Administrators.  

Presley, C. A., & Pimentel, E. R. (2006). The introduction of the heavy and frequent 

drinker: a proposed classification to increase accuracy of alcohol assessments in 

postsecondary educational settings. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 

67(2), 324.  

Pritchard, M. E., & Wilson, G. S. (2003). Using emotional and social factors to predict 

student success. Journal of college student development, 44(1), 18-28. doi: 

10.1353/csd.2003.0008 

Purdie, J. R., II. (2007). Examining the academic performance and retention of first-year 

students in living-learning communities, freshmen interest groups and first year 

experience courses. (3322736 Ph.D.), University of Missouri - Columbia, Ann 

Arbor. Retrieved from Dissertations & Theses @ University of Missouri - 

Columbia database.  

Reason, R. D. (2009). Student variables that predict retention: Recent research and new 

developments. NASPA JOURNAL, 46(3).  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

180 
 

Rector, D. R. (1976). The Development of Funding Formulas for Missouri Higher 

Education: A Public Policy Analysis. (M.A. Master's thesis), Northeast Missouri 

State University, Ann Arbor. Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses 

A&I database. (UMI No. 1310035) 

Rhoades, G., & Sporn, B. (2002). Quality assurance in Europe and the US: Professional 

and political economic framing of higher education policy. Higher Education, 

43(3), 355-390.  

Rights, F. E. (1974). Privacy Act of 1974, 20 USC § 1232g. Regulations at, 34.  

Ruppert, S. S. (1994). Charting Higher Education Accountability: A Sourcebook on 

State-Level Performance Indicators.  

Ruppert, S. S. (1995). Roots and realities of state‐level performance indicator systems. 

New Directions for Higher Education, 1995(91), 11-23.  

Sayer, E. M. (2005). Understanding the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act 

(FERPA): An analysis of FERPA compliance, implementation, and related issues 

at Nebraska colleges and universities. (Ph.D. Doctoral dissertation), The 

University of Nebraska - Lincoln, Ann Arbor. Retrieved from ProQuest 

Dissertations & Theses A&I database. (UMI No. 3180816) 

Schetlin, E. (1967). Disorders, Deans, and Discipline: A Record to Change. Journal of 

the National Association of Women Deans and Counselors, 30(1), 169-173.  

Schlam, L. (2004). Higher Education Act of 1965. In B. K. Landsberg (Ed.), Major Acts 

of Congress (Vol. 2, pp. 158-160). New York: Macmillan Reference USA. 



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

181 
 

Simmons, B. (2013). Nixon calls for tuition freeze, announces higher education budget 

proposal.   Retrieved June 6, 2014, from http://ksmu.org/article/nixon-calls-

tuition-freeze-announces-higher-education-budget-proposal-73794 

Singleton, R. A. (2007). Collegiate alcohol consumption and academic performance. 

Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 68(4), 548-555.  

Slutske, W. S. (2005). Alcohol use disorders among US college students and their non–

college-attending peers. Archives of General Psychiatry, 62(3), 321-327.  

Spady, W. G. (1970). Dropouts from higher education: An interdisciplinary review and 

synthesis. Interchange, 1(1), 64-85.  

St John, E. P., Hu, S., Simmons, A. B., & Musoba, G. D. (2001). Aptitude vs. merit: 

What matters in persistence. The Review of Higher Education, 24(2), 131-152.  

St. John, E. P. (1990). Price response in persistence decisions: An analysis of the high 

school and beyond senior cohort. Research in Higher Education, 31(4), 387-403.  

Stage, F. K. (1988). University attrition: LISREL with logistic regression for the 

persistence criterion. Research in Higher Education, 29(4), 343-357.  

Stage, F. K., & Hossler, D. (2000). Where is the student? Linking student behaviors, 

college choice, and college persistence. Reworking the student departure puzzle, 

170-195.  

Stamatakos, T. C. (1990). Doctrine of In Loco Parentis, Tort Liability and the Student-

College Relationship, The. Ind. LJ, 65, 471-491.  

Stampen, J. O., & Cabrera, A. F. (1986). Exploring the Effects of Student Aid on 

Attrition. Journal of Student Financial Aid, 16(2), 28-40.  

http://ksmu.org/article/nixon-calls-tuition-freeze-announces-higher-education-budget-proposal-73794
http://ksmu.org/article/nixon-calls-tuition-freeze-announces-higher-education-budget-proposal-73794


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

182 
 

Stein, R. B. (2002). Integrating budget, assessment and accountability policies: 

Missouri’s experiment with performance funding. In J. C. Burke (Ed.), Funding 

public colleges and universities for performance: Popularity, problems, and 

prospects (pp. 107-132). Ithaca, NY: State University of New York Press. 

Straus, R., & Bacon, S. D. (1953). Drinking in college. New Haven, CT: Yale University 

Press. 

Student Right-To-Know and Campus Security Act, Pub. L. No. 101-542, §§ 202, 204, 

104 Stat. 2385-2386 (1990). 

Szafran, R. F. (2001). The effect of academic load on success for new college students: Is 

lighter better? Research in Higher Education, 42(1), 27-50.  

Taylor, A. N. (2010, 2010 Summer). "Your results may vary": protecting students and 

taxpayers through tighter regulation of proprietary school representations. 

Administrative Law Review, 62, 729+. 

Terenzini, P. T., Lorang, W. G., & Pascarella, E. T. (1981). Predicting freshman 

persistence and voluntary dropout decisions: A replication. Research in Higher 

Education, 15(2), 109-127.  

Terenzini, P. T., & Pascarella, E. T. (1978). The relation of students' precollege 

characteristics and freshman year experience to voluntary attrition. Research in 

Higher Education, 9(4), 347-366.  

Thayer, P. B. (2000). Retention of students from first generation and low income 

backgrounds.  

Tinto, V. (1975). Dropout from higher education: A theoretical synthesis of recent 

research. Review of educational research, 45(1), 89-125.  



IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

183 
 

Tinto, V. (1982). Limits of theory and practice in student attrition. The journal of higher 

education, 687-700.  

Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition 

University of Chicago Press. Chicago, IL.  

Tinto, V. (2006). Research and practice of student retention: what next? Journal of 

College Student Retention: Research, Theory and Practice, 8(1), 1-19.  

Trochim, W. M. (2006). Research Methods Knowledge Base   Retrieved from 

http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/  

Tross, S. A., Harper, J. P., Osher, L. W., & Kneidinger, L. M. (2000). Not just the usual 

cast of characteristics: Using personality to predict college performance and 

retention. Journal of college student development.  

Voorhees, R. A. (1987). Toward building models of community college persistence: A 

logit analysis. Research in Higher Education, 26(2), 115-129.  

Wagenaar, A. C., & Toomey, T. L. (2002). Effects of minimum drinking age laws: 

review and analyses of the literature from 1960 to 2000. Journal of Studies on 

Alcohol and Drugs(14), 206-225.  

Walters, S. T., Bennett, M. E., & Noto, J. V. (2000). Drinking on campus: What do we 

know about reducing alcohol use among college students? Journal of Substance 

Abuse Treatment, 19(3), 223-228.  

Wasson v. Trowbridge, No. No. 522, Docket 31426, 382 807 (Court of Appeals, 2nd 

Circuit 1967). 

http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

184 
 

Wechsler, H., Kuo, M., Lee, H., & Dowdall, G. W. (2000). Environmental correlates of 

underage alcohol use and related problems of college students. American journal 

of preventive medicine, 19(1), 24-29.  

Wechsler, H., & Wuethrich, B. (2002). Dying to Drink: Confronting Binge Drinking on 

College Campuses: ERIC. 

Wetzel, J. N., O’Toole, D., & Peterson, S. (1999). Factors affecting student retention 

probabilities: A case study. Journal of Economics and Finance, 23(1), 45-55.  

Who pays for public higher education. (2014). Retrieved from The Chronicle of Higher 

Education website: http://chronicle.com/article/Who-Pays-More/145063 

Wolfe, R. N., & Johnson, S. D. (1995). Personality as a predictor of college performance. 

Educational and psychological measurement, 55(2), 177-185.  

Yanovitzky, I., Stewart, L. P., & Lederman, L. C. (2006). Social distance, perceived 

drinking by peers, and alcohol use by college students. Health communication, 

19(1), 1-10.  

Zumeta, W. (2001). Public policy and accountability in higher education: Lessons from 

the past and present for the new millennium. In D. E. Heller (Ed.), The states and 

public higher education policy: Affordability, access, and accountability (pp. 155-

197). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

 

 

 

 

 

http://chronicle.com/article/Who-Pays-More/145063


IMPACT OF FRESHMAN-YEAR ALCOHOL VIOLATIONS ON RETENTION 
 

185 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

VITA 

 

 

 Kori Hoffmann was born in Hermann, MO and raised in Montgomery City, MO.  

His parents, Arthur and Shelly, had two more children, Casey and Kale.  Kori is the 

eldest of the brothers.  He completed is K-12 education in the Montgomery County R-II 

School District.  Upon his graduation he attended Missouri State University before 

transferring to the University of Missouri-Columbia.  At the University of Missouri-

Columbia, he graduated with a degree in Secondary Social Studies Education.  Upon 

graduation he accepted a teaching position in the Gasconade Country R-II School District 

in Owensville, MO.  While teaching, Kori earned his Master’s degree in Educational 

Administration through Williams Woods University.  After 5 years of teaching high 

school, Kori moved to Maryville, MO for a career opportunity at Northwest Missouri 

State University.  While in Maryville, Kori met his wife who also works at Northwest 

Missouri State University.  Together they have one child, Colin, and two dogs, Bogey 

and Sophie.  Kori currently works as an administrator in Student Affairs at Northwest 

Missouri State University. 

 


