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Academic Probation as an Obstruction: Factors Influencing College Students’ Retention 

 

 

By 

Agnes Eisaghalian 

Doctor of Education in Educational Leadership 

 

Academic probation is virtually every institution’s challenge, but it is the most 

under-researched policy practiced at most community colleges.  The objective of this study 

is to evaluate the impact of academic probation transcript labeling on students’ retention.  

Literature on college retention identifies the circumstances that improve retention, which 

mostly occurs during the first-year experience in college.  Therefore, this study aims to 

study early characteristics of first-year Glendale Community College students on academic 

probation.  Public community colleges have 25 percent of first-time freshmen placed on 

academic probation.  Thus, the purpose of this study is to draw attention to academic 

probation policy and how that serves the students and the academic record without an 

intervention.  

The study examines academic probation students’ retention by using logistic 

regression analysis to estimate the probability of a binary response (retained or not 

retained) based on students’ characteristic predictors (or independent) variables.  The data 
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is collected from students’ college applications—prior to Fall 2014 application submission 

of students’ attendance which also identifies the freshmen background characteristics.  The 

student data is categorized into those who did and did not persist during the second-year 

Spring 2016 semester.  An analysis is conducted and reported to identify what are the 

common pre-enrollment background characteristics of those students.  

The results specify that academic probation is not a statistically significant finding, 

which indicates that being placed on probation neither helps nor hurts student retention.  

Another important finding related to retention is students’ unit load during each semester.  

Part-time unit load is significant towards students’ retention.  Students are most likely to 

retain if their enrollment status is full-time.  With GPA being an important factor in 

retention, the study indicates that for each single point that a GPA increases, the probability 

of retention (outcome) is increased by about 14.4 percent.  Also, students are 2.6 percent 

less likely to retain (when holding GPA as a factor).  Holding both GPA and probation 

status constant, older students are less likely to be retained (the probability decreasing by 

about 1.4 percent with each additional year of age).  Armenian and Middle Eastern students 

are more likely to be retained than White students (the comparison category).  The 

probabilities are about 0.23 and 0.20 for Armenian and Middle Eastern students, 

respectively.  Other important results indicate that remedial course-work is unrelated to 

retention, and that only the lowest-level remedial course-taking is related (decreases) the 

probability of retention, and that ESL coursework is related to retention positively.  This 

implies that student language skills are likely to be important in retention and that ESL 

courses likely formalize the skills required to be successful.  If the policy of probation is to 

support students’ academic achievement and ultimately retention and completion of 
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community college, then based on this study’s findings, probation does not impact 

retention in college.  As a result, a large number of these students need a support system.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Background 

Many authors argue that students as well as institutions must be held responsible 

for student success (Engstrom & Tinto, 2008; Folger, Carter, & Chase, 2004; Tinto, 1987, 

2007).  There are many indicators why community colleges do or do not retain students.  

According to Tinto (1999), “Support that is readily available and connected to other parts 

of student collegiate experience leads to retention” (p. 5).      

Consequently, most institutions develop programs to fit their students’ remedial 

and academic probationary needs (Merisotis & Phipps, 2000).  Although research is 

gradually moving forward to understand the probationary students’ characteristics—and 

difficulties leading to students being placed on probation—there still is a need to explore a 

specific predictor model for academic probationary students’ retention.  We must clarify 

the purpose of academic probation since this daunting status negatively impacts students’ 

academic and personal careers without an effective system in place to tackle the academic 

barriers students encounter.  Even though most institutions use the academic probation 

indicator as an alert system, institutions should provide the tools necessary to deal with 

academic insecurities toward good standing.  This study hopes to improve retention of 

academic probation students by examining the literature to understand the precursors and 

potential malleable factors associated with academic probation and by examining the 

empirical evidence of the impact of academic probation retention. 

Academic Probation Students 

A large proportion of students who are placed on academic probation struggle to 

return to their institutions due to their beliefs of not being able to be in control of improving 

their academic status in college (Seirup & Rose, 2011).  Therefore, this feeling of not being 
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in control of their academic lives can result in discouragement.  To avoid this sinking 

pathway, students can utilize many resources provided by their community college 

programs.  In high-involvement models of academic performances, findings have implied 

that in order for a program to be effective, participation is needed from the entire institution 

to successfully support academic probation students (Kirk-Kuwaye & Nishisa, 2001).  In 

addition, Kirk-Kuwaye and Nishisa explain that a high-involvement model does not only 

notify students of their poor performance and resource availability for probation students, 

but this model also requires meetings with advisors who oversee contract-like agreements 

to use resources, promote activities to improve study strategies, and initiate follow-up 

contact.  Professionals of this model of assisting academic probation students believe that 

by affecting student intellectual and motivational state, the academic achievement of the 

student will improve and they will experience amplified individual contentment.  As a 

result of these determinations, high-involvement institutions believe that they will prevent 

students from dropping out.   

Many academic probationary students have a need for greater clarification of 

academic, personal, and professional career development goals (Cuseo, 2003; Gordon & 

Steele, 2003).  Some of the probation students’ characteristics are defined as low 

motivation (Abelman & Molina, 2001; Tinto, 1993), poor time management (Earl, 1998; 

Thombs, 1995; Tinto, 1993), unexploited or poor study skills (Astin, 1993; Coleman & 

Freedman, 1996; Thombs, 1995), and a lack of control over external circumstances in life.  

Although these are the probationary students’ characteristics, the perception of institutions 

that lack intrusive advising for students who fail to improve their performances believe that 
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either these students are not ready for college or education is not one of their priorities 

(Kirk-Kuwaye & Nishisa, 2001).   

In contrast, one form of academic advising that shows positive impact on student 

success is intrusive advising (Ryan, 2013).  Intrusive advising can be described as an 

instrument to cultivate students, support them with academic plans (White & Schulenberg, 

2012), build relationships (Smith, 2007), and form connections with the institution, all of 

which positively influence retention and completion rates of students (Orozco, Alvarez, & 

Gutkin, 2010).  Disregarding these views, community colleges have a responsibility 

towards the taxpayers to support all students in their academic success and educating their 

students about civic engagement which is a newly discussed topic by former President 

Barack Obama in May 2017.   

Programs for Probation Students 

There are various programs and interventions that exist for academic probation 

students.  Within the existing programs, studies found strategies that were helpful for 

students on academic probation at numerous colleges.  These activities form the early 

stages of considerations for community colleges to seek improvement of support for 

students on probation.  For instance, the following findings were useful in supporting 

probationary students: 

1. Supplemental Instruction (SI) or Peer Assisted Study Sessions (PASS; Kokaua, 

Meer, Scott, & Wass, 2017). 

2. Group format was found to be suitable and effective (Coleman & Freedman, 1996). 

3. Regular meetings with a “specialist” for students on probation (Cruise, 2002; 

Humphrey, 2006).  
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4. Monitored Probation (Mann, Hunt, & Alford, 2003).  

5. Developmental Education focus (Spurling & Gabriner 2002).  

6. Success Course (Hutson, 2006). 

Student Success and Retention for Probationary Students 

Student success can be interpreted in many ways in community college 

settings.  Success can be referred to as course completion, degree and certification 

attainment, or transferring to a four-year institution.  Despite the belief that attending 

college can lead to success, many students faced any number of challenges that essentially 

force them to leave school.  Furthermore, researchers show that students’ experience has 

effects on students’ retention and success in their academic journey.  Also, Porchea, Allen, 

Robbins, and Phelps (2010) found that the chances of transferring to four-year institutions 

increases with coefficient relating to standardized achievement score for the “obtain degree 

and transfer to a four-year institution” category of 0.23.  Since the coefficient is positive 

and significantly greater than 0 (p value less than 0.01), it proposes that having a higher 

standardized achievement score is predictive of obtaining a degree or certificate and 

transferring to a four-year institution, rather than dropping out.  Thus, it can also be 

concluded that students who have at least a 3.0 GPA are twice as likely to transfer as 

students with a 2.0 GPA relative to academic probation status effects.   

In addition, the older the students get the chances of them getting a degree is higher 

to transfer than drop out.  Among the groups of academic probation students, Latinx 

students generally make up 57 percent of community college student population.  Special 

attention needs to be given to Latin-x participation in higher education since it is heavily 

concentrated on students at the community college level.  In this study, the Glendale 
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Community College data represents a high number of Latin-x ethnicity students.  Therefore, 

it is important to understand this student’s background in higher education.  Studies show 

that 50 percent of Latino students who graduate high school, approximately 57 percent of 

them attend community colleges (Castellanos, Gloria, & Kamimura, 2006).  Even though 

the percentage of Latin-x has increased in higher education, the numbers of enrollment 

compared to its counterparts are lower.   

Moreover, African American students were less likely to attain a two-year degree 

without transferring rather than dropping out.  These differences among ethnic groups can 

help us to recognize the differing needs of diverse students and close the equity gap.  By 

just looking at the successful outcomes of the students overall, the potential to exclude 

populations that require different types of support and opportunities will increase. 

Problem Statement 

The focus of this study examines the lack of specialization in student support 

programs for probationary students that leads to students’ retention.  Although academic 

probation students do not wish to drop-out from school (Arcand & LeBlanc, 2012), the 

force of institutions’ policy on academic probation students leaves no choice for these 

students but to transition to good standing or to be dismissed.  Among early studies of 

academic probation language, Scarf (1957) distinguished between a willing drop-out and 

a student who is dismissed.  Dismissal is the likely outcome for students being placed on 

academic probation.  Literature on college retention identifies the circumstances that 

improve retention, which mostly occurs during the first-year experience in college.  Along 

the way, research shows that Latin-x students are the least likely to stay in school even 

while the number of Spanish-speaking students are increasing in the United States.  In a 



 

 6 

 

 

 

 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) report, data from Llagas and Snyder 

(2003) shows that 51 percent of the nation’s population growth between 2000 and 2050 

will be Hispanic.   

In addition, the retention of community college students is a growing concern, 

particularly the academic probation students’ retention is more challenging for institutions 

to resolve due to its large quantity.  Thus, community colleges need to identify the pre-

community college student characteristics that are useful in predicting the retention and 

probation status of first-year students.  Public community colleges have 25 percent of first-

time freshmen, and a disproportionate number of Latinos end up on academic probation 

after their first semester at the community college (Tovar & Simon, 2006).  Latino students 

are disproportionately impacted based on Title 5, Section 55502(d) from the California 

Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office report, which states, “Discrepancy is not 

justified by empirical evidence demonstrating that the assessment instrument, method or 

procedure is a valid and reliable predictor of performance in the relevant educational 

setting.”  (p. 1).  The Community College Chancellor’s Office believes that the scores and 

tools used for examinations do not count for the actual capability of Latino students.  Rather, 

Latino students’ circumstantial backgrounds affect the barriers to their own academic 

success.  In this dissertation, students’ placement scores and high school location will be 

examined to identify the academic preparation rate.   

Intervention programs towards retention of students vary in Community Colleges.  

Community colleges are limited on program offerings due to limited resources compare to 

universities.  The Community College data that will be used in this research does not 

include a mandatory academic probationary retention program.  Whereas at community 
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colleges, such orientation is generally even more limited (Boylan, 1999).  Therefore, there 

is no data to investigate whether the program intervention is successful, even though 

research has shown that students who participate in academic intervention programs are 

most likely to meet their academic goals (Anthony Molina, 2000).   

In addition, Title 5, Section 55525 requires colleges to evaluate the academic 

progress of, and provide support services to, at-risk students.  At-risk students are defined 

as those who are “enrolled in basic skills courses, have not identified an education goal 

and/or course of study, are on academic and/or progress probation, or are facing dismissal” 

(California Community Colleges Student Success and Support Program Handbook, 2015, 

p. 20).  The potential foundation of mandatory interventional programs for probationary 

students is necessary at Glendale Community College.  The college can expand on program 

ideas by using the Student Success and Support Program (SSSP) funding guidelines from 

Chancellor’s Office since the resources are in existence at Glendale Community College.  

The funding of SSSP is intended towards students’ success and can be utilized towards 

mandatory program specifically addressing academic probationary students’ prerequisites 

towards good standing.   

In fact, SSSP funding guideline report from Chancellor’s Office indicates the 

fundable services specifically for students on academic or progress probation: one‐on‐

one or group counseling sessions, and student success workshops.  Through existing 

student services, the college can form a learning community that will sustain the 

academically vulnerable students.  The community college retention of academic probation 

students is beneath the problem of attrition cost.  The report by Schneider and Lin (2011) 

showed that, the attrition cost of a large number of students dropping out of college and 
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costs of low graduation rates found that college dropouts from just a single cohort of 

entering students lost $3.8 billion in lifetime income, and states and the federal government 

lost $730 million in potential tax revenue.  When this occurs, the cycle effect of states’ 

investments in grants produce a lower return, then students’ potential incomes are less 

secure, and institutions increasingly rely on tuition as state budgets collapse. 

Purpose and Significance 

This study will contribute to the body of knowledge regarding retention and success 

of probationary students at community colleges.  The purpose of this study is to address 

the importance of developing a specialized mandatory program for academic probationary 

students’ retention.  Thus, according to Randi Levitz (1998), it is up to the college to 

provide fiscal support to programs designed to increase retention.  The fundamental 

question is whether the non-existence of a mandatory intervention program for academic 

probation students at Glendale Community College has been detrimental to student success 

and retention.  For instance, we can turn to a successful program—the Scholastic 

Enhancement Program at Miami University—which showed a first-year persistence rate of 

95 percent for class one, 87 percent for class two, and 95 percent for class three.  Vincent 

Tinto (1993) encourages the mindset of shifting the focus from changing the student to 

changing the culture of the college campus, and that’s what this particular institution has 

done. 

Over the past 20 years, there has been more attention to student retention through 

varies studies (Braxton, 2004; Feagin, Vera, & Imani, 1996; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; 

Tinto, 1987, 1993).  If nothing else, the work of Maldonado, Rhoads, and Buenavista 

(2005) has influenced the higher education community to take seriously the attrition of 
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admitted students.  Additional detail will be provided in Chapter Two.  For instance, 

Braxton and colleagues (Braxton et al., 2004) have laid the basis for further exploration of 

social integration as a factor contributing to students succeeding by connecting with the 

institutions.  In other areas, Tinto (1998) has examined the link between academic 

integration and ensuing institutional commitment relevancy in students’ college careers.   

The aim of this study is to direct and specialize programs for academic probationary 

students’ success and retention in community colleges.  The way Maldonado et al. (2005) 

has influenced the attrition issue is by introducing “Student-Initiated Retention Project” 

(SIRP), which refers to student-driven organizations that develop programs and support 

structures that are student-organized, student-run, and student-funded and that primarily 

serve students of color but are not necessarily limited to them.  The goal of SIRPs is to 

increase the retention and academic success of students.  The findings of Maldonado et al. 

(2005) suggest that SIRPs focus on three essential concerns or themes: (a) “developing 

necessary knowledge, skills, and social networks (conceptually tied to “cultural and social 

capital”); (b) building a sense of commitment to particular communities, including 

ethnic/racial communities (conceptually linked to our theoretical examination of 

“collectivism”); and (c) challenging oppressive social and institutional norms that have 

been conceptually tied to “social praxis” (p. 620).  What has not received much attention, 

however, is the academic probationary students’ retention known differently in studies of 

academic probation, such as “underprepared” (Moss & Young, 1995), “dangerous 

opportunity” (Tovar & Simon, 2006), and “at-risk students” (Kinloch, 1993).  Not 

surprisingly, a student’s academic performance is the greatest predictor of retention and 

ultimate graduation (Astin, 1975; Hall, 2007).   
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Higher education retention theories assisting this study are adopted through an 

academic and social integration positions.  These adopted positions are arguing that the 

key to retention and academic success is the motivation and development of students with 

sense of connection in the institution.  Therefore, from the lens of improving student 

services, the institution’s responsibility on social integration is crucial for students’ success.  

Consequently, for the purposes of this study and the realization of failed retention efforts 

in community colleges has brought this research to look for alternate approaches and 

concepts to enhance academic support systems for diverse student populations.  

Research Questions 

The research questions focus on students’ academic performance and early 

characteristics of students in community college and/or consequent in retention, as argued 

by Tinto in his influential work in the 1970s and many others since him (Baird, 1990; Baker 

& Pomerantz, 2000; Braxton, 2000; Cuseo, 2003; Fike & Fike, 2008; Rendón, Jalomo, & 

Nora, 2000; Ryan, 2013; Tinto, 1975, 1999).  The research question relates to the potential 

relationships among student pre-enrollment characteristics, first-year academic 

performance, first-year academic probation, and retention.  In summary, the research 

questions that will guide this study are: 

1. Do student characteristics and first-year academic performance predict retention, 

specifically:  

a. Does Academic Probation status impact student retention; and  

b. Is there systematic variation among high school? (Initially the study wanted 

to know if certain students from an area would identify a pattern from different high 

schools towards retention, but there were too many variations of high schools and 

it did not make a significant analysis to examine. Instead, in this study I analyze the 

relationship between distances from Glendale Community College). 

 

2. How do pre-enrollment characteristics impact academic probation, specifically: 

a. Student background; and   

b. Placement results. 
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Generally, when studying student success, Perna and Thomas (2006) state: 

Given the range of disciplinary approaches that are used and the applied nature of 

the research, researchers in the field of education are well positioned to lead efforts 

that not only reflect the orientations of academic scholars but also address the need 

of policymakers to identify practical ways to improve student success. (p. 24) 

Possibilities of hypothesis in this study is as follows:  

1-Hypothesis (Null): Student characteristics are not predictors of student retention.  

1-Hypothesis (alternative): Student characteristics are predictors of student 

retention. 

2- Hypothesis (Null): Full time or part time enrollment is not predictor of student 

retention. 

2-Hypothesis (alternative): Enrollment status is predictor of student retention. 

3-Hypothesis (Null): There is not systematic variation in academic probation and 

retention among the high schools from which students matriculate. 

3-Hypothesis (alternative): There is systematic variation in academic probation 

and retention among the high schools from which students matriculate. 

Independent Variables: age, enrollment status, GPA, and ethnicity, and placement 

exams, financial aid eligibility, gender, remedial courses.  

Mediating Variable: Academic Probation status 

Dependent Variable: Retention  

Theoretical Perspective  

Major categories of Tinto’s (1975, 1997) academic and social integration models 

will be used as a framework to contextualize predictor variables from the literature.  Tinto’s 
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model identifies four domain factors that impact student performance: these are (a) family 

background (Social Economic Status), (b) Individual Characteristics (social integration, 

gender), (c) Past Educational Experiences (including GPA), and (d) Goal Commitment.  

The four domains of Tinto’s theory explain the reasons why students decide to leave 

college and impact academic performance directly or indirectly (Tinto, 1975).  In the 

academic and social domains of college, Tinto (1975) indicates that the student may be 

able to achieve integration in either their academic or social domain without doing so in 

the other.  For instance, a student can possibly be integrated into the social domain of the 

college and still drop out because of lacking integration into the academic domain of the 

college through poor grade performances. 

Although Tinto’s theory is criticized by Tierney (1999), who asserts that Tinto’s 

model is based on scholarship from Durkheim (1951) and Van Gennep (1960), both of 

whom problematically assume that in Western society, suicide reflects the responsibility 

of the individual to integrate themselves.  Tierney (1999) further argues that as a result, 

Tinto’s theory does not acknowledge minority students and suggests that students should 

assimilate with circumstances of institutions and not embrace their own culture.  Even 

though major categories of Tinto’s theory will be used for this study, the students’ 

background will be counted by incorporating variables of remedial education among 

second-language speakers.  In addition, this study hopes to integrate awareness of 

innovative processes to assist probation students as an institutional responsibility and not 

solely expect students to succeed without formal guidance.     

The motivation model of improvement among higher education students is reliable 

with current research on retention.  Motivation is evidence of students’ persistence and 
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retention (Morrow & Ackermann, 2012).  Another specific research can validate this point 

that minority students had a significant relationship between motivation and persistence 

(Allen 1999).  Also, it can be predicted that engagement and academic advising theory 

promote independence among academic probation students to persist in college.  In 

addition, involvement and being engaged in institutions tightens the sense of belonging and 

increases student motivation (Astin, 1984).  As a result, motivation as it relates to 

persistence of tasks—specifically in the field of education—can be linked with engagement 

and eventually to proactive intervention in colleges.   

As a means of providing a framework for interpretation and translation into action, 

this study also draws upon Theodore K. Miller and Sue Sounders McCaffrey’s (1982) study 

by merging the psychosocial (content-driven), intellectual theories (process-driven), and 

developmental principles that then enable the practitioners to arrive at a comprehensive 

rationale for implementing an academic intervention advising program for probation 

students.  Miller and McCaffrey (1982) advised, “If these development principles are 

emphasized within their organizational structures, the advising programs will more 

completely model the theories upon which they are based” (p. 20). 

In formulation of a theoretical perspective for studying the retention of college 

students and probation students, student development theory provides a useful basis.  This 

conception of academic probation student development attempts to achieve a balanced 

academic support (management of time) synthesis of past GPA with the principles of 

innovative program modification or intervention from student services area.  Basically, this 

theoretical framework approaches the prediction/explanation of student’s academic 

tendencies and the interaction between institution and environmental responsiveness in 
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assisting student’s academic success with remedial courses such as English and Math.  

Even though student developmental theory includes consolidating academic advising 

under one umbrella or as a foundation, the student’s ever-evolving needs towards academic 

growth are seen as the responsibility of the institution.   

Overview of Methodology 

The study’s data was collected from a secondary data source at the Office of 

Research and Planning, Glendale Community College.  The study is a quasi-experimental 

design that assesses the relationship between student retention and academic probation, as 

well as identifying predictors of academic probation and predictors of retention among 

students on academic probation. 

This study’s research question anticipates future retention patterns of academic 

probationary students.  Therefore, the outcome of academic probationary students’ 

retention is also known as the “criterion variable.”  Creswell (2012) notes that, in predictive 

research, investigators often use more than one predictor variable.  In this study the 

independent variables include the following: (a) student’s age at the time of entry to college, 

(b) enrollment status, (c) GPA, (d) ethnicity, (e) financial aid eligibility, (f) placement 

scores, (g) number of remedial courses taken, and (h) high school zip code.  Correlational 

designs provide tools to predict scores and explain the relationship among variables.  

According to Creswell (2012, researchers “investigate the correlation statistical test to 

describe and measure the degree of association between two or more variables or set of 

scores.”  

The secondary data will be obtained from the Office of Research and Planning as 

an excel data sheet that consists of Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016 
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students’ including dependent variables such as: (a) enrollment status, (b) financial aid 

eligibility, (c) remedial course attempted for Math and English, (d) age, (e) gender, (f) 

ethnicity, and (g) whether students returned during Spring 2016 semester.  The secondary 

data scores will allow sufficient prediction of outcomes among retention and completion 

of students and specifically students on probation.  

Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions 

The study is delimited to (a) first-year students in their first and second term on 

academic probation status at Glendale Community College, which also includes dual 

enrollment high school students; (b) college variables which will serve as potential 

predictors (number of units enrolled, part-time or full-time status, academic standing 

during probation term, eligibility for financial aid, number of total remedial courses 

attempted before and during probation term, gender, age at the time of entry to college (Fall 

2014), and ethnic group); and (c) the outcome measures of retention and probation status.  

The underlying assumption is that students will be truthful in reporting details such as first-

generation status on their applications for admission.  It will also be an assumption that the 

data collected from the Research and Planning office are accurate and complete.  Since it 

is unlikely that in an open-access institution we can assess students’ emotional status prior 

to admission.  

Organization of the Dissertation 

The organization of this study includes an introductory chapter about academic 

probation students, existing program availability for probationary students, student success 

and retention among probationary students, following with problem statement, purpose of 

study, research questions, theoretical framework, overview of methodology, and limitation 
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including assumption.  The second chapter incorporates and synthesizes the literature 

review on academic probation student characteristics, the impact of probation status on 

students, retention in community colleges, predictor variables in other studies, benefits of 

predicating students’ retention, intrusive advising, and theoretical model underlying the 

rational for retention are discussed.  The third chapter provides research design, research 

setting, student setting, research sample and data sources, introducing the variables, 

definition of terms and variables, instruments, data analysis, and validity or limitations.  

The fourth chapter interprets the results of predictor variables towards retention and 

probation status.  The last chapter summarizes the results section and provides future 

recommendation for further research on student retention and emphasize models of 

predicting retention of academic probation students in community colleges.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This chapter presents findings in the literature related to the prediction of student 

retention in higher education.  The literature review presents both theories and results from 

the literature that provide a grounding for the subsequent study.  This review focuses on 

academic probation student characteristics, the impact of probation status on students, 

retention in community colleges, potential interventions, variables used as predictors in 

other studies, intrusive advising, and the benefits of predicting students’ retention are 

discussed.  These related topics are potentially beneficial for identifying a need for student 

services programs that deliver services to students on academic probation and improving 

institutional success.  Thus, the research examines the predictors of student retention in 

community colleges and what predicts academic probation and whether probation without 

intrusive interventions mediates retention.   

Academic Probation Student Characteristics 

Studies show that 25 percent of all students may be on academic probation at some 

time in education careers (Cohen & Brawer, 2002; Garnett, 1990; Schudde & Scott-

Clayton 2014), with numbers even higher for community college students.  Although there 

are limited generalized data from all community colleges on academic probation student 

retention rates, yet students who get placed on probation have a much smaller chance of 

completion and graduation compared to the students who maintain the required grade point 

average.  As a result of this academic impact, not all academic probation students improve 

and proceed to graduation.  Research findings showed that being placed on academic 

probation reduces graduation rates, especially for students who performed better in high 

school (Allen, Diaz, Gant, Taylor, & Onor 2016; Lindo, Sanders, & Oreopoulos, 2010).  
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Although this negative effect might positively motivate students, it might also cause 

students to drop out (Lindo et al., 2010; Najimi, Sharifirad, Amini, & Meftagh, 2013).  

According Benabou, Roland, and Jean Tirole (2000), “Being placed on academic probation 

after the first year discourages some students from returning to school and motivates those 

who remain to improve their subsequent performance” (p. 97).  Other recognized impacts 

from academic probation status can be emotional consequences, which are especially true 

for minority, first-generation, and low-income students who are not familiar with college 

culture.  

Probationary students are characteristically identified in college catalogs as earning 

less than 2.0 cumulative GPA in all units attempted.  Some of the few characteristics that 

academic probations students have in common includes poor academic groundwork, low 

motivation (Abelman & Molina, 2001; Seirup & Rose, 2011; Tinto, 1993), poor time 

management (Earl, 1998; Thombs, 1995; Tinto, 1993), and unexploited or poor study skills 

(Astin, 1993; Coleman & Freedman, 1996; Thombs, 1995).  In their respective research, 

Abelman and Molina (2001) and Renzulli (2015) explain the positive impact of advising 

interventions for academic probation students and identifying that not all probation 

students have the same motivation level.  This study found that students were “not equally 

responsive to academic interventions in general or intrusive interventions in particular: 

students in the most severe state of academic risk were the greatest beneficiaries of the 

more intrusive academic intervention” (Abelman & Molina, 2001).   

Out of 17,000 students, 210 probationary students were randomly selected by 

conducting t test and chi-square test on GPAs from Fall 1998 with comparison to Fall 2001 

student GPAs.  The Fall 2001 GPA in this study was obtained and employed as pre- and 
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post-intervention performance criteria.  The results indicate that students with Fall GPA of 

1.655 who received intrusive advising received a Spring GPA of 1.799 which is an increase 

of 8.8 percent.  Through these findings, moreover, the author concludes different levels of 

motivation among academic probation students’ responsiveness towards intrusive advising.  

Probationary students were also found to own and demonstrate an external locus of control 

(Cohen & Brawer, 2002; Curtis & Trice, 2013; Seirup & Rose, 2011; Tinto, 1993).  

Generally, academic probation students think that their successes or failures result from 

external factors beyond their control, such as luck, fate, circumstance, injustice, bias, or 

unfair grading system.  According to Janssen and Carton (1999), “Locus of control refers 

to a generalized anticipation reflecting the degree to which individuals perceive 

consequences as depending on their own behavior and abilities (internal control)” (p. 437).  

This finding is consistent with other studies, where individual consequences are perceived 

to be from external control, such as luck, chance, fate, or powerful others (Mali, 2013; 

Rotter, 1990).  In addition, procrastination is also related to students who possess greater 

external locus of control compare to non-procrastinators (Janssen, 2015; Trice & Milton 

1987).   

Through comparative analysis, the findings from Abelman and Molina (2001) 

demonstrate that these students had participated in programs that assisted them with 

returning to good standing.  Consequently, many probationary students have a need for 

countless strengthening of academic, personal, and specialized career expansion goals 

(Cuseo, 2003; Drake, Jordan, & Miller, 2013; Gordon & Steele, 2003).  Understanding the 

students’ willingness to obtain and reciprocate the support received from the institution, 

community colleges should invest in specialized programs for this student population.  
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Evidently, there is a need for specialized program to place these students on a pathway to 

good standing.  The specific program can be a way to identify students prior for leaving 

the institution so that processes can be taken to assist students improve their academic 

performance (Bettinger, Boatman, & Long, 2013; Kelley, 1996).  

Academic advising is the emphasis of the Abelman and Molina (2001) study, which 

is to develop and implement student success strategies for at-risk students’ performance 

and their persistence in college.  However, the question that this study enquires is to what 

extent is college student data can be useful in demonstrating pre-characteristics of freshmen 

students’ retention, and what responsibility colleges have towards at-risk students’ 

academic performance and persistence?  Tovar and Simon (2006) contribute to this 

question through several interventions for academic probation and at-risk students.  The 

study participants are students in different stages of academic probation; these students 

were randomly selected and assigned with one of three intervention strategies that 

combined in-person workshops or one-on-one workshops.  Intervention strategies included 

control over the advising content but featured different levels of intrusiveness among the 

intervention, such as holistic assessment of personal, academic, career, and financial 

difficulties described by the student.  Most of these interventions were based on strategies 

presented in the book Helping College Students Succeed (Hirsch, 2001).  Finally, all 

strategies were related to the students’ aptitude or willingness to involve in inner work and 

action-work leading to positive change (Ruebling et al., 2013; Tovar & Simon, 2006).   

Based on the study’s findings, it was concluded that probationary Latinx students 

(and African Americans to a smaller degree) are more expected to experience academic 

and social problems when entering community colleges compared toWhite and Asian 
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students (Tovar & Simon, 2006).  Also, these events of continuous poor academic 

performance will lead many students to eventually drop out from college.  To note, though, 

it was found that Latinos showed more interested attitudes toward education, which this 

characteristic is reported to be a constructive factor in successful adaptation to college.  

Ethnicity multivariate interactions were divided into four by conducting MANCOVAs.  

Some of the results revealed that Latinos (M = 6.19, SD = 0.13) and African Americans 

(M = 5.91, SD = 0.22) were more likely to differ in anticipating more academic difficulties 

in the future, p = .007.  This indicates that Latino students covered the largest amount of 

probationary cases collegewide by 37 percent and of those joining in the probationary 

student reorientation were 39 percent (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 2016; Tovar & Simon, 

2006).  Lastly, the study discovered that no other ethnic groups proportionately exceeded 

Latinos in terms of probationary rates.  

Although at-risk students are different than academic probation students, some 

similarities among them exist, such as some well-prepared students attain a probationary 

status, whereas some who have financial, personal, and work responsibilities are high 

achievers.  The results of Abelman and Molina’s (2001) study showed that the most 

intrusive intervention resulted in higher cumulative grade-point averages and higher 

retention rates for all students.  Thus, intrusive advising and intervention is essential when 

supporting academic probation students in community colleges.  The authors also found 

that students with the academic probation status were also the most receptive to the most 

intrusive intervention (Abelman & Molina, 2001).  Even though at-risk students might 

voluntarily drop out of college, the probation student is placed on academic probation 

standing and is involuntarily pushed out (Butler, Blake, Gonzalez, Heller, & Chang, 2016; 
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Cruise, 2002).  Students can be considered at-risk while working towards achieving 

academic success in higher education for a variety of reasons.  According to Martha 

Maxwell (1997), this group of students’ skills, knowledge, motivation, and/or academic 

ability are significantly below those of the typical student in the college or curriculum in 

which they are enrolled.  In accumulation, Ender and Wilkie (2000) and Fong and Krause 

(2014) state that these students are likely to display any number of other characteristics: 

(a) low academic self-concept, (b) unrealistic grade and career expectations, (c) unfocused 

career objectives, (d) extrinsic motivation, (e) external locus of control, (f) low self-

efficacy, (g) inadequate study skills for college success, (h) a belief that learning is 

memorizing, and (i) a history of passive learning.  These characteristics interrelate with 

students’ low grade-point average when put on probation status during Fall and Spring 

semesters.   

At-risk students may have made poor choices during their college years, or they 

might be returning adults who are continuing education after a career change or an absence 

from community college.  Although sense of belonging is a necessary component of 

retention, at-risk students need other skills to sustain themselves in higher education and 

succeed.  Overall, trends that emerged from the literature about at-risk students were 

individual, family, school, and community factors.  The greater the number of risk factors 

a student has, the greater their probability of being placed on probation status and the 

greater their probability of dropping out.  

The purpose of Hall and Gahn’s (1994) study is to find whether any predictors of 

academic success can be identified through readmission of the students on dismissal that 

eventually can impact student retention.  According to Hall and Gahn (1994), as well as 
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Cogan (2011), predictors of success for academically dismissed students who had been 

readmitted to the university after academic dismissal are GPA prior to dismissal and 

transfer GPA.  Surprisingly, in the study conducted by Hall and Gahn (1994), the length of 

time apart since being on dismissal was not a success predictor.  The study had the 

assumption that more time away will promote maturation and increase motivation.  

Logistic regression was used to analyze six predictor variables: (a) GPA at time of 

dismissal status; (b) GPA at another school during dismissal period; (c) ACT scores; (d) 

number of semesters between dismissal and readmission; (e) number of credits earned at 

another school during dismissal period; and (f) level in school at time of dismissal.  The 

study findings were that both GPA prior to dismissal and transfer GPA were predictors of 

readmission, and the hypothesis of this study was that the more time away from school 

would allow development and increase in motivation.  However, the findings reported that 

the span of time away after being dismissed was not a predictor of success (Hall & Gahn, 

1994).  Academic probation students’ academic records—namely transcripts—can 

disclose a lot of tendencies such as: (a) number of units enrolled for each semester, (b) 

number of remedial courses, and (c) the gap in between semester and/or continuous pattern 

of enrollment throughout each student’s path in college.  Consequently, probationary 

students might not succeed when a gap—as opposed to a motivational factor—is placed in 

their educational career.  

Most of the literature on community college probation status covers risk factors in 

a subjective manner rather than providing assessment.  More than a few studies have 

discussed two categories related to risk among underprepared students: (a) low placement 

test scores (Boughan, 1995; Fass-Holmes & Vaughn 2015) and, (b) a disadvantaged 
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background (Zhang, Chan, Hale, & Kirshstein, 2005).  Specifically, Boughan (1995) and 

Renzulli (2015) noted the high risk of dropping out for those students that are categorized 

as academically unprepared.  As a preventative measure, this factor underlines each 

student’s need for remediation in one or more subjects.  One way of supporting in 

remediation courses is relying on collaborative learning communities (Tinto, 1997, Weiss, 

Visher, Weissman, & Wathington, 2015) and academic programs (Chaffee, 1992).  

According to Broadbent and Poon (2015), academic programs can help students “develop 

strategies to enhance learning and performance in college courses.  These services are 

critical for many new freshmen, who often lack the requisite study skills and personal 

discipline required to be successful in college” (p. 63).  The study also found that being 

placed in remedial courses negatively impacts students (Burns, Gaw, & Robinson, 1996; 

Scott-Clayton & Rodriguez 2015).   

Other systems such as learning communities are purposely organized courses that 

seek to foster communication among students, faculty, advisers, and administrators 

(Järvelä et al., 2014; Matthews, 1993; Smith, 1991).  The support for remedial courses is 

not only the concern of academic probation students, but 40 to 60 percent of first-year 

students in community colleges take remedial courses (U.S. Department of Education, 

2003).  Another reason why community colleges are ideal for implementing remediation 

support systems is due to the cost of remedial education being much less in community 

colleges than other higher education institutions (Bettinger & Long, 2005).  According to 

the National Center for Education Statistics (1996) and Hodara and Jaggars (2014), the 

vast majority of students complete their remedial requirements within a shorter accelerated 

period.  Although remedial support services have been generally criticized, remedial 
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courses do work.  Many authors found that if implemented correctly, remedial courses 

contribute to improve student academic performance as well as increase student persistence 

(Boylan, Bonham, Bliss, & Claxton, 1992; Cross, 1976; Donovan, 1975; Hodara & Jaggars, 

2014; Roueche & Snow, 1977).  One way that remedial courses can be implemented 

correctly is through tutoring in the basic skill areas.  Boylan et al. (1992) also found that 

tutoring in remedial courses contributes to student success in courses and improved 

retention.   

Another finding for sufficient implementation of remedial courses is inclusion of 

individualized learning laboratories and learning centers which characterize traditional 

methods to developmental education (Cross, 1976).  When properly implemented, these 

approaches, too, have demonstrated positive contributions to student 

success.  Consequently, the correct implementation of remedial courses can contribute to 

improved students’ performances and less academic probation.  The success/failure of 

students’ performances in remedial courses can influence their determination and 

motivation during the probation semester (Burns et al., 1996).   

Studies identify alternative approaches to improve practices of offerings in 

remedial education which will lead to even greater success. At the same time, alternative 

approaches might reduce the time academic probation students need to spend in college.  

Some of the alternative approaches include: (a) freshmen seminar/orientation courses 

(Martinez & Bain, 2014; Upcraft, Gardner, & Associates, 1989); (b) Supplemental 

Instruction (Kokaua, Meer, Scott, & Wass, 2017); (c) paired or adjunct courses 

(Commander, Stratton, Callahan, & Smith, 1996), (d) collaborative 

learning communities (Martinez & Bain, 2014; Tinto, 1997), and (e) critical 
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thinking courses and programs (Chaffee, 1992).  Although these alternative approaches 

have existed since earlier higher education eras, their use in predominantly remedial 

courses has been limited (Boylan, 1999).    

The Impact of Academic Probation 

Research also suggests performance standards like those imposed on students 

during academic probation could be used as a tool for universities to “weed out” students 

and intentionally deter them from coming back.  The academic probation can be a concept 

of institutions pushing out students by policy implementation.  The phase “pushout” is a 

new term for demonstrating the students dropping out of school which it is believed to be 

the product of pushout from institutions which has lasting consequences for students, 

schools, and communities.  According to Paslay (2011), “A dropout connotes an individual 

who knowingly quits school of his own freewill and accord.  A push out, on the other hand, 

defines someone who is forced out of school by forces beyond their control.  More simply 

put, dropouts are drivers while push outs are passengers; the latter is active, the former is 

passive” (par. 2).  Students who are pushed out experience diminished academic 

opportunities and social alienation.  This can be relevant in cases such as schools that are 

not accommodating to those experiencing poverty and that education has been tailored to 

the privileged (Dei, 2015).  These students are pushed into inferior alternate schools, which 

might reflect negatively on their future academics.  Numerous institution policies may limit 

and not address the need for drawing and retaining at-risk students (Cohen, 1994).  For 

instance, the priority registration is taken away from students who are on academic 

probation.  Consequently, these students are restricted of equal chance in enrollment.   
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According to Fike and Fike (2008), the various retention theories such as the 

student development theory (student integration model; Tinto, 1993), psychological model 

of retention (student attrition model; Bean, 1990), and environment-outcome model (Astin, 

1991) all challenge to outline the behaviors in which the student and the institution interact 

with one another.  Therefore, the theoretical philosophies carry the significance of better 

understanding of student characteristics that impacts retention.  According to Wild and 

Ebbers (2002), “Most of this research is based on traditional-age students in the residential 

settings of universities” (p. 504).  Thus, it is important to distinguish that the ordinary 

community college student possesses different characteristics than the traditional 

university student.  For example, community college students are generally underprepared 

for college level courses whereas the traditional university student have established the 

academic skill prior to transfer.  In addition, community colleges are inclined to 

matriculation process of more underprepared students than the university.  The U.S. 

Department of education has gathered that 40 percent of students are in remedial courses 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2003, 2015).  This means that large numbers of students 

entering community colleges are not college ready; indicating, these students are 

underprepared for college rigor.   

The impact of academic probation can leave students with low motivation and 

disappointment when separated from other groups of students.  Separation from other 

groups of students is the social environment which the student can be included in.  A 

relationship between social support and individual health which was first mentioned in 

Cassel’s (1976) study.  The study showed that the factors of social support acted as a 

protector, by assisting in the surviving of the effects of stress on health.  Social support 
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affects both the biological and psychological welfare of people (Cassel, 1976).  Therefore, 

programs need to implement support services cautiously.  A study in a university 

Engineering Department was conducted using five years of data to determine what factors 

will be the most influential in first term probation and to identify students who needs early 

interventions to successfully complete the engineering curriculum (Scalise, Besterfield-

Sacre, Shuman, & Wolfe, 2000).  The logistic regression approaches allowed the school to 

identify over a third of the freshman class, capturing 86 percent of those who went on first 

term probation.  According to Scalise, Besterfield-Sacre, Shuman, and Wolfe, (2000), 

academic probation first term students may often feel uncomfortable when separating the 

intervention programs for directed recipients with special classes or workshops (Scalise, 

Besterfield-Sacre, Shuman, & Wolfe, 2000; Kearney & Diliberto, 2013).  Although the 

school is working to address this concern, many schools are left with no specific programs 

for academic probation students as noted earlier is crucial for enrichment and growth of 

this student population.  Therefore, intrusive advising should be key to the most 

academically vulnerable student body of an institution.   

Additionally, according to Donaldson, Lee, and Pino, (2016), we must study the 

relationship between intrusive academic advising and community college student success. 

The study used a qualitative, single-case study design, including 12 interviews with 

students who joined an intrusive advising program in their community college in Texas.  

Through the interview data, the study analyzed important contributions to success of 

intrusive advising such as; being required to participate in advising, having an advisor, 

participating in degree-planning activities, and opportunity for individualized support.  For 

instance, students reported that the mandatory advising encouraged them to participate and 
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plan early, and having an individualized advisor for each student provided a personalized 

experience that allowed students to build a reliable relationship with a single person at the 

college.  This study can be used to improve the delivery of academic advising and student 

support services at community colleges.  There are many other outside services that 

community colleges can benefit by supporting students to reach academic achievement.  It 

is a problematic mission to support community colleges students with the limited resources 

available.  Thus, supplemental assistant should be welcomed in determinations of 

improving the community college student’s experience.  

The study of Boretz (2012) is a descriptive study of a mid-semester academic 

intervention workshop that is evaluated in the framework of persistence and motivation of 

students on academic probation in a state university between 2005 and 2010.  The 

institutional data represents 2,630 diverse first-year students who showed academic 

struggle and were required to attend success-planning workshop.  The approaches taken to 

better students’ success was the assessment of early, personalized, resource-intensive 

outreach towards at-risk students is reflected, with an importance on literature related to 

the relations between student engagement and student success.  Scholarship by Boretz 

(2012) and Jones and Stewart (2016) draws upon the student development theory of Baxter 

Magolda and Porterfield (1985) and Perry’s (1968) work on teacher and learning mentality.  

Boretz notes that these theories support students that need to be forcibly unified into their 

institutions through student services interventions towards connection with their peers.  

Student self-assessment surveys were used to evaluate the mid-semester workshops.  

Furthermore, Boretz solely covers the student affairs/outreach connection with 

underprepared students.  However, Boretz asserts that the field of interest in students’ 
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achievement gaps is through prediction of students’ enrollment and GPA.  Although social 

integration to college is part of student retention, it was not indicated as a measurable 

variable to predict student’s retention in this specific study.  

At the national level, President Obama set a goal for the United States to lead the 

world in improvement of graduating college students by 2020 (Obama, 2009).  The White 

House projection for degree completion is shared throughout higher education in the 

United States.  As brilliant as this vision seems, the reality is that it is much more 

complicated than simply graduating students from community colleges.  According to 

Wyner (2012) community college students, “have often not mastered the building blocks: 

Up to two-thirds of community-college students need remedial education” (p. 1).  This is 

an imperative fact since it validates simply placing students on academic probation will not 

assist the students unless support is in place for remediation.  

Retention in Community Colleges 

Typically, according to Baird (1990), “Community college students are older, 

attend part-time, do not reside on campus, have lower degrees of goals, have lower high 

school grades, have more modest financial resources, are employed for more hours, have 

more family responsibilities, have relatively little interaction with other students outside of 

class, and are not strongly involved in campus activities” (p. 2).  All these components 

mentioned above are necessary for students’ retention.  For instance, students are more 

prone to drop out when Financial Aid is their only financial resource in college (Baird, 

1990; Windham, Rehfuss, Williams, Pugh, & Tincher-Ladner, 2014). 

Findings from an article reveals that the processing time of checks from financial 

aid is positively related to students’ retention which also has stronger impact on at-risk 
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students dropping out before receiving their first financial aid disbursements (MacCallum, 

2008).  Therefore, community college students that have less responsibility and more 

financial resources can survive without the first check is distributed and more likely to be 

retained.  Another contributor mentioned in the same study is the “loan percent of students” 

as positively related to retention (MacCallum, 2008, p. 26).  Implying that community 

colleges that limit or deny loans tend to have lower retention rates.   

In the recent years community colleges have struggled with too little enrollment 

growth, equally important, recruitment has been the emphasis of many colleges.  Perhaps 

many outreach programs may be successful in accomplishing the goal of drawing students 

to their campuses, but what is being done to retain the student population?  According to 

Tinto (1999), community colleges do not take retention determinedly.  Based on the higher 

education Act of 2007 data shows that the average student attrition rate is approximately 

41 percent from first to second year and 34 percent persistence-to-degree rate (ACT, 2007).  

The Act of 2007 requires upon higher education institutions to concentrate on 

student success and determine predictors of student retention (ACT, 2007).  Thus, the 

recruitment of community college students ought not to be the only focus of institutions.  

Since the cost of community college dropouts to state taxpayers is troubling, the inefficient 

cost should motivate institutions to improve retention programs.  In addition, community 

colleges in California should keep in mind the estimated statewide cost of attrition of 

$161,400,975 (collegemeasure.org).  Correspondingly to the issue of college retention, 

there are large number of students who are placed on academic probation due to low grade-

point average (GPA).  According to Johnson (2012), the cost of attrition includes “the 

institutional costs associated with attrition, measured by education and related spending 
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per student on credits that do not attach to a degree or certificate from any institution within 

six years of initial enrollment” (p. 4).  The cost in student attrition is not to disappoint 

policymakers, but rather to develop more sophisticated cost estimates in instruction and 

discipline.  The drop out cost is important because the state will not allocate the same 

amount of funding after recognizing that students are not completing degrees within the 

six-year timeframe in community colleges.  Other related cost examples of student attrition 

are the recruitment and enrollment costs for students who drop out, namely the lost 

financial aid (Johnson, 2012). 

Predictor Variables in Other Studies  

According to Cohen and Brawer (1996); Everett (2015), public access, low tuition, 

and the open-door policy have contributed to the increased numbers of minority students 

in community colleges.  Students from ethnic minority backgrounds are more likely to 

enroll on a part-time basis and are more likely to be from low-income families.  Overall, 

community colleges welcome part-time enrollment and have lower tuition than universities.  

In comparison, universities have more selective admission, which effectively limits the 

acceptance of students from low-income and racially minoritized backgrounds.  The open-

door policy and easy access both allow underprepared students to enroll in a community 

college, where these students can utilize the services of developmental education, or 

remedial courses.  Thus, in this study another variable will address the enrollment status of 

students as a predictor for retention in college.  

In a study of Tovar and Simon (2006), community college students commuted to 

the college, often by public transportation (30 percent), resulting in an average travel time 

of 42 minutes each way.  For instance, according to Regalado and Smale (2015), the 
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encounters of finding free campus spaces, particularly the library, are greater for commuter 

students.  Therefore, the students generally recognize their academic difficulties to external 

sources such as travel distance, family or work responsibilities, poor instruction.  Primarily 

there are ample differences in characteristics among traditional university students and 

community college students.  Comparatively, not all retention models can work in favor of 

successful retention for community college students.  For example, community college low 

retention rates might be due to lack of transportation, housing, and finances.  In 2014–2015, 

the total yearly costs of non-tuition-related expenses (e.g., off-campus living, books and 

supplies, transportation) for a full-time, in-district community college student was 

approximately US $16,300 (The College Board, 2014).  Jointly, these tuition and non-

tuition expenses would be uncontrollable for most community college students without the 

support coming from financial aid.  Even though most full-time community college 

students receive a federal Pell Grant, still 80 percent of these Pell recipients have additional 

financial need and must find jobs to fill the gap of total cost (The Institute for College 

Access and Success [TICAS], 2009). 

In the qualitative work of Mike Rose (2012), transportation is a distress for 

community college students attending classes or being able to complete courses.  

Accordingly, Rose states, “Although many of the college’s students are local, a number 

come from fairly far away by bus or train” (p. 68).  This demonstrates that students might 

be interested to attend the distanced college after being in touch with a recruitment strategy 

from the college, yet it is not assisting retention since transportation, housing, and finances 

remain major concerns after being recruited to the college.  However, multiply college 

districts with joint budget revenues can provide students with shuttle rides or other 
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transportation means that allow community colleges to retain more students.  For instance, 

Los Angeles Community College District—which serves Los Angeles’ nine community 

colleges—developed a program where enrolled students carrying six or more units can 

have unlimited rides on all Metro Rail and bus lines for the entire semester.  The Universal 

College Student Transit Pass (LATTC U-Pass) program upgrades the existing LATTC 

student ID to a transit pass.  The further away a student lives, transportation can be a 

possible concern.  Thus, this study identifies transportation issues by measuring students’ 

zip code of residence and/or zip code of high school as distance predictor variable.    

Another predictor variable for retention was found in the University of Oregon.  

The researchers found that the socioeconomic status of the students and the college or 

university’s revenue and expenditures serve as a predictor of a student’s chances of success 

at four-year broad access colleges and universities.  Success was determined based on 

retention of each student.  These types of institutions accept 80 percent or more of the 

applicants.  As educational objectives, both Brooks (1991) and Schuetz (2014) found that 

full-time/part-time status, employment status, age, and first-term grade point average are 

significant predictors of student retention.  Bean and Metzner (1985) support this claim 

that the likelihood for transfer is more amongst younger students enrolled at two-year 

institutions since these students are overwhelmed by careers, family commitments and are 

typically older, part-time students.  Additionally, Barron, Harackiewicz, and Tauer (2001) 

and Jia and Mareboyana (2014) found that final grade and semester GPA were the top 

predictors of academic success.  

As far as demographic and socioeconomic factors, the open-access policy at the 

community college level has a significant influence on the rates on attrition/retention 
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(Carrasquel-Nagy, 2014).  Generally, SES is not studied at the community college level 

but mainly at the K–12 level.  There are vast majority of studies among student background 

characteristics and behaviors that addresses the following such as ability, secondary school 

grades, socioeconomic status, and educational aspirations as predictive of college attrition 

(Astin, 1972, 1975, 1984; Astin & Panos, 1969).   

Ethnicity is another indicator of retention. Feldman (1993) and James (2015) 

determined from a study directed at Niagara County Community College that high school 

grade point average (GPA), age, full-time/part-time status, and ethnicity are predictors of 

retention.  Predictors in similar studies have commonly comprised student background 

characteristics associated with financial information, motivational factors, and academic 

ability (Lenning, Beal, & Sauer, 1980).  In an additional study, authors predicted a college 

graduation and informational retention by utilizing gender, high school grade point average, 

and ethnicity as prediction variables (Zhang, Anderson, Ohland, Carter, & Thorndyke, 

2002).   

Many variables can be used to predict or account for variation in student success, 

and the use of several factors to predict student success at all levels is widely recommended 

in the literature (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000; Peck, Olsen, & Devore, 2001).  Sanders and 

Horn (1995) encouraged the usage of several indicators.  In other words, each student’s 

academic background combines factors such as socio-economic status, ability past 

achievement, and distance between the intended college and home becomes a 

transportation barrier for many students.  As for remedial education, Causey-Bush (2001) 

studied predictors of elementary TAAS scores.  Similar to predictive studies, Causey-Bush 

also used age, presence, English language learner status, and grade level as predictor 
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variables.  The author found that grade level and ELL (English Language Learner) status 

have a significant relationship with TAAS math performance.  Grade level was the 

strongest predictor of student TAAS math performance.  Most importantly, Martorell and 

Mcfarlin (2007) assert that placement in college remediation courses have almost no 

positive outcome on students from Texas.   

To predict precisely, scholars should account for all potential variables (Hinkle, 

Wiersma, & Jurs, 1994).  For example, the staff at Adlai Stevenson High School in 

Lincolnshire, Illinois, began valuing the data collection process and used it collaboratively 

in 1992, and after two years the staff were able to increase the school’s status—they went 

from the bottom of their local district to being one of the top 20 schools in the world of 

STEM.  They attribute this success to improved ACT and SAT scores, the Advanced 

Placement program, and a high transfer rate to college (Schmoker, 1996).  Regardless of 

institutional stage inside district, data will predict the ending effect or detect desirable 

involvement.  Thus, the more the data is utilized, the more stable the prediction or 

awareness.  Finally, beyond the economic impact the college bears, attrition has high social 

and political costs for society (Heck, Lam, & Thomas, 2012; Summers, 2003).  Researchers 

are focused on institutional charges and high costs related with recruitment.  Since 

community colleges mainly operate through student tuition, there is also a need for 

community colleges to survive.  Summers (2003) stated that the “high social and political 

costs of attrition demand a deeper understanding of student attrition in order to develop 

strategies” (p. 2).  Students find a continuously fluctuating environment while attending 

college.   
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Among the ups and downs students begin to recognize that establishing new 

relationships are crucial to their school environment (Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Shneider, 

& Shernoff, 2014; Zhao & Kuh, 2004).  Faculty involvement is just as important as peer 

interactions in promoting retention in students. 

Benefits of Predicting Students’ Retention  

Interventions should be tailored to each institution and then evaluated to make sure 

they are meeting the unique needs of the institution and its students.  Using data to predict 

student retention enables institutions to engage in interventions for the students who bring 

in particular characteristics and aspirations to the campus.  Underprepared students often 

need guidance and effective tools to improve their academic direction, which will lead the 

students to academic success.  Scholars identify that underprepared first-year students may 

not self-identify issues that put them at risk or seek assistance (Moschetti & Hudley, 2014; 

Upcraft & Kramer, 1995).  In addition, early interventions such as intrusive advising can 

help students who do not see the purpose to reach out for support.  Glennen and Baxley 

(1985) and Chory and Offstein (2016) argued that advisors should not assume that students 

know when to visit an advisor or what questions to ask.  Although Glennen and Baxley 

(1985) suggested that students should be required to make advising appointments 

throughout their college career.  This approach, historically referred to as intrusive advising, 

has more recently been called proactive advising (Varney, 2013).  Therefore, the scenario 

of underprepared students not deeming an appropriate reason to seek help transforms into 

one where each advisor’s task was to direct students in a proactive advising approach.  

Finally, the benefits of predicting students’ retention early on will allow advisors to clarify 

support systems in depth for all student groups.   
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In a study of predicting retention among dismissed students, Hall and Gahn (1994) 

noted that “potentially, the study’s findings would help both the committee set policy and 

advisors counsel students seeking return after academic probation/dismissal” (p. 9).  In 

addition, Hossler’s (2005) work indicates that most colleges and universities “do not 

conduct studies of the efficacies of retention intervention programs” (p. 7).   

The purpose of predicting students’ retention can be directly aligned with 

identifying a special intervention program specifically for academic probation students.  In 

addition, academic probation students can form a learning community among themselves.  

For instance, a study that is based in a university setting examined the impact of a cohort-

based learning communities program where students in First-year Learning Community 

(FLC) perform better academically and also reported a higher level of retention.  Overall 

program retention rate was 77 percent (Goldman, 2012).  Although retention rate varied 

within different programs.  For example, Life Science FLCs had 88 percent retention 

(1,136 students completed, 152 did not); the rate was 63 percent and 61 percent for 

Commerce and Computer Science FLCs, respectively (Goldman, 2012).   

According to Tinto (1998) and Lackney (2015), learning communities can be a co-

registration or block scheduling that enables students to take courses together.  Thus, if 

same students register for list of courses, they are creating a type of educational teams 

(Tinto, 1998).  The aspect of a cohort intervention will be beneficial if the student 

predictors are identified from the beginning.  Consequently, advisors must precisely 

combine ways in which students understand beyond student educational planning, and 

rather academic advisors should improve social and academic integration through 

proactive advising approaches.  These tasks will be challenging to implement without 
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knowledge of predictor backgrounds of students’ retention.  Karp et al. (2011) initiated that 

social integration and academic integration is seen among students via study groups, 

classroom assignments, and through other academically based assemblies.  The 

relationships established among students during examination week can be an example and 

benefit of academic and social integration by feeling at comfort to inquire for assistance.  

Thus, proactive intervention programs predict which students will likely need them. 

By predicting underprepared students’ retention, massive support services are 

needed for students to achieve success.  In other words, prediction helps focus and develop 

support services.  For example, an individualized program such as an associate degree can 

be aimed towards transfer to a four-year institution or a vocational program such as robotics 

academy, including block times to attend full-time or part-time.  According to Wyner 

(2012), another important change in classrooms for underprepared students can be 

reformed is improving quality of teaching in the classroom.  The instructors can also benefit 

in developing a curriculum that will keep students engaged by addressing assignments to 

which the student population can relate.   

Students continue to drop out without calculated solutions to advance student 

retention.  Students need support with increasing number of students attending community 

college, institutions need to find resolutions and policies for shrinking student attrition and 

improved student success (Summers, 2003; Price and Tovar, 2014).  Thus, increasing 

support programs such as coaching programs are in need.  

According to Stern (2001), Learning Assistance Centers (LACs) focus on the 

importance of learning support for students’ academic success and retention.  Thus, 

identifying the students in remedial courses can be the predicting measures for retention 
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and success of students who will benefit from Learning Center and support services in 

college.  These types of resources are empirical foundations to probationary students’ 

success.  However, these types of services do not include the collaboration efforts from 

college leadership in supporting or providing the external entity by introducing and 

integrating LACs services among college students and helping them to build a sense of 

place or belonging.  As a comprehensive tool for students’ academic success, LACs are 

providing developmental education that the underprepared students need.  This tool can be 

targeted towards underprepared or remedial students.  As an external resource, students 

can benefit from innovative learning approaches in LACs services by predicting influential 

indicators for retention for academic probation students.   

Another academic intermediation is discussed in Earl’s (1988) article in which they 

address intrusive advising.  In order to motivate a student to seek help, Earl proposes 

deliberate structured student intervention at the first indication of academic difficulty.  As 

a practical option towards students’ retention programs, the second semester freshmen on 

probation can be seen as a deliberate intervention opportunity in order to improve students’ 

motivation.  

Intrusive Advising  

The literature has examined that intrusive advising or student support services can 

be aligned with student success.  The following reports are numerous interventions that are 

under umbrella of advisement within student support services.  The findings emphasize the 

importance of existing retention and student success programs towards academic probation 

students.  Academic advising is the emphasis of Abelman and Molina (2001), who study 

the development and implementation of success strategies for “at-risk” students’ 
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performance and persistence in college.  However, the question then becomes, To what 

extent should institutions have control over at-risk students’ performances and persistence?  

The study samples are students in different stages of academic probation which were 

randomly selected and assigned with one of three intervention strategies that combined 

some sort of control over the advising content but different levels of intrusiveness among 

the intervention.  The results show that the most intrusive intervention resulted in higher 

cumulative GPAs and higher retention rates for all students.  Thus, this will assist in making 

the point that the need for intrusive and mandatory advising and intervention is needed in 

study of the probationary retention students in community college.  In this study, it is even 

more significant to address intervention programs for probationary students because 

students with the highest risk of academic dismissal were the most responsive to the most 

intrusive intervention (Abelman & Molina, 2001).   

Cruise (2002) provides a summary overview of important factors in advising 

students on academic probation.  Unlike at-risk students, probationary students may come 

from various cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds.  Cruise (2002) defines probationary 

students as having below a 2.0 GPA on a 4.0 scale.  Numerous significant phases or 

activities are suggested for those advisors working with a probationary student.  It was 

noted that the advisor should: initiate contact with the student, arrange a first meeting to 

get to know the student and learn the details of why the probation situation occurred.  As a 

result, advisors should outline a “plan of action for recovery.”  The plan of action may 

require a recommendation for campus resources, as well as options and career 

interests/exploration as a way to discovering student strengths and what student may be 

interested.  Regularly meeting with the student, usually every two weeks, is suggested 
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(Cruise, 2002).  Thus, staying positive for motivating and inspiring the student is also 

suggested to be the key for these types of students.  Additionally, Cruise suggests that a 

college might want to create a “probationary specialist” who would have more time to 

assist these students. 

From a Student Strategies for Success Survey at the University of North Carolina, 

Greensboro, involving 279 students placed in the college’s Strategies for Academic 

Success (SAS 100) program, pre/post data showed improved levels in Social Behavior, 

Academic Preparedness, Interdependence, Dedication, Self-knowledge, and Confidence 

(Hutson, 2006).  Findings verified the positive effect of the SAS 100 program and 

established the reliability of the survey in evaluating development of students on probation. 

Another study during the 1988–89 academic year focused on university students 

who had been suspended and then placed in the University Academic Assessment Program 

(Illovsky, 1989).  Data was collected and assessed for the following factors: success or 

retention rate of the students in the program, academic performance level while 

participating in the program, changes in self-esteem, and study habits and study attitudes.  

The findings indicated the following: (a) 48.5 percent of the program’s students achieved 

a C average or better; (b) time spent in the special program did not affect students’ self-

esteem or study attitudes; (c) study habits and test scores did increase at the end of the 

program; (d) successful students in the program had significantly higher cumulative GPAs 

upon college entrance than those who were not successful; (e) students, successful or not, 

stated most often that a lack of school readiness; and (f) a lack of good study behaviors as 

the primary reasons for academic problems. 
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A different study at Lamar University in Texas, the Monitored Probation (MP) 

program, provides broad, early intervention for academic retention for students on 

probation or suspension (Mann, Hunt, & Alford, 2003).  Related goals are to improve 

students’ GPAs and to improve their satisfaction with the college experience.  For those 

students in the General Studies program, a GPA less than 2.0 places them in the MP 

program if they wish to continue at the university.  Faculty are involved in defining their 

students’ needs early on and, with the use of referral and follow-up processes, college staff, 

faculty, and administrators are all involved in the overall process.  Study participants were 

92 freshman students in the Fall of 1998, 62 of whom were General Studies majors who 

were required to enroll in the MP program.  Control group participants came from other 

college programs and also had GPAs below 2.0.  Mann et al.’s findings determined that the 

MP program serves as a successful intervention program, both improving academic success 

for at-risk students and also improving their level of satisfaction with the university 

experience.  MP students had generally started the study with a “slightly lower mean 

composite GPA than the control group” but ended the study with a higher mean composite 

GPA than the control group (Mann et al., 2003, p. 250).   

In efforts of retention observations, the study of Moxley, Najor-Durack, and 

Dumbrigue (2001) review supportive retention practices with the following five forms: (a) 

Emotional support and sustenance; (b) Informational support; (c) Instrumental support; (d) 

Material support: financial aid, flexible loan arrangements and emergency loans; (e) 

Identity support such as, linking students to others who share similar needs; (f) Self-help 

opportunities; (g) Support groups and community-building activities; and (h) High value 

of diversity and cultural affiliation.  In the chapter “Student development and its 
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implications for retention,” Moxley Najor-et al. assert that supportive services assist 

students in their development into committed students who persist.  The authors further 

emphasize the significance of the instruction as well as advising staff to think effectively 

about student development. 

While in an effort of developing early intervention strategies, Price (1993) focused 

on total student population of 2,999 at Maryland Community College who withdrew from 

the college after only three weeks of attendance in the Fall of 1992 and total student 

population 2,810 from 1993 Spring semester who did the same.  The purpose of Price’s 

project was dual: (a) to describe common characteristics of early leaving students, and (b) 

to determine what types of early intervention could be utilized to increase academic 

persistence in students.  After investigation of the data, it was found that the majority of 

these withdrawing students were single, white, non-traditional college age, part-time, 

unemployed female students, not involved in developmental coursework.  For Price, the 

early intervention methods that were suggested included the following: (a) creation of a 

Women’s Center, (b) establishment of a freshman seminar, (c) improvement of a work 

study program, (d) establishment of a faculty development program, (e) creation of an 

orientation program, (f) establishment of additional student organizations that is focused 

on students with the characteristics noted above, and who are most likely to withdraw from 

school very early in the semester. 

Spurling and Gabriner (2002) described information about the characteristics of 

probation students at City College in San Francisco (CCSF).  The report included that 9 to 

10 percent of students are on probation and most are men.  The findings of Spurling and 

Gabriner were that students between the ages 18 to 25 with two remedial course placements 
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are the most likely group to be on probation.  In addition, 75 percent are on probation for 

the first time, 2/3 of the students persisted on academic probation until leaving college, 

first-time probation students on financial aid were more likely to leave college in good 

standing than those who do not receive aid.  Also, Spurling and Gabriner reported that 

CCSF programs assisted students to get off probation, therefore, early identification and 

support of students on academic probation is the most effective way of helping these 

students graduate with a clear record. 

This further study examined the impact of an academic counseling method applied 

by counseling center staff for students in academic risk.  Participants were 414 

undergraduate students placed on academic warning and probation (Wlazelek & Coulter, 

1999).  The study showed that students who attended counseling confirmed significantly 

greater increases in GPA than did students who had not receive counseling.  The study of 

Wlazelek and Coulter explained the nature of academic advising and the role of the 

advisors to evaluate the nature of the problem, develop an early plan for answering to 

current academic challenges and provide guidance, analyze the likely causes for the low 

grades/difficulties, and contain problems such as engagement with the university, study 

behaviors, career strategies, motivation, financial status, personal difficulties, and family 

concerns. 

Wlazelek and Coulter (1999) further note that “research has demonstrated that 

students in academic jeopardy often have significant intrapersonal as well as interpersonal 

difficulties. Professional counselors might have been especially prepared to identify such 

difficulties and to help students deal with them by providing appropriate interventions, 

assistance, and referrals” (p. 38).  The possible benefits of an advising center are beyond 
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just providing academic advising.  To conclude, all of the interventions mentioned above 

share a common element of analyzing student data to provide some sort of advising or 

counseling towards student success.  

Theoretical Model Underlying the Rational for Retention  

The theoretical model developed by Tinto (1975) was rooted originally from 

Durkheim's theory of suicide as it was adapted by work in social psychology regarding 

individual suicide during 1975.  Tinto’s model identifies four domain factors that impact 

student performance: (a) family background (Social Economic Status), (b) Individual 

Characteristics (social integration, gender), (c) Past Educational Experiences (GPA, and 

(d) Goal Commitment.  The four domains of Tinto’s theory explain the reasons why 

students decide to leave college and impact academic performance directly or indirectly.  

Thus, Tinto points out that it is necessary for the direct relationship to exist between the 

student and involvement in the academic domain of the college which will benefit students’ 

future occupational achievement.  Tinto further discusses why it is essential for the student 

to stay in touch with the academic domain through faculty or advising.  On one end of the 

spectrum, withdrawal from college can arise either from voluntary withdrawal (like 

suicide) or from forced withdrawal (dismissal or probation), which occurs mostly, though 

not necessarily, from inadequate levels of academic performance (poor grades) and/or from 

any other breaking of establish rules such as student misconducts.  Although academic 

probation is not the last strike for students to immediately depart the institution, it is a 

significant predictor of academic suspension or dismissal.  While students are not 

necessarily forced to leave the institution when placed on academic probation, there are 

consequences that need to be addressed prior to completion of further semesters.  The 
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theory of retention constructed in Tinto’s model is addressing the longitudinal process of 

interactions between the individual and the academic and social systems of the college 

during which a student experiences in those structures.  Ultimately, Tinto (1975, 1993) 

recommends that we educators do our part to frequently modify students’ goals and 

institutional commitments in ways which will lead to persistence and/or to changing forms 

of dropout.   

Furthermore, in criticisms of Tinto’s theory, Tierney (1999) extends the study to 

show that Tinto’s suggestion overlooks at “the history of ethnic operation and 

discrimination in the U.S.” (p. 177).   Although Tinto’s (1988) student departure theory 

would be sensible in the study of retention, yet it lacks a component in the inclusiveness 

aspect of incorporation among the minority students.  Additionally, Tierney claims that 

Tinto’s model poses an assimilationist framework in which students of color are expected 

to adapt to established customs even if it is unsuited with students’ backgrounds.  Tinto’s 

theory (1987, 1993) suggests that adopting a social integration position is the key to 

developing a sense of belonging with the institution.  This viewpoint suggests that students 

need to make the effort to connect with the institution.  In comparison, the social 

integrationist view is that this type of theory lacks attention to the group aspect of identity 

and persistence.  Tinto’s theory, for example, speaks to one audience by focusing on single 

students and their ability to make connections with a particular campus.  Overall, Tinto’s 

theory is incomplete to fully capture the challenges of the minority students’ departure.   

Other related theoretical models that can merge with Tinto’s model using only three 

domains from the four will frame this study.  Additional theories that will guide this study 

are student developmental and motivational theories.  Hence, developing an innovative 
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advising program can impact students’ completion of remedial courses in Math, English, 

and English Second Language (ESL) courses and students’ retention by incorporating both 

motivational and developmental theories.  The motivation model of improvement among 

higher education students is reliable based on current research on retention.  A direct 

influential theme in intrusive advising is the motivational perspective.  For instance, a 

three-point theoretical model of intrusive advising is presented and the models are 

operationalized in the example of the Old Dominion University (Earl 1988).  The 

theoretical intrusive advising as a model of retention is based on three ideologies supported 

by a study of advising literature: (a) the first belief is that academic and social integration 

to freshmen persistence in college; (b) the second belief is that the lack in this necessary 

integration are improvable; and (c) the third belief is that students who are motivated will 

seek assistance by institutions identifying each student’s need.  Several other authors use 

student development theory (Baxter Magolda & Porterfield, 1985; Perry, 1968) as teacher 

and learning mentality.  These theories support students that need to be effectively unified 

into their institutions through student services interventions towards connection with their 

peers.  Student self-assessment surveys were used to evaluate the mid-semester workshops.   

Motivation is evidence of students’ persistence and retention (Morrow & 

Ackermann, 2012).  Another specific research can validate this point that minority students 

had a significant relationship between motivation and persistence (Allen, 1999).  Also, it 

can be predicted that engagement and academic advising theory promotes independence 

among academic probation students to persist in college.  Establishing a framework in a 

program that acknowledges/builds upon the connectedness of students to the institutional 

environment or a student’s motivation in regards to succeeding in higher education can be 
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defined as successfully persisting students.  Although sense of community and sense of 

belonging needs to be developed in students to feel that they belong and that they matter 

to one another (McMillian & Chavis, 1996).  The goal of Morrow and Ackermann’s (2012) 

study was to evaluate the importance of sense of belonging and motivation in predicting 

intention to persist in college and retention of students from their first to second year.   

According to Earl (1988), “Intrusive advising can motivate students with low grade 

point averages at the end of their first semester to self-identify early enough for remedial 

actions to improve their academic performance.  It identifies an academic crisis event in a 

student’s life and directly offers academic assistance early enough for the crisis situation 

to maximize motivation to accept assistance” (p. 2).  The acceptance of students for help 

is crucial in improving students’ retention in community colleges.  Scholars have identified 

evidence that being engaged in campus activities (both social and academic) are strongly 

related to retention (Astin, 1984; Beil, Reisen, Zea, & Caplan, 1999; Cadet, 2008; Milem 

& Berger, 1997; Mutter, 1992).   

Since academic probation without intervention is labeling students then the need 

for motivation is essential for student success.  Thus, counseling alone is less effective 

since it’s not intrusive among probation workshop, and it may or may not be effective for 

50 students that attend out of 900 academic probation students.  Thus, the following 

literature examines the results aligning with Tinto’s model of academic and social domains 

since the variables are part of Tinto’s theory and consistent with what literature has done 

imperially and theoretically. 

The study of Coleman and Freedman (1996) involved 78 male and 71 female 

probationary students who were enrolled at a large university.  Intervention actions were 
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“derived from theories of goal attainment, interpersonal problem solving, and social 

competence” (Coleman & Freedman, 1996, p. 20).  Students who attended the intervention 

offerings did significantly better than the control group in two areas: (a) Rate of removal 

from the probation status, and (b) Achievement of higher grade point averages and credit 

completion ratios.  The authors emphasized that organized, extensive, voluntary 

interventions accessible in a group format showed in this study to be suitable and operative 

for academically at-risk students.  

Project Success (PS) is an evolving and increasingly effective program at Virginia 

Polytechnic Institute and State University to return probationary students to good academic 

standing.  Humphrey (2006) provides a description of the program, including research that 

evaluates the program’s performance.  There are 10 to 14 probationary students that learn 

about campus resources and study skills, but also are provided the opportunity to progress 

skills such as time management and a process of accountability through the use of weekly 

meetings with faculty, staff, administrators, graduate students, and/or peer facilitators.  The 

weekly meetings and reports focus on the following: class attendance, contact with faculty, 

goal setting, and students “Reflective Journal” where students selected topics. 

Formal evaluation of the program in 2001–2002 found that PS students were more 

likely to be retained by Virginia Tech than students in the control group.  In addition, more 

PS students regained good academic standing than non-PS students and were able to retain 

at Virginia Tech.  A longitudinal study from Fall 2001 to Spring 2003, comparing the PS 

students to a control group for the following factors such as; percent of last term attended, 

percent of good academic standing, percent of suspended, term mean GPA, and overall 

mean GPA.  The study found the PS students generally outperforming the control group in 
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all categories.  However, in Fall 2002, the percentage of those still attending was very 

similar between the two groups—60 percent for the PS group and 58.5 percent for the 

control group.  The study noted that this may be due to PS students discontinuing the 

success techniques they had learned earlier, and encountering additional personal 

challenges while in the program.  Humphrey (2006) noted that it is more difficult to balance 

a helpless 2.0 GPA as the number of cumulative credits increased.  Humphrey concludes 

that “overall, Project Success appears to be a win-win program that could be used by other 

institutions as they, too, strive to increase retention of their students” (p. 12). 

In addition, Olson’s (1990) analysis was “to increase awareness of particular 

academic problems of students on probation” and to assess if specific contacts supported 

students’ academic status.  From 283 students placed on academic probation, a random 

sampling selected 100 of students for receiving extra college staff support.  Although 33 

of this number actually participated in the staff support program.  Thus, the three forms of 

data that Olson assessed included the affects in performance by records documenting 

student contact with advisors, changes in both semester grades, and also probation status.  

The noticeable factors from Tinto’s domain theory included in the survey such as finances, 

social life, academic skills, transportation, unclear goals, family responsibilities, work 

responsibilities, and feeling out of place.  Olson’s results (1990) showed that the alterations 

between treatment and control results give no support to the intervention program.  The 

study’s result may have been affected by the small number of participants in the treatment 

group and also by the issue of creating good advising conditions in such a short period of 

time. 
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As example of motivational influence, Santa Rita (1998) investigated the 

usefulness of 50 variables for successful performance of students who were back in the 

college program after academic suspension.  Variables included placement test scores, 

educational history, biographical items and student opinions about factors involved in their 

academic failure.  The findings of Santa Rita relieved that the students with average high 

school success and average placement scores were important but only for certain academic 

skills.  Also, in general the past academic record appears unimportant, and the general 

factor labeled “motivation” appears to be significant in the accomplishment of passing 

grades upon readmission to the college (Santa Rita, 1998).  

Using similar variables to Tinto’s domain, Trombley (2000) study at Los Angeles 

Southwest College sought to define the differences between students on probation and 

those in good standing.  A questionnaire addressing GPA information, demographic 

information, and employment and family status data was complete by 208 probationary 

students and 138 students in good standing.  These students were also asked to choose one 

factor or issue that contributed most to their being on academic probation.  The selections 

were: no motivation, no interest, not enough time, classes too difficult, personal problems, 

and other, where student wrote in a response.  The findings of Trombley included: 

probation students work more in comparison to students in good standing, probationary 

students had a lower high school GPA than those students in good standing.  In addition, 

students on probation were more likely to have dependents in the household than those in 

good standing.  The study suggested future research should include probation students’ 

income level through financial aid eligibility (Trombley, 2000).  
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Additional study that incorporated student academic background was included in 

Yaworski (2000) study by involving 21 “at risk” students attending a small, private, four-

year, Liberal Arts College in New England.  Through the use of two one-hour, in-depth 

interview sessions with each student, the researchers required to build a grounded theory 

of success by revealing what the students themselves thought was necessary for success—

what factors, what characteristics and/or what behaviors were involved (Yaworski, 2000).  

All students in the study group had similar quantitative achievement measures prior to 

attending college, as semesters passed, approximately half of the group had achieved above 

average GPAs and the rest were now on academic probation.  The high achieving students 

identified these factors for success: class attendance, assignment completion, viewing the 

instructors as experts, formation of an organized study habit, gaining use in variety of study 

skill methods, assumption of accountability for individualized learning.  Whereas, the low 

achievers also felt that these features were significant for success but did not normally use 

them, for example, accusing a lack of personal motivation for the departure.  Yaworski 

identifies several theories of motivation for perhaps amplification of student condition such 

as lack of interest or a lack of knowledge about strategic methods, feeling of helplessness 

for motivating themselves for academic motion, lowered outlooks due to disappointment 

with the end result which the student stops trying entirely.  The findings of Yaworski 

suggests that maintenance of at-risk students may need to comprise supplementary paths 

in addition to study skills teaching and remedial programs.  The supplementary paths could 

include targeting the lack of motivation toward academic work that student’s experience, 

focusing on improving students’ ability for self-regulation, and creating a positive 

academic self-concept in students. 
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Summary 

The following passage covers the academic probation student characteristics since 

25 percent of all students may be on academic probation during their education path (Cohen 

& Brawer, 2002; Garnett, 1990).  The study also discussed the impact of probation status 

on students’ social environment which can isolate students when compared to other groups 

of students (Cassel, 1976).  In addition, retention in community colleges was discussed as 

a whole since the data is archived from a community college setting.  Predictor variables 

in other studies are discussed in this chapter—financial aid, GPA, age, gender, enrollment 

status, placement scores, distance, and ethnicity—and remedial courses were empirically 

and theoretically suited for this study.  In addition, this chapter also demonstrated the 

benefits of predicting students’ retention and intrusive advising by highlighting the key 

role in student success strategies for “at-risk” students’ performance and their persistence 

in college (Abelman & Molina, 2001).  Lastly, I discuss the theoretical models of student 

persistence.  

One of the findings from intrusive advising that can directly assist my study is the 

responsibilities of counselors that are working with probationary students, such as, 

appropriate course load, when to repeat failed classes, how to withdraw from classes, 

complying with prerequisites, and effective use of general requirements.  These factors 

might lead to (a) students being motivated to achieve good standing, and (b) schools 

eventually retaining these students when Student Educational Plans (SEP) are well-

evaluated.  This framework addresses my study’s bases on simply motivating students to 

be engaged enough and eventually persisting to grow in their educational careers.   
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This study will empirically evaluate the predictors of student retention and 

probation status of students at Glendale Community College (SCCC).  According to Kuh 

(2013), little to no research exists on the prediction of first-year student success and 

retention in the context of learning communities.  The goal of the study is to answer the 

research question about predictors of retention and probation status by bridging the study’s 

gap between the literature on academic intermediation of programs and the impact of 

academic probation on students.  Precisely, this project focuses on predicting the retention 

and probation status of first-year students enrolled in community colleges.  Lastly, Tinto 

(1975, 1997, 2000) suggests that success in the first semester of college is critical to student 

persistence and that learning communities can make a difference.  Hence, benefits of 

predicting student retention will determine whether any of the student variables can be 

predictors of success. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

The study examines academic probation students’ retention by using logistic 

regression analysis to estimate the probability of a binary response (retained or not 

retained) based on students’ characteristic predictors (or independent) variables.  The result 

interpreted to predict the risk factors that will increase the probability of a given outcome 

in numeric value.  The data will be collected from an instrument—namely students’ college 

applications—prior to Fall 2014 application submission of students’ attendance which will 

identify the freshmen background characteristics.  The student data will be categorized into 

those who did and did not persist during the second year Spring 2016 semester.  An analysis 

will be conducted and reported to identify what are the common pre-enrollment 

background characteristics of those students.  The use of these procedures can assist school 

employees in categorizing individual students—not just academic probation students—

who could develop academic success strategies from some type of academic intervention. 

The purpose of the study is to predict characteristics that plague community college 

students towards academic or progress probation.  The literature review has identified 

several variables as predictors of probation students’ retention.  The following variables 

are useful predictors of first-year probation and non-probation retention students entering 

into their second year in community college which are the result of academic policies.  

Based on my literature review, the predictor independent variables are; age, gender, 

ethnicity, High School (HS) location, HS GPA, time gap between graduation date and the 

term student applied for college, first-term GPA, part-time/full-time status, recipient of 

Financial Aid (FA)/Social Economic Status (SES), number of remedial courses attempted, 

and number of students that visited probation workshops.   
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Table 1 demonstrates Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016 semester 

sample groups including the academic, progress probation, and non-probation students 

with the potential outcomes for each student.  The study sample consists of all first-time 

freshman in the Fall 2014 term, who were tracked through the end of the Spring 2016 term 

to see if those students who were on probation were retained differentially than those 

students not on academic probation.  If students were placed on probation during Fall 2014 

and Spring 2015, then students who earned below a 2.0 GPA were dismissed at the end of 

Fall 2015 term.  The data then followed these students until Spring 2016 term to understand 

if placing students on probation had an impact on students’ retention or not.  In this chapter, 

research design, research setting, research sample and data sources, variables, 

instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis, researcher’s role, validity and reliability 

are described. 

Table 1  

Students’ Four Potential Outcomes of Probation or No Probation During 2014–2015 

and 2015–2016 Academic Years 

Semester Potential Outcome 

Fall 2014 Probation/Not Probation 

Spring 2015 Probation/Not Probation 

Fall 2015 Dismissed/Not Dismissed 

Spring 2016 Retained/Not Retained 

 

Research Design 

This study employed a quasi-experimental design.  The study examines the impact 

of academic probation on retention.  This analysis compares retention of students on 

academic probation against retention of students not on academic probation.  Although 

students are not randomly assigned to Academic Probation, this study takes advantage of 

the fact that students are assigned to Academic Probation based on a specific cut score of 
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below 2.0 GPA.  This allows for the use of a Regression Discontinuity (RD) analysis 

similar to previous research (Kokaua et al., 2017).  Regression discontinuity designs 

(RDDs) are used by more and more researchers with the goal of gaining reliable 

approximations of the impacts of education-related interventions that are made available 

to students on the foundation of how the students compare to a cutoff value on some known 

measure (Schochet et al., 2010).  For example, students on academic probation score below 

a cutoff GPA (value) on a 4.0 GPA scale, or institutions may be given a grant based on the 

score of an application.  Regression discontinuity design (RDD) is a quasi-experimental 

pretest-posttest design that provokes the causal effects of interferences by conveying a 

cutoff or starting point above or below which an interference is assigned (Schochet et al., 

2010).   

Assuming the RD assumptions are met, RD allows for causal claims.  The four 

required standard assumptions that were tested in this study are: (a) integrity of the forcing 

variable (unbiased approximations of effects of an intervention is that there was no 

systematic manipulation of the forcing variable); (b) attrition (reporting the number of 

students and outcome data of participants); (c) continuity of the outcome-forcing variable 

relationship (reach a rigorous impact approximation of the outcome under RD design, there 

must be strong evidence in the nonappearance of the intervention); and (d) functional form 

and bandwidth (outcome and the forcing variable, forcing variable values for selecting the 

sample; Schochet et al., 2010).   

The literature implies that the use of multiple student academic data can give better 

dependable prediction of student retention than few predictor variables.  The variables that 

were used in this study were data that has been collected by the Office of Research and 
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Planning at Glendale Community College.  This study hopes to design reliable student 

background information to prevent academic probation status and eventually assist 

students that are being pushed out by institutions.  Thus, a logistic model was used to 

indicate for prediction of the likelihood of academic probation students’ retention in 

community college.  The study was guided by the following research questions:  

1. Do student characteristics and first-year academic performance predict retention, 

specifically:  

a. Does Academic Probation status mediate student retention; and  

b. Is there systematic variation among high school? 

2. How do pre-enrollment characteristics impact academic probation, specifically: 

a. Student background; and,   

b. Placement results. 

  

Tinto’s Domain 

 

Student Characteristics College Academic 

Characteristics 

Academic Performance HS GPA,  College GPA, remedial 

courses attempted and passed, 

units attempted and completed, 

Math, English and ESL 

Placement Levels.   

Personal Background Gender, Ethnicity, Financial 

aid eligibility (SES), age, zip 

code, high school location.  

 

College Experiences  

 

 Enrolled part time/full-time, 

application date at admission, 

and academic probation 

 

Although the four domains of Tinto—academic performance, personal background, 

college experiences, and goal commitment and engagement with institution—impact and 

propose college success, predictors of this study are designed to reflect three of those 

domains.  The study is augmenting Tinto’s theory with Tierney (1999) model of minority 
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students’ retention which includes the Tierney’s (1999) theory of including the cultural 

diversity that community colleges have by specializing in each diverse group instead of 

general student population. 

The research questions examine retention patterns of academic probation students 

in identifying pre-college freshmen students who are at-risk for not persisting.  Therefore, 

the outcome (academic probation students’ retention) is also known as the “criterion 

variable.”  For the purposes of responding to the research question about early-college 

variables and predictors that preclude retention in first-year academic probation students 

in community colleges, prediction design will be applied in statistical tests to determine 

the tendency or pattern for two or more variables’ data to vary consistently (Creswell 2004).  

In addition, Creswell (2004) also notes that, in predictive research, investigators often use 

more than one predictor variable (p. 341).  Each student’s records will be queried to identify 

those who did and did not retain after third strike of dismissal or not dismissal in 

community college.  An analysis was conducted to report and identify the collective pre-

enrollment background characteristics of those students.   

Correlation is a statistic that determines whether or not relationships exist between 

or among variables (Triola, 2002).  Thus, this study’s goal is precisely to conclude the 

relationship between retention and early-college variables.  In this study, the secondary 

data of independent variables will be collected from Office of Research and Planning at 

Glendale Community College to explore how independent variables were related—either 

individually or in combination—to each of the dependent, or outcome variables.  

Specifically, the study will be predictive in nature, in which the early-college variables will 

be employed to describe variation in retention and academic probation status.  Additionally, 
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the final results will be used to formulate logistic regression prediction models.  Lastly, the 

practical significance of the findings will be investigated.  Although the predictive part 

(pre-college variables—including academic readiness—predicting Academic Probation 

status) of this study does not allow for causal claims, the test for the mediating effect of 

Academic Probation takes advantage of the use of a specific cut score for assigning 

Academic Probation status and does facilitate causal claims.  This is a consistent 

methodology used in a recently published study (Kokaua et al., 2017) that also uses RD to 

study the impact of academic probation on retention.  

Research Setting 

Institutional Setting 

Established prior to the 1930s, Glendale Community College is a dynamic, public 

community college of 15,000 credit students and 10,000 other students that are reached 

through the adult education program, specialized job training programs such as Job 

Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN), and 

contract instruction administered by the Professional Development Center.  The college 

serves an ethnically diverse student population with no single group forming a majority.  

Glendale Community College is a single-district institution and cannot borrow FTEs 

funding from other districts.  The college has a diverse student population that self-reports 

race as: 17% white, 33% White Armenian, 31% Latino, 9% Asian Pacific Islander, 5% 

Filipino, 3% African American, and 1% American Indian.  According to the campus profile, 

the ethnic distribution of credit students changed dramatically with waves of immigrants 

to Southern California in the 1980s.  The percentage of credit students of Armenian origin 

increased from 29% to 33% in the past seven years; the percentage of credit students who 
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are Caucasian of European origin (“Anglos”) has decreased in the same time period.  

Overall, Glendale Community College needs 2 percent enrollment growth and an 

intervention programs that will lead to student retention.  

Student Setting at Glendale Community College 

Out of 15,000 credit students, approximately 1,000 students are placed on academic 

probation at the end of each term.  At Glendale Community College (GCC), 55 percent are 

from outside cities commuting to the college.  At Glendale Community College, students 

who achieve less than a 2.0 cumulative grade-point average (GPA) from a 4.0 scale in all 

units attempted are placed on academic probation.  Students will be removed from 

academic probation status when the 2.0 cumulative GPA (total semester GPA) is 

maintained with 2.0 GPA in the following semesters.  Students may be placed on progress 

probation when 12 or more cumulative units are attempted and “W,” “I,” and “NC” or “NP” 

units reach or exceed 50 percent.  Students may be removed from progress probation status 

when the cumulative number of “W,” “I,” and “NC” or “NP” units recorded is less than 

half the cumulative units attempted.  Whereas dismissal students at Glendale Community 

College may be dismissed for academic or progress probation if the probationary status 

continues for the third consecutive semester and shall not be reinstated until at least 

semester (fall or spring) has elapsed after the dismissal.  This policy excludes when a 

student submits the petition for reinstatement to the counselor of Admissions and Records 

by requesting to be readmitted to the college. And when petitions are actually granted, then 

those students may return without waiting for fall or spring to pass.   

By the time students are on dismissal or academic/progress probation it becomes 

very difficult to raise the GPA up to 2.0 or better.  This study examines the Fall 2014 
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entering freshmen academic/progress probation students—counting 852 people—and the 

non-probation students as well.  These students were followed in Spring 2015 term to see 

if these students fell under their second academic/progress probation along with second 

semester non-probation students.  During Fall 2015 semester, 736 students were on 

academic/progress probation.  Fall 2015 students will be entering their third semester in 

college.  By the third semester and after two consecutive semesters of academic/progress 

probation, it will be identified if students were eventually placed on dismissal or not.  The 

fourth semester as Spring 2016 will be identified as the outcome semester of retention of 

these students or not retained.  It is observed that the probation students are a large number 

of first-year students which this institution is serving without a suitable program for the 

academic probation students.  Combining three semesters of Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 

2015, and Spring 2016 the total number of students on academic and progress probation 

students.  Many of these students do not return to college due to its anxiety and unfamiliar 

environment of the campus.   

Research Sample and Data Sources 

Data Sources 

The sample will be obtained from Office of Research and Planning Director at 

Glendale Community College.  The study sample is 4,218 incoming students during Fall 

2014, Spring 15, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016 including academic probation status students.  

The study focuses on first-year students in a community college setting mainly because 

studies indicate that freshman year is the most crucial year that can predict students’ 

retention based on students’ performance.  Therefore, higher education institutions 

generally front-load resources and interventions in the first year (Kokaua et al., 2017).   
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Research Samples 

The study employed secondary data from Glendale Community College and a 

quantitative method due to the nature of the research questions.  In this study, the student 

data was protected by receipt of the data without student identification numbers.  The 

analyses used SPSS to generate statistical estimates of the impact of academic probation 

on retention of first-year of community college students.  This study protected each 

students’ identity and conventions of research ethics and the IRB process.  

Variables and Definition of Terms 

Independent Variables   

In this study the independent variables are age, gender, ethnicity, GPA, enrollment 

status (part-time/full-time), financial aid eligibility, number of remedial Math, English, and 

ESL courses taken from Fall 2014 until Spring 2016 terms, number of student visits to 

counseling and probation workshops, student zip code for Social Economical Status (SES) 

indicator, HS location (distance from college), HS GPA, the year student applied for 

college application, GPA during Fall 2014 (first semester), Spring 2015 (second semester), 

and Fall 2015 (third semester).   

Tinto’s theory of social and academic integration model will be used as a 

framework to contextualize predictor variables from the literature.  The three domains that 

will be used to categorize the variables from Student Integration Model (SIM) are: (a) one 

semester academic performance (GPA, remedial courses attempted and passed, units 

attempted and completed, first Math, English, and ESL level course attempted, number of 

Math, English, and ESL courses taken after first Math, English, and ESL course, placement 

level of Math, English, and ESL); (b) personal background information (gender, ethnicity, 



 

 65 

 

 

 

 

financial aid eligibility, age, zip code, high school location); and (c) college experiences 

(enrolled part-time/full-time, application date, and academic standing).  All reporting was 

forwarded from the Information and Technology Office (IT) of students’ final class 

schedule.  

Gender.  The student’s gender, male or female, is included in the application. A 

dichotomous variable represented gender in the study as 1 = female, and 0 = male.  

Ethnicity.  Student ethnicity is self-reported as part of the application process to 

the California Community College through CCC apply state website. The institution 

utilizes the following race categories for reporting purposes: Hispanic/Latino, Black or 

African American, White, American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander.  For the purposes of the study, the variable was recoded into either 

Hispanic or non-Hispanic. 

Financial aid eligibility.  Financial Aid Eligibility is dispersed based on the 

determined financial income need of each student through IRS tax-returns.  This data was 

coded as either eligible or non-eligible for the financial aid grant.  In this study, the Social 

Economical Status (SES) of each student was determined based on whether or not they 

were a Financial Aid recipient.  

Age.  The student’s age is collected at the start of the first semester of Fall 2014 

application.  The age is determined based on each student as they enter college; the date of 

birth on their college application is the reference.  

Unit Load.  Students enrolled in their first semester, even with no history of GPA 

at the college, can enroll in anywhere between 1 to 19 units without requesting for a Unit 

Over-Load Petition Form.  Most students enroll in between 12 and 18 units.  Unit load 
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variable will determine 12 or more units as full-time or 6 units or less as part-time status 

of students during Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016 semesters.  Another 

variable is the units completed in the same semesters.  The data represent the number of 

units attempted at the start of the semester, and the number of units completed.  

Remedial courses in Math, English, and ESL.  Remedial courses in Math, 

English, and ESL attempted and completed units becomes available the second week of 

registration in each semester.   

Developmental Status – Remedial Courses.  There were two developmental 

courses at the community college during the course of the study.  Students are placed in 

remedial courses or college-ready courses depending on how students perform in college 

placement exams at entrance.  All first-year college students are required to take the 

placement exam test during the first year.  The developmental courses will require a 

dummy-coded variable representing the status of 1 if the student had enrolled in at least 

one remedial course, and 0 if the students enrolled in “college-ready” classification courses 

without enrolling into remedial courses. 

Placement Exam.  In this study the placement level for Math, English, and ESL 

will be available to determine at what level the proficiency of student starts.   

The Math placement levels use the following codes: 6 is the highest level of course 

placement and 1 is the lowest course placement. 
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Table 2  

Placement Test Level Codes 

Math Placement Test Levels Assigned Course 

1 Math 155/255/144 

2 Math 145/245 

3 Math 141 

3.5 Math 119/219/131 

4 Math 101 

5 Transfer Level Math 

6 Calculus 

 

The English placement levels use the following codes: 6 is the highest level of 

course placement and 3 is the lowest course placement. 

Placement Test Level Codes 

English Placement Test Levels Assigned Course 

3 English 189 

4 English 191 

5 English 120 

6 English 101 

 

The ESL placement levels (which are parallel to the English levels, for example; 

level 5 English is at the same level as level 5 ESL) use the following codes: 5 is the highest 

level of course placement and 1 is the lowest course placement.  
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Placement Test Level Codes 

ESL Placement Test Levels Assigned Course 

1 ESL 111 

2 ESL 121 

3 ESL 131 

4 ESL 141 

5 ESL 151 

 

Dependent Variable 

Retention status.  The first dependent variable was determined starting from Fall 

2014 semester following through Spring 2016 semester.  Spring 2016 is determined as the 

retention variable.  A value of one (1) for this variable represented a student who had 

returned to the college in the following spring semester and zero (0) represented a student 

who had not been retained in spring semester.  

Mediating Variable 

Academic Probation status.  Academic Probation Status used as an intermediate 

step(s):  

1) Model where students are placed on probation and leave or return. 

2) Model where students are placed on probation and gets placed on probation again or 

not. 

The mediating variable focuses on probation status at the end of each term of Fall 2014, 

Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016.  GPA ranged from 0 to 4.0 and students who 

earned below a 2.0 were placed on academic probation.  The code 1A represents a person’s 
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first time on academic probation, 2A their second time on academic probation, and 3AP 

represents their academic dismissal from the college.  

Operational Term Definitions  

For the purpose of the study, the following operational definitions were employed: 

Retention. will be measured based on whether or not a student that started their 

first semester in Fall 2014 has been retained until Spring 2016 semester correspondingly 

(0 = no, 1 = yes) in logistic regression statistical test. 

Academic Probation status.  I measured this by determining whether a student’s 

grade point average (GPA) after his or her second semester was at or above a 2.0 on a 4.0 

point scale (1= at or above 2.0 and not on probation; 0 = below 2.0 and on probation).   

Progress Probation status.  Students may be placed on progress probation when 

12 or more cumulative units are attempted and “W,” “I,” and “NC” or “NP” units reach or 

exceed 50 percent. 

Disciplinary Probation status.  These students were excluded from all analyses 

since only one or two students were on disciplinary probation during following semesters: 

Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016.  

First-year students.  First-year students were defined as college students above 19 

years of age and older (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Clark, 2012; Wyatt, 2011) admitted to the 

Glendale Community College with their first semester being Fall 2014.  Students that 

started college from Fall 2014 were studied until Spring 2016 semester. 

Early-College variables.  Data that are available about students from the Research 

and Planning Office at Glendale Community College on or before the first day of classes; 
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such as, enrollment status, GPA, gender, age, and ethnicity, remedial education in Math, 

English, and ESL enrollment and completion. 

Success rate.  (California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office, 2002) is the 

percentage of classes completed with a grade of A, B, C, or Cr (credit) during the 2014–

2015, and 2015–2016 academic year.  
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Table 3  

Academic Status 

The following table includes stages of academic status: 

1A    First Academic Probation 

1AP   First Academic and Progress Probation 

1P   First Progress probation  

2A   Second Academic Probation 

2AP   Second Academic and Progress Probation 

2P   Second Progress Probation  

3A   Third Academic Probation 

3P   Third Progress Probation  

3AP   Third Academic and Progress Probation 

GOOD   Good Academic Standing  

 

Below the tables indicate all 4,218 students that are freshmen by organizing the 

students within Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016 semesters.  Table 4 

reports the number of occurrences of each student is likely to have categories of academic 

status such as 1A, 1AP, 1P, and good standing.  However, the existing data requires 

students to be more accurate during the process of completing their applications, and 

consequently this table indicates that 28.6% of students were on some kind of probation at 

the end of Fall 2014 term.  The report from Table 5 and Table 6 indicates that the number 

of probation status reduced following students through Fall 2015 (13.2 percent) and Spring 

2016 (6.8%) semesters.   
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Table 4  

Descriptive Statistics of Fall 2014 Academic Standing 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Valid  242 5.8 5.8 

 1A 1074 25.6 25.6 

 1AP 67 1.6 1.6 

 1P 59 1.4 1.4 

 GOOD 2746 65.6 65.6 

 Total 4188 100.0 100.0 

 

 The following Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 are descriptive statistics that includes students’ 

academic characteristics.  The following tables demonstrate Fall 2014 Math, English, and 

ESL Placement Levels.  Table 8 is a good representation of students’ Fall 2014 GPA, 

course load, completion, and remedial courses attempted and passed.  In addition, Table 8 

shows students’ academic preparedness towards remedial and college level courses prior 

to students’ enrollment.  Table 8 indicates a Standard Deviation (SD) closer to 0 as a 

significant relation to students’ retention.  The standard deviation (SD) represents a 

measure that is used to quantify the amount of variation or dispersion of a set of data values 

(Schochet et al., 2010).  The low value of SD indicates that the sample group had few 

outliers.  Based upon table, one can conclude that part-time unit load has an effect on 

retention. A common pattern demonstrated in placement levels is the higher level as the 

course level (6), the lower is the percentage of placement level in Math, English, and ESL.  

For instance, in Math the highest placement level (6) is 2.5%, the highest placement level 

(6) of English is 20.7%, and the highest placement level of ESL is 0%.   
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Table 5  

Fall 2014 Math Placement Level 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Valid 0 630 15.0 22.4 

 1 437 10.4 15.5 

 2 444 10.6 15.8 

 3 246 5.9 8.7 

 3.5 287 6.9 10.2 

 4 349 8.3 12.4 

 5 317 7.6 11.3 

 6 105 2.5 3.7 

 Total 2815 67.2 100.0 

Missing  System 1373 32.8  

Total  4188 100.0  

 

Table 6  

Fall 2014 English Placement Level 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Valid 0 742 17.7 26.4 

 2 20 .5 .7 

 3 98 2.3 3.5 

 4 424 10.1 15.1 

 5 660 15.8 23.4 

 6 871 20.8 30.9 

 Total 2815 67.2 100.0 

Missing System 1373 32.8  

Total  4188 100.0  

 

Below in Table 7 not only addresses the ESL placement levels but it also points out 

that 67 percent of students are none native English speakers.  
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Table 7  

Fall 2014 ESL Placement Level 

  Frequency Perecent Valid Percent 

Valid 0 2304 55.0 81.8 

 1 220 5.3 7.8 

 2 134 3.2 4.8 

 3 91 2.2 3.2 

 4 64 1.5 2.3 

 5 2 .0 .1 

 Total 2815 67.2 100.0 

Missing System 1373 32.8  

Total   4188 100.0   

 

Table 8  

Fall 2014 Academic Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Fall 2014 Term GPA 3574 0.00 4.00 2.4746 1.26917 

Part-time Fall 14 4014 0.00 1.00 .3216 .46716 

Fall 2014 Units Completed 4014 0.00 19.00 6.5953 4.77051 

Fall 2014 Number of 

Remedial Courses 

Attempted 4137 0.00 5.00 .9959 1.21174 

Fall 2014 Number of 

Remedial Courses Passed 4188 0.00 5.00 .4974 .87709 

Valid N (list wise) 3526     

 

In Table 9, the data shows only 48 percent of students out of 4,188 first-time college 

students retained by Spring 2016 term. 

Table 9 

Spring 2016 Retention Outcome 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Retained After Spring 2016 

(Enrolled in Summer or Fall 

2016) 4188 0.0 1.0 .382 .4859 

Valid N (listwise) 4188     
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The Tables 10, 11, and 12 below demonstrates the students’ demographics at 

Glendale Community College during the 2014–2015 academic year.  

Table 10  

Gender 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid .00 Other 82 2.0 2.0 2.0 

 1.00 Female 2122 50.7 50.7 52.6 

 2.00 Male 1984 47.4 47.4 100.0 

  Total 4188 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 11  

Ethnicity 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Other 4188 0.00 1.00 .0162 .12640 

NA_AK 4188 0.00 1.00 .0117 .10755 

Asian 4188 0.00 1.00 .1036 .30482 

Black 4188 0.00 1.00 .0468 .21124 

Hispanic 4188 0.00 1.00 .2689 .44342 

Pacific 

Islander 4188 0.00 1.00 .0475 .21277 

White 4188 0.00 1.00 .1996 .39976 

Armenian 4188 0.00 1.00 .2512 .43375 

Mid. East. 4188 0.00 1.00 .0544 .22691 

      

Distance 4178 4.50 1000.00 24.8691 111.63321 

Age (Fall 

2014) 4186 14 79 23.98 9.897 

Valid N (list 

wise) 4176     

 

In Table 11, the zip code of students is proxy for the distance from students’ resident 

to Glendale Community College.  Since distance is risk factor, my proxy looked at student 

zip codes and sampled distances from zip code groups.  The zip code groups were based 
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on the first three numbers and zip code groups were assigned the mean value of the 

distances that was found. Any zip code out of state or international is labeled as 1000 miles. 

Table 12  

Financial Aid Eligibility 2014–2015 

  Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 1648 39.4 39.4 39.4 

 1 2540 60.6 60.6 100.0 

 Total 4188 100.0 100.0  

 

Instruments 

There were no pilot studies prepared for this study since the data was collected from 

a secondary source at a public institution.  No survey was conducted since the data are 

concluded from campus survey collected by the Office of Research and Planning through 

registration system called PeopleSoft.  Thus, one of the goals of this study was to be able 

to predict outcomes using extant data available to the community colleges.  

Data Analysis 

This exploratory study on the entire population of incoming academic probation 

students enrolled at Glendale Community College during 2014–2016 uses the college data 

as the unit of analysis.  SPSS, a statistical program, will simplify the regression analysis—

a statistical method that stages through the independent variables within each group.  The 

variables reported by the program are those that best account for the variance in the 

dependent variable.  

The most common statistical technique regarding prediction of first-year student 

success or retention is regression analysis, normally in the form of logistic regression using 

retention as a binary outcome variable (Glynn, Sauer, & Miller, 2003; Herreid & Miller, 
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2009; Kahn & Nauta, 2001; Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008; Nora, Cabrera, 

Hagedorn, & Pascarella, 1996; Porter, 1999; Snyder, Hackett, Stewart, & Smith, 2002; 

Voorhees, 1987; Wetzel, O’Toole, & Peterson, 1999).  Logistic regression is useful to 

predict the presence or absence of a characteristic or outcome based on values of a set of 

predictor variables.  It is similar to a linear regression model but is suited to models where 

the dependent variable is dichotomous.   

Logistic coefficients can be used to estimate odds ratios for each of the independent 

variables in the model (SPSS®, 2003).  The dependent variable was treated as a 

dichotomous variable (standard met or not met).  All the variables were used in modeling 

to determine which the strongest predictors were.  The variables that were not significant 

were dropped, and a final logistic regression equation was generated for each subject area 

using the strongest predictors.  In this study, logistic regression will allow for estimation 

of the probability of a student meeting a particular academic standing by giving value to 

each independent variable.  The logistic regression model can be written as the probability 

of an event occurring.  A logistic regression model will replicate the probability of being 

retained (Cook, Linquanti, Chinen, & Jung, 2012) highlight where a student would have 

equal chances of being retained or not.  Thus, for purposes of this study, logistic regression 

was suitable for this analysis because the researcher can include multiple independent 

variables in the model simultaneously.  Furthermore, an outstanding guide to using data 

for setting exit criteria can be found in Cook et al. (2012).  Out of three empirical methods 

from exit criteria, this study employed logistic regression analysis.  
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Validity/limitation 

The study was: (a) delimited to all incoming first-year students from Fall 2014 

semester who are on academic probation status and non-academic probation status at 

Glendale Community College; (b) limited to early-college predictors available to 

community college but can be also informed by other variables that community college 

does not have available, such as high school GPA; and (c) focused on one community 

college, which means that even if all the data from this study has high internal validity, the 

results may not be generalizable to other community colleges and such generalizations 

should be done with caution.  In addition, part of initial analysis was that there were no 

units being carried over from other institutions prior to attending GCC.  The updated data 

from the Institutional Research Office revealed that only three out of 4,188 students had 

previous college credit.  The Institutional Research Office also identified 177 students with 

miscoded GPAs which were eliminated because it is not clear what was the actual GPA 

during Fall 2014 semester.  The early-college variables—number of units enrolled (part-

time or full-time), eligibility for financial aid, number of remedial courses attempted during 

Fall 2014 until Spring 2016 terms, gender, age, and ethnicity—will serve as potential 

predictors of students’ retention.  The fourth category of Tinto’s theory used in this study 

is personality and goals, which will be excluded from this study since the college does not 

have data on students’ personality and goals.  Hence, a limitation is that the effect of the 

three included domains cannot be analyzed and are conditional on personality and goals.  

Therefore, the study will focus on what it can measure and have control over.  Then it can 

be assumed that the fourth domain of Tinto’s model has an effect that is independent of the 
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effects from the other three domains.  Further research should collect personality and goals 

data to further provide additional pre-college predictor variables. 

Additionally, the underlying assumption will be that students will be truthful in 

reporting details on their applications for admission.  It will also be an assumption that the 

data collected from the Research and Planning Office is accurate and complete.  Since there 

will be no interaction with either the sample group or facilitating an intervention, the 

researcher’s role in this study will be to collect and analyze data. 

The study used early-college variables that will be readily available from the 

Research and Planning Office; perhaps a future study could attempt to include other data 

that are not available on the first day of classes.  One rational change that can impact the 

institution’s retention rate can be the College-Fair Seminar which needs further exploration 

at the campus level, as well as targeted interventions based on the data and prediction 

models shared with the student services team prior to the fall semester.  

Community colleges should have programs that support students deemed at-risk.  

Once these types of programs are in place, institutions could study the data collected on 

students’ achievements.  As a result of improved data and information about incoming 

students in community colleges, institutions can establish interventions for academically 

vulnerable students.  In addition, the campus community needs more programs in support 

services to explore the impact of student services on student population.  Finally, the goal 

of the study will be to recommend that other institutions—with or without specific 

programs for academic probation students—reproduce the study with their own readily 

available student data to determine which early-college variables can serve as predictors of 
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retention or probation status for their students.  Thus, this study is a first step to identifying 

who will be required or eligible to attend such program. 

Conclusion 

The study will explore the role of independent variables in predicting the one-year 

retention and probation status of first-year students.  Univariate analyses will be performed 

to explore the individual relationships between each of the predictors and the outcomes.  

The multi-regression analyses will be conducted, within an RD framework, to examine the 

combined relationship of multiple predictor (independent) variables with a single 

dependent variable.  Since the study includes a dichotomous outcome (dependent variable), 

the binary logistic regression will be followed by (a) being the desired outcome and (b) as 

the absence of outcome or outcome not occurring.  This chapter has described the methods 

used to study the relationship between student data variables and results in likelihood of 

retaining.  The following were all discussed in this chapter: population of interest, 

institutional and student setting, source of the data, research design, variables and 

operational term definitions, analysis of the data, and validity of study.  The results of the 

regression will be presented in Chapters 4 and 5. 
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Chapter 4: Results on Academic Probation and Students’ Retention 

This study examines whether academic probation has an effect on students’ 

retention.  The study addresses the questions in using Regression Discontinuity (RD) 

design.  The research question relates to the potential relationships among student pre-

enrollment characteristics, first-year academic performance, first-year academic probation, 

and subsequent retention.  In summary, the research questions that guide this study are: 

1. Do student characteristics and first-year academic performance predict retention, 

specifically:  

a) Does Academic Probation status impact student retention; and  

b) Is there systematic variation among high school? (Initially the study 

wanted to know if certain students from an area would identify a pattern 

from different high schools towards retention, but there were too many 

variations of high schools and it did not make a significant analysis to 

examine. Instead, in this study I analyze the relationship between distances 

from Glendale Community College). 

 

2. How do pre-enrollment characteristics impact academic probation, specifically: 

a) Student background; and   

b) Placement results. 

 

Today, most institutions develop programs to fit their students’ remedial and 

academic probationary needs (Merisotis & Phipps, 2000).  Although research is gradually 

moving forward to understand the characteristics of probationary students—and external 

complications leading to students being placed on probation—there persists a need to 

explore the purpose of the academic probation alert system being placed on students’ 

academic record.  The chancellor’s office must clarify the purpose of academic probation 

since this daunting status may negatively impact students’ academic and personal careers 

without an effective system in place to tackle the academic barriers students encounter 

throughout higher education. 
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The following results address the impact of academic probation on the retention of 

students from Glendale Community College during two academic years: 2014–2015 and 

2015–2016.  The operational data set was provided from the Research and Planning Office 

and included 4,188 students; it incorporated some cases that were miscoded GPA/probation 

indicator information and were excluded from the analysis because GPA is the forcing 

variable in the RD analysis  Therefore, 177 students were excluded from the RD analysis; 

auxiliary analyses indicate that students whose GPA was miscoded resembled students that 

had a correct GPA on all of the descriptive characteristics available in the dataset, except 

the proportion of students who were part-time was significantly greater among students 

with a miscoded GPA than students with a correct GPA.  After eliminating students with 

miscoded GPA/probation, Appendix A also indicates the miscoded potential of the two 

student groups, which includes two miscoded type of probation students’ possibilities.   

A separate issue involved in reducing the analyzed dataset was that some students 

were missing a GPA altogether.  The comparison in Table 13 is between students with 

missing student GPAs and students who have GPA; those without GPA (0) have been 

eliminated from this analysis.  The table examines data to see whether there are different 

results based on students with GPA and missing GPA status.  Comparing means indicates 

that students with and without GPA are similar, such as: completed units of remedial 

courses; ethnicity; financial aid eligibility; and gender.  However, there are few differences 

between these two groups such as; 61 percent of students with no GPA were enrolled as 

part-time and only 29 percent of students who have GPA were enrolled part-time.  The 

completion of units is higher with the students who have a GPA compared to students 

without a GPA.  The reason for this is due to the fact that students without a GPA were 
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enrolled more as part-time status in comparison with students who had a GPA.  

Additionally, the distributions of ethnicity and gender are similar.   

 

Table 13  

Compared Students With and Without Fall 2014 GPA   

Fall 14 GPA  PT Fall 14 

Fall 14 Units 

Completed 

Fall 14 Number of 

Remedial Courses 

Attempted 

Fall 14 

Units 

Attempted 

2014-2015 

Any Financial 

Aid 

.00 (missing GPA) Mean 0.61 0.78 0.83 5.94 0.53 

 N 440.00 440.00 611.00 440.00 614.00 

 Std. Deviation 0.49 1.50 1.14 3.75 0.50 

1.00 (Has GPA) Mean 0.29 7.31 1.02 9.62 0.62 

 N 3574.00 3574.00 3526.00 3574.00 3574.00 

 Std. Deviation 0.45 4.54 1.22 4.15 0.49 

Total Mean 0.32 6.60 1.00 9.22 0.61 

 N 4014.00 4014.00 4137.00 4014.00 4188.00 

 Std. Deviation 0.47 4.77 1.21 4.26 0.49 

 

 
  Other 

Ethnicity 

NA_
AK 

Asian Black Hispanic Pac Isl White Armenian Mid. 
East 

Distance Other 
Gender 

Female 

.00 

(Missing 

GPA) 

 

Mean 

0.02 0.01 0.10 0.07 0.30 0.04 0.20 0.20 0.05 22.25 0.03 0.50 

 N 614.00 614.
00 

614.0
0 

614.00 614.00 614.00 614.00 614.00 614.0
0 

614.00 614.00 614.00 

 Std. Deviation 0.14 0.11 0.30 0.26 0.46 0.21 0.40 0.40 0.22 90.08 0.16 0.50 

              

1.0 (Has 

GPA) 

Mean 0.02 0.01 0.10 0.04 0.26 0.05 0.20 0.26 0.05 25.32 0.02 0.51 

 N 3574.00 357
4.00 

3574.
00 

3574.0
0 

3574.00 3574.0
0 

3574.00 3574.00 3574.
00 

3564.00 3574.0
0 

3574.0
0 

 Std. Deviation 0.12 0.11 0.31 0.20 0.44 0.21 0.40 0.44 0.23 114.94 0.13 0.50 

              

Total Mean 0.02 0.01 0.10 0.05 0.27 0.05 0.20 0.25 0.05 24.87 0.02 0.51 

 N 4188.00 418
8.00 

4188.
00 

4188.0
0 

4188.00 4188.0
0 

4188.00 4188.00 4188.
00 

4178.00 4188.0
0 

4188.0
0 

 Std. Deviation 0.13 0.11 0.30 0.21 0.44 0.21 0.40 0.43 0.23 111.63 0.14 0.50 
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Are Students on Academic Probation More or Less Likely to be Retained?  

In order to answer the question of whether students placed on academic probation 

are more or less likely to be retained, I utilized the Regression Discontinuity (RD) design 

described in Chapter 3.  I ran a series of analysis that allows me to identify what functional 

form the relationship between GPA and being retained might have. This is an important 

step because it checks the robustness of the results; that is, whether the results are sensitive 

to how GPA is modeled.  I specify in various ways that included different independent 

variables of interest to see whether this impacted inferences about academic probation and 

also to address the other research questions.  The specification is executed sequentially by 

adding on different variables sets such as student demographics like academic preparedness, 

as well as risk variables that included financial aid and distance traveled to campus.   

Another important step in the RD analysis was to examine whether the results are 

sensitive to the students included in the analysis.  Chapter 3 indicated that RD is generally 

carried out on students whose forcing variable score (GPA) is close to either side of the cut 

(2.0 in this case).  The range of GPAs were used to select students from a band around the 

cut.  A second band was then created to check whether the first set of results are robust to 

the chosen band.  To do this, the students needed to be selected into analysis groups: Band 

1 and Band 2.  As noted, a Band is defined as the Range of GPAs that are included in this 

analysis; in this case, Band 1 = 2.0 +/- 1.25 and Band 2 = 2 +/- .65.  The value of 1.25 is 

used as it is the standard deviation of GPA.  Band 2 is a check for Band 1, and Band 2 

consists of students who are more alike (on GPA) but also of a smaller sample.  The results 

are presented in a series of models that represent models addressing functional form 

(Models 1, 2, and 3) and parametrization (Models 4, 5, and 6). 
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Table 14a  

MODEL 1: Relationship between GPA and Retention 

Model Summary     

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .224a .050 .049 .4817 

     

 

Table 14b  

Coefficients 

Model  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients  

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 

  B Std. Error Beta   

1 (Constant) .384 .023  16.409 .000 

 GPA_F14_DM .144 .030 .205 4.835 .000 

 

Academic 

Probation Fall 14 -.026 .048 -.023 -.531 .595 

Dependent Variable: Retained after Spring 2016 (Enrolled in Summer or Fall 2016)  
 

All of the analyses use a linear probability model because it requires fewer 

transformations and the results are more readily interpretable.  All of the models for both 

Band 1 and Band two resulted in significant F-statistics indicating that overall, the included 

variables are statistically related to the outcome.  Table 14a summarizes the results of 

Model 1.  It indicates that the model, in this instance including only GPA and a student’s 

academic probation status as a predictor of retention, accounts for about 5 percent of the 

variation in retention status.  Table 14b indicates that besides GPA (GPA_F14_DM), 

probation status of Fall 2014 is not a statistically significant predictor of student retention.  

Table 14 indicates that for each single point GPA that increases, the probability of retention 

(outcome) is increased by about 14.4 percent also that students are 2.6 percent less likely 

to retain (when holding GPA as a factor).  Model 1 assumes a linear relationship between 
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GPA and retention.  This assumes a single linear slope across the whole sample and a shift 

at the cut (the shift would be due to academic probation).  This assumes that a linear 

function accurately predicts the dependent variable values.   

Table 15a  

MODEL 2: Relationship between GPA, Probation or Non-Probation, and Retention 

Model Summary     

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

2 .225a .051 .049 .4817 

 

Table 15b  

Coefficients 

Model  Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

 Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

  B Std. 

Error 

Beta   

2 (Constant) .391 .025  15.564 .000 

 GPA_F14_DM .133 .033 .190 4.047 .000 

 Academic 

Probation Fall 14 

-.116 .128 -.102 -.905 .366 

 GPAxProbF14 .059 .077 .070 .761 .447 

Dependent Variable: Retained after Spring 2016 (Enrolled in Summer or Fall 2016) 

 

However, this assumption may not be tenable, and if it is not then the inference 

about academic probation may be wrong.  Model 2 tests whether there is, in fact, a different 

(linear slope) on either side of the cut, and if there is whether this impacts the inference 

about academic probation.  Table 15a indicates that including an interaction term 

(GPAxProbF14) does not substantively improve the overall model fit.  This is identified 

by the lack increase in R2 and the lack of change in the standard error.  The results in Table 

15b indicate that student academic probation status does not have a significant impact on 

student retention.  Hence, allowing the GPA-retention slope to vary on each side of the cut 
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does not impact the inference about academic probation.  The specific interaction term is 

insignificant, indicating that the GPA-retention slope likely does not vary from one side of 

the cut to another.   

 

Table 16a  

MODEL 3: Relationship between GPA and Retention as Non-liner   

Model Summary     

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Model 3 .256a .066 .063 .4783 

 

Table 16b  

Coefficients 

Model  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients  

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 

  B Std. Error Beta   

3 (Constant) .310 .030  10.459 .000 

 GPA Fall 14_DM .733 .120 1.046 6.123 .000 

 GPA_F14sqr_DM -.525 .101 -.498 -5.195 .000 

 

Academic 

Probation Fall 14 1.059 .622 .934 1.703 .089 

 GPAxProbF14 -.480 .348 -.571 -1.382 .167 

 GPAxProbF14sqr .571 .259 .401 2.203 .028 

 

Since it is prudent to assess whether the relationship between GPA and retention is 

non-linear, Model 3 contains squared GPA (GPA_F14sqr_DM) and the corresponding 

interaction term (GPAxProbF14sqr) to Model 2. Table 16a indicates a slight improvement 

to model fit. Table 16b indicates that the results from Model 3 indicate that there is a non-

linear relationship between GPA and retention, as well as different slopes on either side of 

the cut.  Consistent with the results from Models 1 and 2, the academic probation variable 

is not statistically significant.  The next three models include various additional student 
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information which addresses three inter-related issues: (a) checking the robustness of the 

results with respect to academic probation using different models; (b) assessing the impact 

of student variables on retention; and (c) accounting for potential differences between 

students among on either side of the cut on these variables.  
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Table 17a  

MODEL 4: Relationship between GPA, Retention, and Student Background, Gender, Age, Race/Ethnicity 

Model Summary  
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Model 4 .397b .158 .150 .4555 

 

Table 17b 

Coefficients 

Model  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients  

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 

  B Std. Error Beta   

 

4 (Constant) .243 .038  6.340 .000 

 GPA_F14_DM .611 .115 .872 5.331 .000 

 GPA_F14sqr_DM -.432 .097 -.410 -4.464 .000 

 

Academic 

Probation Fall 14 .797 .595 .703 1.340 .180 

 GPAxProbF14 -.356 .332 -.424 -1.073 .284 

 GPAxProbF14sqr .464 .248 .326 1.873 .061 

 Age_DM -.014 .001 -.250 

-

11.086 .000 

 Other -.096 .088 -.025 -1.092 .275 

 NA_AK .100 .095 .024 1.048 .295 

 Asian -.012 .044 -.007 -.278 .781 

 Black -.019 .058 -.008 -.327 .744 

 Hispanic .038 .033 .036 1.140 .254 

 Pac Isl .045 .059 .018 .760 .447 

 Armenian .225 .035 .199 6.527 .000 

 Mid. East .195 .054 .090 3.634 .000 

 G_Other .142 .080 .039 1.772 .077 

 G_Female .018 .022 .018 .822 .411 

 

The results in Table 17a indicate that including student demographics substantively 

improves model fit, as R2 increases to about 0.16.  The results-based Model 4 are consistent 

in terms the inference related to academic probation, which is not statistically significant.  

However, it is interesting to note the various probabilities of retention associated with 
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student demographics.  Holding both GPA and probation status constant, older students are 

less likely to be retained (the probability decreasing by about 1.4 percent with each 

additional year of age).  Armenian and Middle Eastern students are more likely to be 

retained than White students (the comparison category).  The probabilities are about 0.23 

and 0.20 for Armenian and Middle Eastern students, respectively.   

Table 18a  

MODEL 5: Relationship between Academic Preparations, Remedial Levels, and Retention 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Model 5 .452c .204 .192 .4441 
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Table 18b 

Coefficient 

Model  Unstandardize

d Coefficients 

 Standardize

d 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

  B Std. 

Error 

Beta   

5 (Constant) .136 .045  3.002 .003 

 GPA_F14_DM .494 .114 .705 4.336 .000 

 GPA_F14sqr_D

M 

-.333 .096 -.316 -3.464 .001 

 Academic 

Probation Fall 

14 

.735 .580 .648 1.266 .206 

 GPAxProbF14 -.365 .324 -.434 -1.127 .260 
 GPAxProbF14sq

r 

.281 .243 .197 1.154 .248 

 Age_DM -.008 .001 -.155 -6.291 .000 
 Other -.068 .086 -.018 -.795 .426 
 NA_AK .079 .093 .019 .844 .399 
 Asian .010 .045 .006 .232 .817 
 Black .007 .057 .003 .125 .901 
 Hispanic .026 .033 .025 .786 .432 
 PacIsl .015 .058 .006 .265 .791 
 Armenian .212 .034 .188 6.167 .000 
 Mid. East .194 .053 .090 3.641 .000 
 G_Other .139 .078 .039 1.772 .077 
 G_Female .027 .022 .027 1.233 .218 
 M_PL01 -.037 .042 -.033 -.888 .374 
 M_PL23 .011 .042 .009 .259 .796 
 M_PL45 .080 .042 .062 1.912 .056 
 E_PL01 -.101 .040 -.079 -2.563 .010 
 E_PL23 -.049 .069 -.017 -.711 .477 
 E_PL45 .015 .032 .014 .459 .646 
 L_PL01 .211 .045 .202 4.688 .000 
 L_PL23 .206 .070 .097 2.938 .003 
 L_PL45 .271 .106 .062 2.563 .010 

  PT_Fall14 -.065 .028 -.055 -2.311 .021 
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Table 19  

The Initial Placement Level Codes 

 

M= Math 

E = English 

L = ESL 

01 = levels 0 and 1 

23 = levels 2 and 3 

45 = levels 4,5,6 

 

Model 5 introduces academic preparation by including variables that account for 

remedial coursework and full/part time status.  The results in Table 18a indicates that these 

variables improve model fit.  The results in Table 18b are consistent with previous results 

in that the effect of academic probation is not significant.  The results indicate that remedial 

course-work is unrelated to retention, that only the lowest-level remedial course-taking is 

related (decreases) the probability of retention, and that ESL coursework is related to 

retention positively.  This implies that student language skills are likely to be important in 

retention and that ESL courses likely formalize the skills required to be successful.  Future 

research might examine the screening mechanism used to place students into ESL courses 

and whether some subset of students is able to avoid placement despite not having college-

ready English language skills.   
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Table 20a  

MODEL 6  

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Model 6 .458d .210 .197 .4428 

 

Table 20b  

Coefficients 

Model   Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

  Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

    B Std. 

Error 

Beta     

6 (Constant) .115 .047  2.441 .015 

 GPA_F14_DM .501 .114 .715 4.409 .000 

 GPA_F14sqr_DM -.340 .096 -.322 -

3.541 

.000 

 Academic Probation Fall 14 .762 .579 .672 1.316 .188 

 GPAxProbF14 -.380 .323 -.451 -

1.174 

.240 

 GPAxProbF14sqr .279 .242 .196 1.151 .250 

 Age_DM -.009 .001 -.165 -

6.684 

.000 

 Other -.095 .086 -.025 -

1.104 

.270 

 NA_AK .058 .093 .014 .620 .535 

 Asian .010 .045 .006 .217 .828 

 Black -.017 .057 -.007 -.289 .772 

 Hispanic -.002 .034 -.002 -.053 .958 

 PacIsl .002 .058 .001 .031 .975 

 Armenian .188 .035 .166 5.371 .000 

 Mid. East .183 .053 .084 3.429 .001 

 G_Other .130 .078 .036 1.663 .096 

 G_Female .024 .022 .024 1.101 .271 

 M_PL01 -.032 .042 -.028 -.752 .452 

 M_PL23 .008 .042 .007 .198 .843 
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 M_PL45 .081 .042 .063 1.928 .054 

 E_PL01 -.111 .040 -.087 -

2.812 

.005 

 E_PL23 -.058 .069 -.020 -.841 .400 

 E_PL45 .006 .032 .006 .204 .838 

 L_PL01 .203 .045 .194 4.512 .000 

 L_PL23 .215 .070 .101 3.070 .002 

 L_PL45 .275 .106 .063 2.606 .009 

 PT_Fall14 -.050 .029 -.043 -

1.733 

.083 

 2014-2015Any Financial Aid  .073 .025 .070 2.944 .003 

 Distance .000 .000 -.034 -

1.528 

.127 

 

Model 6 adds to Model 5 two risk variables: receiving financial aid and distance 

traveled to campus.  Table 20a indicates that these variables only marginally improve 

model fit.  Finally, the results from Model 6 are arguably the most noteworthy.  The results 

in Table 20b indicate that receiving financial aid increases the probability of retention by 

about 7.3 percent.  Distance traveled, however, does not seem to impact retention.  

Importantly—and consistent with the previous models—academic probation is not 

statistically significant.  Age, ethnicity and academic preparation retain the previous 

interpretations. 

Most significant is that academic probation is not statistically significant which 

indicates that being placed on probation does not help student retention (nor hurt it).  The 

various models used to examine whether academic probation has a causal impact on 

retention is robust to functional form and model specification.  A final robustness check is 

to rerun Models 4 through 6 using only Band 2 students.  The results from this are 

substantively similar to those just presented and the results tables are presented in the 

appendix.  The main research question was whether academic probation caused students to 
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be retained differently than students not on academic probation.  Using an RD analysis, it 

is possible to answer this question by comparing students who are just on either side being 

on probation.  The results are robust to functional form, model specification, and band 

width applied to analyses.  This indicates that the inferences have broad support.  Chapter 

5 summarizes the important aspects of this study as well as the implications of the results, 

limitations, and potential future research.   
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Academic probation is virtually every institution’s challenge, but it is the most 

under-researched policy practiced at most community colleges.  The objective of this study 

is to evaluate the impact of academic probation transcript labeling on students’ retention.  

If the policy of probation is to support students’ academic achievement and ultimately 

retention and completion of community college, then based on this study’s findings, 

probation does not impact retention in college.  As a result, a large number of these students 

need a support system.  This chapter summarizes the important aspects of the study results 

as well as discussion of results and evaluation of research questions, and potential future 

research or practices. 

Summary of Results 

Most significant is that academic probation is not a statistically significant finding, 

which indicates that being placed on probation neither helps nor hurts student retention.  A 

final detailed check is to rerun Models 4 to 6 using only Band 2 students.  Band 2 students 

were smaller and more closely matched the GPA of students.  The results from this are 

substantively similar to the results based on Band 1.  Results tables are presented in the 

Appendix A through E.  I ran a series of analysis that allows me to identify what functional 

form the relationship between GPA and being retained might have.  The series of the 

analysis is an important step because it checks the robustness of the results—that is, 

whether the results are sensitive to how GPA is modeled.  Some of the results from the data 

had statistical importance and some did not.  However, the non-statistical importance of 

the results are still worthy to mention since it particularizes factors that matter to 

community colleges recruitment efforts and other areas of the student success in 
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community colleges.  Besides being important to mention the non-statistical findings, I 

specify in various ways that included different independent variables of interest to see 

whether this impacted inferences about academic probation and also to address the other 

research questions.  The specification is executed sequentially by adding different variable 

sets such as student demographics like academic preparedness, as well as risk variables 

that include financial aid and distance traveled to campus.  Another important finding 

related to retention is students’ unit load during each semester.  Part-time unit load is 

significant towards students’ retention.  Students are most likely to retain if their enrollment 

status is full-time.       

As GPA being an important factor in retention, Table 14 indicates that for each 

single point GPA that increases, the probability of retention (outcome) is increased by 

about 14.4 percent also that students are 2.6 percent less likely to retain (when holding 

GPA as a factor).  Holding both GPA and probation status constant, older students are less 

likely to be retained (the probability decreasing by about 1.4 percent with each additional 

year of age).  Currently, with the low percentage of high school graduation, community 

colleges are seeking to recruit older generation of students.  However, based on this 

findings, it will be challenging to recruit if numbers indicate that each addition year of age 

adds 1.4 percent decreasing probability of retention in community college.  Armenian and 

Middle Eastern students are more likely to be retained than White students (the comparison 

category).  The probabilities are about 0.23 and 0.20 for Armenian and Middle Eastern 

students, respectively.  Other important results indicate that remedial course-work is 

unrelated to retention, and that only the lowest-level remedial course-taking is related 

(decreases) the probability of retention, and that ESL coursework is related to retention 
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positively.  This implies that student language skills are likely to be important in retention 

and that ESL courses likely formalize the skills required to be successful. 

Next, in Table 20b, the results indicate that receiving financial aid increases the 

probability of retention by about 7.3 percent.  Distance traveled, however, does not seem 

to impact retention.  Importantly—and consistent with the previous models—academic 

probation is not statistically significant.  Age, ethnicity and academic preparation retain the 

previous interpretations.  A final robustness check is to rerun Models 4 to 6 using only 

Band 2 students.  The results from this are substantively similar to those just presented and 

the results tables are presented in the appendix.  The main research question was whether 

academic probation caused students to be retained differently than students not on 

academic probation.  Using an RD analysis, it is possible to answer this question by 

comparing students who are just on either side being on probation.  The results are robust 

to functional form, model specification, and band width applied to analyses.  This indicates 

that the inferences have broad support.   

The original assumption for this study was similar to Lindo, Sanders, and 

Oreopoulos (2010) findings that found probation students had a significantly higher 1.8 

percentage point probability of dropout although 1.8 percent difference in Lindo et al.’s 

findings regarding GPA is unclear.  In contrast, this study shows that probation status does 

not have a significant value on retention of students at Glendale Community College.  In 

summary, the results from Model 6 are perhaps the most noteworthy.  The results in Table 

20b indicate that receiving financial aid increases the probability of retention by about 7.3 

percent.  Distance traveled, however, does not seem to impact retention.  The results in 

Table 20a, Model 6, are noteworthy because they indicate that the full model accounted for 



 

 99 

 

 

 

 

21 percent of the variation in retention.  This indicates that there are still other significant 

factors contributing to student retention besides GPA probation and the other concomitant 

variables in the model.  Importantly, consistent with Moss and Yeaton (2015) and this 

study’s model and findings, the results indicate that academic probation is not statistically 

significant.  Age, ethnicity, and academic preparation retain the previous interpretations. 

Discussion of Results 

The study addresses the questions in using Regression Discontinuity (RD) design.  

The research question relates to the potential relationships among student pre-enrollment 

characteristics, first-year academic performance, first-year academic probation, and 

subsequent retention.  In summary, the research questions that guide this study are: 

1. Do student characteristics and first-year academic performance predict 

retention, specifically:  

a.  Does Academic Probation status impact student retention; and  

 Consistent with all 6 model analysis—academic probation 

is not statistically significant on student retention. 

b. Is there systematic variation among high school? (Initially the study 

wanted to know if certain students from an area would identify a 

pattern from different high schools towards retention, but there were 

too many variations of high schools and it did not make a significant 

analysis to examine. Instead, in this study I analyze the relationship 

between distances from Glendale Community College). 

 Distance traveled, however, does not seem to impact 

retention. 

 

2. How do pre-enrollment characteristics impact academic probation, 

specifically: 

a. Student background; and   

 Holding both GPA and probation status constant, older 

students are less likely to be retained (the probability 

decreasing by about 1.4 percent with each additional year 

of age).  Armenian and Middle Eastern students are more 

likely to be retained than White students (the comparison 

category.  The probabilities are about 0.23 and 0.20 for 
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Armenian and Middle Eastern students, respectively. Part-

time unit load has an effect on retention. 

b. Placement results. 

 Almost all placement levels in Math, English and ESL is 

statistically significant on students’ retention. 

 

Studies such as Moss and Yeaton (2015) describe that the probation warning did 

not result in students achieving greater academic success.  The findings of Moss and 

Yeaton indicated that neither delivery method, such as paper or electronic version, had a 

consistent, significant impact on succeeding in GPA or odds of a GPA 2.0 during the next 

semester.  In contrast to Moss and Yeaton, student success in this study is defined as 

retention of the students and further completion in the future.  Moss and Yeaton focused 

on two cohorts: fall and winter students.  However, this study is different since it looked at 

two-year academic periods to capture patterns that are continuous for possible prediction.  

This study focused on more than students’ GPA, ethnicity, age, and gender variable factors; 

rather, it also focused on students’ financial aid eligibility, placement scores, remedial 

course completion, and travel distance compare to Moss and Yeaton’s study.  Based on 

similar studies on academic probation, a conclusion can be drawn that academic probation 

label on students’ record does not serve a purpose to better GPA nor retain students.  

According to Moss and Yeaton, “Ultimately, the goals of probation policies are to provide 

students with an opportunity to improve academic performance and reduce the chance of 

dropout” (p. 502).  The difficulty with the institutional policy of the probation is that it does 

not closely study its scientific factors to be able to make data driven decisions for students 

who are performing poorly based on university’s cutoff 2.0 GPA.  Most studies such as 

Angrist, Lang, and Oreopoulos (2009) and Weiss, Brock, Summo, Rudd, and Turner 

(2011) examine the effect of student support services on the students rather than 
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effectiveness of prevailing probation policy.  However, this study’s aim is to understand 

the purpose of the probation alert system on retention of its students.  

Moss and Yeaton (2015) also indicated that, after being placed on probation, only 

a small percentage of students were able to avoid academic dismissal as their next step of 

academic status.  If the probation policy does not stop students from exceling academically 

and in fact leads students towards academic dismissal and subsequently towards forced 

drop-out, then there is little purpose to have such policy in place without supportive 

programs.  

Implications for Future Research/Practices 

As evidence in the findings of this study, the lowest performing or least academic 

English language prepared ESL students are less likely to return by 11 percent (p < .01).  

Future research might examine the screening mechanism other than multiple measures used 

to place students into ESL courses and whether some subset of students is able to avoid 

placement despite not having college-ready English language skills.  The study’s data 

findings supports the current bill of AB 705 which states the goal of the bill is to make sure 

that students are not placed into remedial courses since it may delay their educational 

progress unless evidence suggests they are highly unlikely to succeed in the college-level 

course then the multiple measures are used to evaluate the students.  Community colleges 

are required to use multiple measures in determining course placement by following 5522 

of Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations, but Title 5 of the California Code of 

Regulations is not clear on guidance in use of multiple measures to ensure that students are 

not disqualified from courses in which they can be successful 

(Californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu, 2018).  
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These students are included in the 25 percent of the total number of students who 

are placed on probation, therefore, there are ways to reach to the optimal solution of 

assisting these students.  First and foremost, future research might examine the screening 

mechanism used to place students into ESL courses and whether some subset of students 

is able to avoid placement despite not having college-ready English language skills.  

Second, as the probation alert provides only notification and no additional support (Yeaton 

& Sechrest, 1981), it would be useful to understand student reaction to the placement 

beyond simply monitoring performance.  The alert system in place for academic probation 

students is unclear in content and it may not adequately explain the consequences of 

continued, unsatisfactory academic progress.  In particular, (a) enhancing on the probation 

policy by strengthening its tone, (b) providing examples of long-term effect, and (c) 

providing a guidance of each step in the academic status process could better enlighten and 

motivate students.  For institutions to do this well and to have the appropriate resources to 

serve the large group of students, the Chancellor’s Office can play a big role in adapting 

budget proposal for California Community Colleges that serve the highest percent of 

academic probation students similar to Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSI) grant.   

The Developing Hispanic-Serving Institutions (DHSI) Program provides grants to 

assist HSIs to develop educational opportunities for, and improve the achievement of 

Hispanic students.  These grants also allow HSIs to expand and enrich their academic 

assistances, program quality, and institutional steadiness.  By incentivizing academic 

probation policy for community colleges, not only is higher education prioritizing students’ 

education in general, but the state is also working towards its mission of college completion 

and degrees.  Although the solution of bettering the probation policy is not only driven by 
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the budget, but the collaboration of the whole campus on academic instruction and 

innovative ways of following up with their students is necessary.  For instance, in Financial 

Aid Offices, every student that does poorly in their academics are placed on contract and 

each advisor monitors their academic achievement for the following year.  The contract 

serves as a follow-up and this compels students to not give up on their academics. 

Given that simply placing students on probation is insignificant, at-risk students 

need additional proactive support, such as: 

1. Supplemental Instruction (SI) or Peer Assisted Study Sessions (PASS; Kokaua, 

Meer, Scott, & Wass, 2017); 

2. Group format was found to be suitable and effective (Coleman & Freedman, 1996); 

3. Regular meetings with a “specialist” for students on probation (Cruise, 2002; 

Humphrey, 2006); 

4. Monitored Probation (Mann, Hunt, & Alford, 2003); 

5. Developmental Education focus (Spurling & Gabriner 2002); and 

6. Success Course (Hutson, 2006). 

Parallel with the literature on intervention for probation students, within these 

existing programs, studies found these strategies helpful for students on academic 

probation at numerous colleges.  These activities develop the early stages of considerations 

for community colleges to seek improvement of support for students on probation.  

Mandating and implementation of these kind of programs can also change students’ and 

each college’s mindset of taking on a project that seems impossible due to its large number 

of students being on probation.  Tinto (1993) encourages the mindset of shifting the focus 
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from changing the student to changing the culture of the college campus, which is precisely 

what this particular institution has done.   

Recognizing that students with the highest risk of academic dismissal were the most 

responsive to the most intrusive intervention (Abelman & Molina, 2001), it is even more 

significant to address intervention programs for probationary students.  Intrusive advising 

addresses successful results in students’ retention and probation status.  In addition, 

investing in survey completion by first time academic probation students can be a useful 

tool to understand students’ misguided feelings about their educational path.  The surveys 

can be conducted by the Research and Planning Office within community colleges and as 

a result, the compliances of the students can be submitted into online follow-up services 

specifically for probation students.  Online intervention Academic probation program 

efforts can utilize steps and procedures to follow before and after being placed on academic 

probation by using technological strategies such as self-directed learning labs, and online-

learning models.  Several studies such as Preuss and Switalski (2008) aim towards 

academic assistance advising as a potentially effective intervention with probationary 

students in college.  As academic advising is a large component of students’ academic path, 

collectively, the campus wide online establishment can assist in improving and clearing 

paths for the students.  The collected data from online probation program can improve on 

how students are accelerating in academics.  The aim of the online intervention program 

may be to shorten the time students spend in developmental courses, assisting students to 

move more quickly into college-level courses, while also ideally forming proficiencies in 

the delivery of specialized program for 29 percent of the students at Glendale Community 

College. 
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Overall, there has to be a better and personal understanding of probation students 

for each community college as each community college serves different student 

populations and cultures.  By understanding the students’ need via surveys after being 

placed on probation, the institutions can create several specialized online programs that can 

meet students’ academic needs.  It will be very helpful if the institutions can learn from 

their students about which probation programs students will succeed in college after 

receiving the alert warning of academic probation.  

Conclusion 

The results clearly indicated that simply placing students on academic probation 

does not impact students’ potential for retention.  The results are robust to sample and 

model specification, which provide additional confidence in the results.  Further, the results 

are consistent with previous research examining probation policy (Moss & Yeaton 2015).  

Although other researchers have evaluated more rigorous probation interventions, this 

study strictly measured the impact of academic probation label policy on students’ 

retention.  Using the RD quasi-experimental design and affording casual interpretations 

demonstrates that probation status neither affected students to stay at Glendale Community 

College nor leave altogether.  In sum, simply labeling students does not adequately support 

their potential to graduate.  
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Appendix A 

Two miscoded possibilities of the student groups who have been eliminated from the 

analysis. 

Miss 

Coded  

Fall 2014 Term 

GPA 

Fall 2014 

Units 

Completed 

Fall 2014 Number of 

Remedial Courses 

Attempted 

2014-2015 

Any Financial 

Aid 

Fall 2014 

Age 

.00 Mean 2.4851 7.3028 1.0143 .61 24.01 

 N 3397 3397 3353 3397 3395 

 

Std. 

Deviation 1.28910 4.58299 1.22247 .487 9.927 

1.00 Mean 2.4781 7.9903 1.3200 .72 19.17 

 N 154 154 150 154 154 

 

Std. 
Deviation .51658 3.27771 1.16042 .450 2.937 

2.00 Mean .9018 4.0217 .5652 .61 23.43 

 N 23 23 23 23 23 

 

Std. 

Deviation .79410  1.12112 .499 7.178 

Total Mean 2.4746 7.3113 1.0244 .62 23.80 

 N 3574 3574 3526 3574 3572 

 

Std. 

Deviation 1.26917 4.53928 1.22108 .486 9.763 

 

Retained After Spring 2016  Fall 2014 Math Placement Level 
Units Transferred from Other 

Colleges Part Time Fall14 
.386 2.41 .222 .2953 
3397 2317 3397 3397 
.4869 1.849 4.2612 .45623 
.753 3.00 0.000 .0649 
154 129 154 154 
.4325 1.685 0.0000 .24722 
.217 1.75 3.739 .3913 
23 12 23 23 
.4217 1.815 17.9322 .49901 
.401 2.43 .235 .2860 
3574 2458 3574 3574 
.4901 1.845 4.3954 .45193 

 

Other NA_AK Asian Black Hispanic Pac. Islander White Armenian Mid-East Distance 

.0162 .0115 .1048 .0427 .2623 .0480 .2011 .2573 .0562 25.4489 

3397 3397 3397 3397 3397 3397 3397 3397 3397 3387 

.12623 .10655 .30634 .20218 .43994 .21376 .40085 .43720 .23039 115.31284 

.0065 .0195 .0974 .0325 .2727 .0390 .1558 .3442 .0325 22.8968 

154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 

.08058 .13866 .29747 .17782 .44681 .19413 .36389 .47664 .17782 112.88758 
0.0000 0.0000 .0870 .0435 .3043 .1304 .2174 .2174 0.0000 22.6130 

23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 

0.00000 0.00000 .28810 .20851 .47047 .34435 .42174 .42174 0.00000 67.23277 
.0157 .0118 .1044 .0422 .2630 .0481 .1992 .2608 .0548 25.3203 

3574 3574 3574 3574 3574 3574 3574 3574 3574 3564 

.12421 .10778 .30578 .20119 .44033 .21406 .39947 .43912 .22770 114.94322 
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Appendix B 

 

MODEL 3, Band 2: Narrow range of GPAs from 1.4 – 2.6 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Model 3 .234a .055 .049 .4817 

 

Coefficients       

Model  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients  

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 

  B 

Std. 

Error Beta   

3 (Constant) .299 .031  9.599 .000 

 GPA_F14_DM .794 .339 .552 2.343 .019 

 GPA_F14sqr_DM -.504 .628 -.124 -.802 .423 

 

Academic 

Probation Fall 14 2.419 2.113 2.095 1.145 .253 

 GPAxProbF14 -1.219 1.129 -1.733 -1.080 .281 

 GPAxProbF14sqr -.065 1.654 -.011 -.039 .969 
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Appendix C 

MODEL 4, Band 2: Narrow range of GPAs from 1.4 – 2.6 

Model Summary  

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Model 4 .366b .134 .116 .4644 

 

Coefficients 

Model  Unstandardiz

ed 

Coefficients 

 Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s 

t Sig. 

  B Std. 

Error 

Beta   

4 (Constant) .276 .050  5.487 .000 

 GPA_F14_DM .649 .331 .451 1.963 .050 

 GPA_F14sqr_D

M 

-.423 .613 -.104 -.691 .490 

 Academic 

Probation Fall 

14 

1.313 2.049 1.137 .641 .522 

 GPAxProbF14 -.645 1.095 -.917 -.589 .556 

 GPAxProbF14s

qr 

.427 1.610 .075 .266 .791 

 Age_DM -.015 .002 -.271 -7.678 .000 

 Other -.174 .147 -.042 -1.188 .235 

 NA_AK .054 .147 .013 .366 .715 

 Asian .012 .069 .007 .180 .857 

 Black -.062 .091 -.025 -.676 .499 

 Hispanic -.038 .051 -.036 -.737 .461 

 PacIsl .019 .087 .008 .219 .826 

 Armenian .121 .054 .106 2.242 .025 

 Mid. East .116 .082 .055 1.419 .156 

 G_Other .106 .167 .022 .636 .525 

 G_Female .057 .034 .057 1.678 .094 
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Appendix D 

MODEL 5, Band 2: Narrow range of GPAs from 1.4 – 2.6 

 

Model 

Summary 

    

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Model 5 .413c .170 .142 .4575 
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Coefficient

s 

      

Model  Unstandardize

d Coefficients 

 Standardize

d 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

  B Std. 

Error 

Beta   

5 (Constant) .166 .065  2.550 .011 

 GPA_F14_DM .392 .344 .272 1.140 .255 

 GPA_F14sqr_D

M 

-.034 .624 -.008 -.054 .957 

 Academic 

Probation Fall 

14 

.612 2.034 .530 .301 .764 

 GPAxProbF14 -.310 1.085 -.440 -.285 .775 

 GPAxProbF14s

qr 

.198 1.603 .035 .123 .902 

 Age_DM -.010 .002 -.188 -

4.816 

.000 

 Other -.154 .146 -.037 -

1.059 

.290 

 NA_AK .072 .146 .017 .493 .622 

 Asian .051 .071 .030 .717 .473 

 Black -.029 .092 -.012 -.315 .753 

 Hispanic -.057 .052 -.054 -

1.089 

.277 

 PacIsl -.025 .087 -.011 -.283 .778 

 Armenian .119 .055 .104 2.174 .030 

 Mid. East .122 .082 .058 1.482 .139 

 G_Other .100 .165 .020 .605 .546 

 G_Female .062 .034 .063 1.830 .068 

 M_PL01 .010 .065 .009 .155 .877 

 M_PL23 .012 .066 .010 .177 .860 

 M_PL45 .027 .067 .020 .403 .687 

 E_PL01 -.131 .061 -.105 -

2.129 

.034 

 E_PL23 -.003 .102 -.001 -.027 .979 

 E_PL45 .030 .049 .029 .618 .537 

 L_PL01 .194 .072 .181 2.712 .007 

 L_PL23 .106 .107 .053 .987 .324 

 L_PL45 .424 .194 .081 2.185 .029 

 PT_Fall14 -.032 .047 -.027 -.687 .492 
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Appendix E 

MODEL 6, Band 2: Narrow range of GPAs from 1.4 – 2.6 

 

Model 

Summary 

    

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Model 6 .418d .175 .144 .4570 
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Coefficients 

Model  Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

 Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

  B Std. 

Error 

Beta   

6 (Constant) .154 .067  2.302 .022 

 GPA_F14_DM .346 .345 .241 1.003 .316 

 GPA_F14sqr_DM .046 .627 .011 .074 .941 

 Academic Probation Fall 14 .503 2.039 .436 .247 .805 

 GPAxProbF14 -.256 1.088 -.365 -.236 .814 

 GPAxProbF14sqr .118 1.602 .021 .074 .941 

 Age_DM -.011 .002 -.199 -5.050 .000 

 Other -.180 .146 -.043 -1.235 .217 

 NA_AK .052 .146 .012 .355 .723 

 Asian .052 .071 .031 .736 .462 

 Black -.052 .092 -.021 -.563 .574 

 Hispanic -.080 .053 -.076 -1.506 .133 

 PacIsl -.040 .088 -.017 -.461 .645 

 Armenian .097 .056 .084 1.722 .086 

 Mid. East .113 .083 .053 1.366 .172 

 G_Other .084 .165 .017 .506 .613 

 G_Female .056 .034 .056 1.637 .102 

 M_PL01 .019 .065 .017 .284 .776 

 M_PL23 .014 .066 .012 .209 .834 

 M_PL45 .031 .067 .023 .455 .649 

 E_PL01 -.136 .062 -.109 -2.203 .028 

 E_PL23 -.010 .103 -.003 -.095 .924 

 E_PL45 .022 .049 .021 .446 .655 

 L_PL01 .188 .072 .175 2.620 .009 

 L_PL23 .114 .107 .057 1.059 .290 

 L_PL45 .423 .194 .081 2.180 .030 

 PT_Fall14 -.025 .047 -.021 -.536 .592 

 2014-2015 Financial Aid  .060 .039 .057 1.532 .126 

 Distance .000 .000 -.034 -.979 .328 

 

 

 


