
RETENTION, PERSISTENCE, AND ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT:

AN EXPLORATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL MODELS

by

STACY A. BARTLETT

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty 

in the Educational Leadership Program 

of Tift College of Education 

at Mercer University 

in Partial Fulfillment of the 

Requirements for the Degree

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Atlanta, GA. 

2013



UMI Number: 3573428

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,

a note will indicate the deletion.

UMI
Dissertation PiiblishMiQ

UMI 3573428
Published by ProQuest LLC 2013. Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.

Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest LLC 
789 East Eisenhower Parkway 

P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



© STACY A. BARTLETT 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



DEDICATION

I would like to dedicate this work to the numerous family, friends, and coworkers 

who encouraged me throughout this process. There were highs and lows, celebrations 

and losses, and none of this could have been possible without the support and love of 

those closest to me. My friends and family members demonstrated patience when I could 

not be at every function, and my coworkers made up for the times I could not work late 

while writing and editing.

To my mom, Karan, and my grandmother, Betty, thank you for the countless 

hours checking on me, praying for me, and supporting me through the toughest times of 

this process. To my husband, Jeremiah, thank you so much for believing in me, 

encouraging me, and making me laugh. Your sense of humor and support brought me 

through some very dark hours. Jeremiah, your sacrifice and support over the years means 

so much, and I will likely never be able to fully express what your dedication means to 

me.

To God, thank you for Your faithfulness, encouragement, and willingness to help 

me persevere throughout this process. I remember praying for Your guidance to start this 

program and asking You to see me through the coursework, comprehensive exams, and 

the final dissertation defense. “The steadfast love of the Lord never ceases; his mercies 

never come to an end; they are new every morning; great is your faithfulness” 

(Lamentations 3: 22-23, English Standard Version).



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This work would not have been possible without assistance from several people. 

Thank you to my dissertation committee, Dr. Edward Bouie, Dr. Mary O’Phelan, and Dr. 

Olivia Boggs. The encouragement and support provided throughout the entire process 

made this dissertation possible. Dr. Paige Tompkins also provided insight and 

encouragement along the way. The encouragement of many faculty members at Mercer 

University made this dissertation a reality.

My committee chair, Dr. Bouie, is an excellent leader and scholar; he really set 

the standard for accomplishing something great with this project. His faith in me and 

encouragement throughout the process allowed me to finish this dissertation. He was 

always willing to talk through my questions, even on holiday breaks and in between 

semesters. At times, I think he believed more in me than I did in myself. Getting a 

compliment from him at any point during this process made me think that I just might be 

able to finish this project.

Dr. O’Phelan’s comments and suggestions throughout my time in this program 

were invaluable. She demanded excellence from me, tolerated all of my questions, and 

listened when I needed to share about family, work, and school. Seeing the tears in her 

eyes when I talked about being the first in my family to accomplish this goal meant so 

much to me. She truly wanted me to succeed, and it was evident in the standards she set 

from the beginning of this process.



Dr. Boggs is one of the most thoughtful people I have ever met. Her comments 

along the way provided me the ability to think that I could conquer the world; and more 

importantly, that God designed me for a special purpose. She will likely never know how 

much her sweet words meant to me during my time in this program.

Lisa Rosenberg, the associate director of research at AACRAO, provided many 

hours of consultation, assistance, and insight while writing Chapter 3 and working 

through the data collection process. Without her help, this dissertation would not have 

been possible.

The love and support generated by students of Mercer University’s educational 

leadership program helped me to get through the times when I wanted to give up. 

Knowing that we were in it together made it a little easier.

vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

DEDICATION................................................................................................................... iv

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS.................................................................................................. v

LIST OF TABLES.............................................................................................................. x

LIST OF FIGURES.......................................................................................................... xii

ABSTRACT.................................................................................................................... xiii

CHAPTER

1. INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY................................................................1
Background of the Study...................................................................................1

Statement of the Problem.......................................................................... 2
History of the Problem.............................................................................. 3
Current Status of the Problem................................................................... 5
Need for Further Study of the Problem..................................................... 6

Purpose of the Study..........................................................................................8
Research Questions............................................................................................8
Theoretical Framework..................................................................................... 9
Conceptual Framework....................................................................................11
Procedures........................................................................................................12
Significance of the Study.................................................................................14
Limitations of the Study...................................................................................16
Delimitations of the Study...............................................................................17
Definitions of Terms........................................................................................18
Summary......................................................................................................... 21

2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE....................................................... 23
Retention Research Context and Background................................................. 24

History of Retention Studies.................................................................. 24
Changing Focus in Retention Research................................................. 26

vii



TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)

CHAPTER Page

Theoretical Framework........................................................................... 27
Organizational Behavior Context and Background......................................... 37

Organizational Behavior Literature Foundations.................................... 38
Student Outcomes and Organizational Behavior Research....................39
Retention and Organizational Factors..................................................... 42

Enrollment Management Context and Background........................................ 48
History of Enrollment Management........................................................ 48
Development of Enrollment Management.............................................. 53
Enrollment Management and Retention Research.................................. 60

Summary......................................................................................................... 72

3. METHODOLOGY.......................................................................................... 75
Research Questions and Hypotheses............................................................... 75
Research Design.............................................................................................. 77

Variables................................................................................................. 78
Population............................................................................................... 79
Sample..................................................................................................... 80
Participants.............................................................................................. 81
Instrumentation....................................................................................... 81

Data Collection................................................................................................ 86
Response Rate.................................................................................................. 88
Data Analysis................................................................................................... 89
Summary..........................................................................................................92

4. RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS................................................................. 94
Research Questions and Hypotheses............................................................... 95
Reliability Study Results................................................................................. 97
Respondents.....................................................................................................97
Findings......................................................................................................... 104

Research Question 1............................................................................ 104
Research Question 2.............................................................................108
Research Question 3............................................................................ 110
Research Question 4 .............................................................................113
Research Question 5.............................................................................115
Research Question 6............................................................................ 118
Research Question 7.............................................................................121

Summary........................................................................................................ 126



TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)

CHAPTER Page

5. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS... 129
Summary of the Study.................................................................................... 129
Discussion of Major Findings........................................................................133

Enrollment Management Departmental Composition........................ 134
Institutional Retention Programming....................................................135
Enrollment Management Programs and Models...................................137
Enrollment Management Programs and First-Year Retention Rates. ..139 
Enrollment Management Programs and Six-Year Graduation Rates... 141 
Enrollment Management Programs and Final Reporting Structures.. .143

Conclusions....................................................................................................144
Implications....................................................................................................149
Recommendations for Future Research.........................................................152
Summary........................................................................................................153

APPENDICES

A INSTRUMENT PERMISSION............................................................... 156

B IRB APPROVAL..................................................................................... 158

C INFORMED CONSENT..........................................................................160

D INSTRUMENT........................................................................................ 162

REFERENCES........................................................................................................ 168

ix



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

1. Percentages of Private and Public Institutions......................................................99

2. Percentages of Respondent Positions.................................................................. 100

3. Percentages of Geographical Institution Locations.............................................101

4. Percentages of Institutions’ Carnegie Classifications......................................... 102

5. Percentages of Institutions with and without Enrollment
Management (EM) Programs...............................................................................103

6. Percentages of Institutions with EM Models.......................................................103

7. Percentages of Departments Included in EM Programs......................................106

8. Percentages of Departments Included in EM Programs -
Other Areas..........................................................................................................107

9. Percentages of Institutions Reporting EM Retention Practices.......................... 109

10. Percentages of Institutions Reporting EM Retention Practices —
Other Practices.....................................................................................................110

11. Retention Rate Group Statistics for Institutions with and
without EM.......................................................................................................... 112

12. Independent Samples t-test for Comparison of Retention Rates -
Institutions with and without EM........................................................................112

13. ANOVA for Comparison of Retention Rates -  EM Models.............................. 114

14. Mean Retention Rates among EM Models..........................................................114

15. Graduation Rate Group Statistics for Institutions
with and without E M ..........................................................................................117

x



LIST OF TABLES (Continued)

Table Page

16. Independent Samples t-test for Comparison of Graduation Rates -  
Institutions with and without EM........................................................................ 117

17. Graduation Rate Group Statistics for Institutions with and
without EM -  Private Institutions........................................................................118

18. Independent Samples t-test for Comparison of Graduation Rates -
Private Institutions with and without EM............................................................118

19. ANOVA for Comparison of Graduation Rates -  EM Models........................... 120

20. Mean Graduation Rates among EM Models.......................................................120

21. ANOVA for Comparison of Retention Rates among Four
Reporting Structures............................................................................................123

22. Mean Retention Rates among Four Reporting Structures...................................123

23. ANOVA for Comparison of Retention Rates among Three
Reporting Structures -  Combined Reporting Structures.....................................125

24. Mean Retention Rates among Three Reporting Structures -
Combined Reporting Structures..........................................................................125

xi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page

1. Graphic depiction of conceptual framework..........................................................12

xii



ABSTRACT

STACY A. BARTLETT
RETENTION, PERSISTENCE, AND ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT: AN 
EXPLORATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL MODELS 
Under the direction of EDWARD L. BOUIE, JR., Ed.D.

Low student retention and persistence continues to be a major problem within 

American higher education (Elkins, Braxton, & James, 2000; Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; 

Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). Less is known about the institutional organizational 

behavior influence on student persistence (Berger, 2001-2002); and while enrollment 

management may be part of the solution to the retention problem, there is a mixture of 

evidence validating its effectiveness (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001). The 

purpose of this study was to test whether retention and graduation rates differ based on 

enrollment management programs and models and to identify the retention strategies 

associated with such models.

A quantitative survey design was employed to gather responses to answer seven 

research questions. A survey, adapted with permission from Noel-Levitz (2001-2002), 

was sent to four-year private and public American Association of Collegiate Registrars 

and Admissions Officers (AACRAO) primary contacts via email. After approximately 

five weeks of data collection, the researcher received the institutional information from 

AACRAO.



Institutional data confirmed that there are a multitude of enrollment management 

departmental compositions, with admissions and financial aid being primary. Retention 

strategies demonstrated the highest frequency with orientation programming, while less 

than forty percent of institutions reported a written retention plan. No significant 

differences were found for first-year retention rates based on enrollment management 

programs and models. However, a significant difference was found for six-year 

graduation rates based on whether the institution had an established program. Those 

institutions with enrollment management programs possessed significantly higher 

graduation rates. Models did not confirm any significant differences. Enrollment 

management program final reporting structures confirmed a significant difference when 

position groups were combined. Those institutions with enrollment management 

reporting to a chief academic affairs officer reported significantly higher retention rates.

Conclusions and implications provided may guide educational leaders in 

determining what enrollment management structures and retention strategies work at their 

institutions. Additional research in this field may include replication of the study and use 

of a different instrument, mixed methods approaches, and other populations. Further 

exploration of enrollment planning and retention reporting structures may also be helpful 

for higher education leaders.

xiv



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Student retention issues have plagued institutions of higher education for decades. 

Researchers continue to agree that student persistence is an increasingly large focus 

within higher education (Elkins, Braxton, & Janies, 2000; Huddleston, 2000; Kalsbeek & 

Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). The changing landscape of American 

postsecondary education, including rising costs and an increased concentration on the 

success of completion efforts, has left institutions with much knowledge and theory, but 

little in the realm of the actual practice of retaining students (Elkins et al., 2000; 

Huddleston, 2000; Jamelske, 2009; Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). Over recent years, 

various studies and theories have attempted to explain possible strategies that encourage 

higher retention rates; however, attrition rates continue to rise, particularly between 

freshmen and sophomore years (Cuseo, 2003; Schneider, 2010; Tinto, 2006-2007; Tsui & 

Gao, 2006).

Background of the Study 

While retention has always been a prominent focus in higher education, the recent 

governmental focus on student completion rates emphasizes the need for retention efforts 

that consistently provide avenues to encourage student success (Kalsbeek & Hossler, 

2010; Kezar, 2004; National Commission on Higher Education Attainment, 2013).

Several avenues in higher education address measures of retention, including prestige



perceptions in student recruitment and the much needed revenue streams that higher 

retention rates provide. The cost increases and increased competition for financial 

resources in higher education have caused additional scrutiny for educational leaders in 

justifying why a college education is important and necessary (Kalsbeek & Hossler,

2010; Kezar, 2004).

Statement o f the Problem

Despite a plethora of research, considerable gains in college student retention and 

degree completion have been difficult to achieve (Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Tinto, 

2006-2007). Tinto (2006-2007) asserts that retention continues to remain a problem in 

higher education because of the separation between knowledge and implementation that 

is enhanced by insufficient budgets and decreasing enrollments. The funding spent on 

first-year students who do not return is extremely burdensome to taxpayers and federal 

and state governments (Schneider, 2010); and unfortunately, the student impact is equally 

devastating. There are limits to students’ subsequent employment and social mobility 

opportunities because of failure to complete a degree (Jamelske, 2009; Kezar, 2004; 

Wilson, 2006), and college student dropouts experience a downward spiral in social 

mobility and have a difficult time entering the middle class (Camevale, Smith, & Strohl, 

2010).

Regardless of the abundance of retention studies, the majority of the research has 

ignored the organizational behaviors that have an influence on student outcomes (Berger, 

2000, 2001-2002, 2002; Gasemer-Topf & Schuh, 2006; Nunez, 2008-2009; Strauss & 

Volkwein, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). Potential solutions include the development of



institutional enrollment management departments that seek to promote the centralization 

of recruitment and retention efforts (Kemerer, Baldridge, & Green, 1982); however, there 

is a mixture of evidence in the literature (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001) 

regarding the effectiveness of such programs in reaching enrollment management 

objectives (Smith, 2001). Without sufficient knowledge regarding the effectiveness of 

implementing enrollment management models (Lee, 2010) institutions will continue to 

spend limited resources on efforts that may or may not be effective in increasing college 

student retention and persistence.

History o f the Problem 

The history of the retention problem is multifaceted, reaching back into the early 

1900s. At this time in the beginning of the twentieth century, researchers began looking 

at various reasons why students leave or are asked to leave higher education, with a large 

focus on students’ academic abilities (Held, 1941; Jones, 1933; Mitchell, 1942) and the 

costs associated with higher education (Mitchell, 1942; Nicolson, 1910). During the 

transition to the 1950s, researchers continued placing the retention focus on the abilities 

of the students; therefore, if students were not succeeding it was because of their own 

inherent issues. This lack of skills, motivation, and willingness to complete a college 

degree only reinforced the notion that students failed, not institutions (Elkins et al., 2000; 

Tinto, 2006-2007). However, in the 1970s, the perspective of student persistence 

research began to incorporate various institutional characteristics and programs that 

focused on assisting students during the crucial first year of transition from high school to 

college and understanding how the institutional environment impacts student retention
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(Tinto, 2006-2007). Coupled together with access concerns during high enrollment times 

after World War II, the focus quickly became not only first-year retention but persistence 

and degree completion within higher education (Bragg & Durham, 2012; Douglass,

2005). It was during this time that Tinto (1975) published an article detailing a synopsis 

of current retention research. In these writings, Tinto (1975) also further described one of 

the first models associated with student persistence. This model focused on the academic 

and social interplay of the student and the institution (Tinto, 2006-2007).

Building upon the foundation of Tinto’s model (1975), several other theorists 

detailed many facets of the retention problem within American higher education.

Theorists such as Pascarella (1980), Pascarella and Terenzini (1980), and Astin (1975) 

contributed comprehensive studies that emphasized the crucial importance of student 

involvement and social contact on a variety of student outcomes, including a large focus 

on retention. Although helpful for understanding the foundation of retention studies, 

most of the early work lacked complexity in understanding the ways that personal 

backgrounds and institutional characteristics impact student success. As such, the thirty 

to forty years of progress initiated a strong focus on the need for institutional practices to 

address the decline in retention rates (Tinto, 2006-2007).

Within three decades of Tinto’s (1975) original work detailing a longitudinal 

model of student retention, Berger (2000, 2001-2002, 2002) wrote extensively on the 

aspect of organizational behavior, specifically institutional environments, and their 

impact on college student outcomes. According to Berger (2001-2002), although there is



a vast amount of research provided for educational leaders to understand the 

organizational nature of higher education, “...most of these studies do not focus directly 

on how organizational behavior at colleges affects students, and even fewer investigate 

the effects of organizational behavior on student persistence” (p. 5). Therefore, there is a 

need to better understand and validate those organizational practices that increase 

retention rates, including successfully implemented programs and structures that continue 

to adapt as necessary (Tinto, 2006-2007).

Current Status o f the Problem

Despite the immense research dedicated to understanding college student 

retention, substantial increases in retention and completion rates have been difficult to 

achieve (Tinto, 2006-2007). According to the retention and completion tables from ACT 

(2013), a complementary measure of retention and degree completion—graduation 

rates—have declined at the five-year level in public and private colleges and universities, 

although private institutions have made some gains in recent years. The highest public, 

four-year college graduation rate since 1983 was in 1986 at 52.8%; the rate in 2012 was 

36.6% (K. Burkum, personal communication, May 30, 2013; the most recent data 

available). For private, four-year institutions, the highest percentage of completions was 

in 2006 at 57.5%; the lowest rate was in 2001 with 53.3%. Current 2012 data reveal 

54.7% in private institution completion rates (ACT, 2013).

Unfortunately, the retention data show relatively little change at the four-year 

level. Recent reports from ACT (2011) show that while public two-year institutions have 

experienced increases in first-year retention rates, four-year private institution retention
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rates have dropped to their lowest level in over twenty years. ACT’s (2013) retention and 

completion tables detail that the highest first-year retention rate for four-year, private 

institutions was in 1989 at 74%. The lowest rate was in 2010 and 2012 at 67.3% (ACT, 

2013).

Four-year public retention data demonstrate that the highest rate was in 2004 at 

70%, and the lowest was in 1996 and 2005 at 66.4%. Current 2012 data reveal 65.4% in 

first-year retention rates at four-year public institutions (ACT, 2013). When accounting 

for overall retention rates at two-year and four-year institutions, only 67% of all first-year 

students return to their institutions to continue their degrees (ACT, 2011). Unfortunately, 

four-year institution retention rates have been trending downward for a while (ACT, 

2011,2013).

Need for Further Study o f the Problem

The literature asserts that retention is a crucial aspect of the survival of higher 

education (Cuseo, 2003). Cuseo (2003) mentions Gardner (1981) first anticipated this 

notion in his descriptions of the necessity of implementing first-year programs in order to 

increase student persistence. As such, Gardner (1981) detailed that higher education 

must adapt in order to continue because the retention of students helps to ensure budget 

survival. In this sense, retention is not a luxury but in some ways, the very avenue for the 

continued survival of institutions.

Because there is a lack of empirical research dedicated to the study of 

organizational behavior and its influence on student persistence (Berger, 2001-2002), 

there is a need to study organizational models that may contribute to an increase in



institutional retention and completion rates. According to Huddleston (2000), the 

concept of enrollment management, though originally focused on increasing new student 

enrollments, quickly emphasized the need to retain students as part of the institutional 

enrollment strategy. Improving the integration and effectiveness of key roles within the 

institution served as an impetus to produce organizational changes that would improve 

strategies to see students through their entire educational journey. Even with the 

establishment of enrollment management programs, the implementation of retention 

programs continues to be a challenging aspect of managing enrollments at most 

institutions (Huddleston, 2000; Tinto, 2006-2007).

It is this challenge to which Tinto (1987) describes the importance of retention 

strategies as the foremost concern within enrollment management models. Cuseo’s 

(2003) article regarding academic engagement and retention strategies further explains 

Tinto’s (1987) comments by demonstrating that he believes it is more powerful as an 

enrollment management strategy to contribute financial resources to retention efforts 

instead of recruiting new students. “Institutions have come to view the retention of 

students to degree completion as the only reasonable course of action left to ensure their 

survival...” (Tinto, 1987, p. 2). There is a great need to further study enrollment 

management programs and whether first-year retention and six-year graduation rates 

differ based on specific organizational structures and strategies. This must be done to 

progress the understanding of effective retention and persistence programming within 

American higher education institutions.
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Purpose of the Study

Because low student retention and completion rates is a continual problem in 

higher education (Elkins et al., 2000; Cuseo, 2003; Huddleston, 2000; Kezar, 2004;

Tinto, 2006-2007) and there is little empirical research detailing the organizational 

behavior and structural influence of colleges and universities on student outcomes 

(Berger, 2000, 2001-2002, 2002; Nunez, 2008-2009), there is a need to understand the 

organizational models that may be related to student retention and persistence rates in 

American higher education. This research provides the basis to study a rather new 

organizational model to higher education, enrollment management, which seeks to solve 

higher education organizational issues by centralizing recruitment and retention efforts 

(Kemerer, Baldridge, & Green, 1982). There is a mixture of research validating the 

effectiveness of these programs (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001); and while this 

study was not designed for that purpose, it was designed to test whether retention and 

graduation rates differ based on enrollment management programs and models and to 

identify the retention strategies associated with such models.

Research Questions 

The related research questions were:

1. What departments are usually included in enrollment management 

programs?

2. What institutional retention strategies are utilized as part of enrollment 

management organizational structures?
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3. Is there a difference in first-year retention rates for institutions with and 

without an enrollment management program?

4. Are there differences in first-year retention rates among institutions that 

use enrollment management models?

5. Is there a difference in six-year graduation rates for institutions with and 

without an enrollment management program?

6. Are there differences in six-year graduation rates among institutions that 

use enrollment management models?

7. Are there differences in first-year retention rates for enrollment 

management program final reporting structures?

Theoretical Framework

The review of retention literature builds upon several theoretical models 

associated with persistence, with one of the first detailed by Tinto (1975, 1987, 1993).

His longitudinal model of institutional departure (1975, 1987, 1993) is the foundational 

theory for this study that describes the interacting variables that may explain why 

students persist or depart from institutions. In Tinto’s description, students begin their 

college journeys with differing thoughts about completing their degrees based on their 

own skills and backgrounds, which provides various perspectives for setting their own 

educational objectives and degree commitments. These objectives continuously adapt 

through many interactions between the student and the institutional social and academic 

members and organizational structures (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). When students 

experience informal and formal fulfilling interactions with the academic and social



systems of the institution, they likely persist because of increased assimilation into the 

organization. Students demonstrate incorporation into the institution when they 

experience the common beliefs of educational peers and faculty and agree to accept the 

requirements for participation within the institution. As students assimilate into the 

organization, commitment levels increase in institutional and educational goal attainment. 

Negative organizational experiences do not encourage integration and only emphasize 

detachment from the academic and social structures of the institution. This, in turn, 

reduces students’ institutional and personal commitments to degree completion 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).

Although Tinto’s (1975, 1987, 1993) model addresses the structural and 

organizational aspects of institutions, Pascarella’s (1985) general model for assessing 

change further details the interaction of students within the academic and social aspects 

of the institutional environment. This model helps to explain the relationship between 

institutional structural characteristics and the environment that provides a foundational 

perspective for research regarding college outcomes across many institutions (Pascarella 

& Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1987,1993).

Pascarella’s model (1985) originally addressed the student growth process, but 

Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) later confirmed it to be suitable for the study of many 

college outcomes. This model for assessing change is an indirect and direct function of 

several sets of variables, which include the organizational functions and features of the 

institution and the students’ personal and family characteristics that combine to form an 

institution’s environment. Other variables associated include collaboration of students



with social peers on campus and the combination of student effort, background 

characteristics, and the university environment. The institution’s structural features 

produce an indirect influence on student outcomes because, as the authors assert, the 

campus environment facilitates this influence through student academic determination 

and exchanges within the social and academic members of the-institution (Pascarella, 

1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).

The variables described in both of these models explain portions of the existence 

of retention problems within higher education by detailing the importance of integration 

and involvement with the informal and formal structures within an institution’s 

environment. In order to address structural aspects, the program of enrollment 

management established itself as an organizational concept that combines the informal 

and formal structural aspects (Tinto, 1987, 1993) of university functioning to provide an 

enhanced and seamless experience for students from the beginning to the end of their 

educational journey (Huddleston, 2000). By meeting student needs through 

organizational actions, institutions may be better equipped to help students make greater 

persistence commitments to themselves and their institutions (Tinto, 2012).

Conceptual Framework

Because the purpose of this study was to determine if retention and graduation 

rates differ based on the presence of enrollment management programs and models, the 

variables described in the theoretical framework detail the institutional organizational 

aspects that interact to produce positive or negative interactions (Tinto, 1975, 1987, 1993;
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Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) that may ultimately lead students to make persistence or 

departure decisions. The identification of the organizational model of enrollment 

management as one of the structural aspects further identifies the interaction of formal 

and informal academic and social structures (Tinto, 1975, 1987, 1993; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005) that may create enhanced educational experiences for students. An 

enrollment management program may explain why some institutions are better equipped 

to help students succeed through their educational experiences because of the 

centralization of retention and persistence efforts. Figure 1 depicts the relationship of 

institutional attributes to enrollment management structures that may lead to greater 

student persistence.

Organizational Items:

A. Support student 
needs

B. Institutional/ 
organizational 
actions

Enrollment Management:

A. Present
B. Not Present

Institutional Outcomes:

A. First-year 
retention

B. Six-year 
graduation

Figure 1. Graphic depiction o f conceptual framework

Procedures

Given the research purpose of testing whether retention and graduation rates 

differ based on enrollment management programs and models, the research approach was
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quantitative in nature. The following paragraphs detail the procedures used to collect and 

analyze data.

The population for the study included all four-year private and public nonprofit 

institutions within the United States that are members of the American Association of 

Collegiate Registrars and Admission Officers (AACRAO). AACRAO is an enrollment 

and admissions association of approximately 11,000 professionals representing over 

2,600 institutions within the United States and across the world (AACRAO, 2012a). The 

sample utilized in this study included any four-year private and public nonprofit 

institution that is a member of AACRAO.

A survey, adapted with permission from Noel-Levitz (2001-2002), was used to 

collect data to answer the research questions. The data collected included information 

that identified the organizational composition of an institution, including whether or not 

there was an established enrollment management program. Additionally, the 

coordination model and persistence strategies were captured in the survey. Continuous 

data captured by the instrument were institutional first-year retention rates and six-year 

graduation rates.

The survey was sent via email to higher education professionals identified by 

AACRAO as the primary institutional contacts at each four-year private and public 

nonprofit institution. The data collected from the survey were entered into the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 21 to provide descriptive statistics regarding the 

respondents, the retention strategies utilized, and the departmental composition of 

enrollment management programs. Statistical procedures included the use of
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independent samples Mests and Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) to determine if there 

were differences among the variables in the study.

Significance of the Study 

Because of the problem of low college student retention, higher education 

administrators are inevitably seeking avenues whereby their institutions may produce and 

encourage higher retention and completion rates (Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010). Despite 

the great amount of retention literature, Tinto (2006-2007) asserts that there is separation 

between the documented retention literature and the actual implementation of successful 

retention strategies. A relatively new movement within higher education, enrollment 

management, seeks to centralize the recruitment and retention efforts while maintaining 

an effective enrollment balance to steady tuition revenues and provide quality education 

(Bontrager, 2004; Huddleston, 2000; Smith, 2001).

Higher Education Administrators 

For higher education administrators, this study provided information about the 

enrollment management organizational models and retention strategies that may be useful 

in influencing institutional retention and graduation rates. Because the organizational 

structures and behaviors of an institution may influence student persistence (Berger, 

2001-2002), higher education leaders would be irresponsible not to allocate much time 

and reflection to enrollment management program development (Black, 2004), especially 

those organizational structures that may influence student persistence.
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Additionally, the results of this study provided avenues whereby presidents of 

universities and colleges make informed decisions about whether or not enrollment 

management is suitable for their institutions, the avenues whereby restructuring is 

necessary to encourage student persistence, and the ability of staff and faculty to align 

organizational goals and structures to serve students in the persistence process.

Enrollment and Retention Managers 

Due to the scarcity of resources in higher education, enrollment managers must 

make wise decisions about what structures and strategies to implement in order to 

encourage persistence. Understanding whether enrollment management programs and 

organizational models and their components influence retention and completion rates 

assists these managers in more effectively planning for the future. Because this research 

provided information regarding enrollment management organizational programs, 

enrollment and retention managers may be better equipped to make informed structural 

changes that incorporate retention goals while maintaining a strong focus on campus 

coordination and involvement. Having an awareness of the retention strategies utilized at 

other four-year institutions provided an extensive amount of information to enrollment 

and retention managers about strategies that may be successfully implemented at their 

institutions to encourage retention and completion rates. For the new enrollment 

manager, the results of this study provided a way of assessing and comparing the 

strategies used across higher education with the strategies utilized at a particular 

institution. General knowledge about enrollment management practices and the
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associated goals is likely to be beneficial to administrators new to the field or to a specific 

institution.

Higher Education Researchers 

The completion of this research contributed to additional studies related to the 

organizational characteristics, behaviors, and structures that have an influence on student 

outcomes. Because of the limited research detailing the organizational behavior impact 

on student persistence (Berger, 2001-2002), other models could be examined to further 

detail their retention influence. The results of this study informed the retention practices 

currently in place whereby students integrate into institutional culture. Study results 

detailed to administrators, enrollment and retention managers, and higher education 

researchers may lend themselves to increased persistence rates within higher education. 

This potential increase may provide better social mobility opportunities for students and 

repurpose the amount of money spent on students not returning to higher education.

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations associated with this study included participant knowledge, 

response rates, self-reported survey information, and the survey questions that did not 

address the implementation of enrollment management programs or structures.

Responses may have been limited because of turnover in the higher education field of 

enrollment management (Gyure & Arnold; as cited in Vander Schee, 2009), and that may 

have impacted the knowledge of participants in responding to the survey questions. 

Additionally, the enrollment management programs and models information was self- 

reported by participants, which may have yielded inaccurate information. The
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instructions sent with the instrument encouraged collaboration with other campus 

administrators to increase the likelihood that the reported information was accurate.

As with any survey, a low response rate may occur, although the encouragement 

through a national organization attempted to mitigate this occurrence. Reminder emails 

were sent to participants to assist in increasing survey completion rates. Additionally, 

the survey sought to capture data related to retention strategies and enrollment 

management programs and models. Incorrectly implemented enrollment management 

structures may decrease the program’s effectiveness (Lee, 2010). This survey did not 

capture any information as to the implementation perceptions of administrators.

Delimitations of the Study 

The sample for this study was a delimitation. The sample included four-year 

private and public nonprofit institutions within the United States that are members of 

AACRAO; therefore the results were not generalizable to private and public two-year 

institutions or any for-profit institutions. While other types of institutions may benefit 

from this research by expanding their understanding of retention strategies, any 

statistically significant differences found only apply to the population identified for the 

study. The AACRAO organization is well-respected, and a high number of accredited 

institutions within the United States are members. However, it is possible that there are 

several institutions that are not part of their membership.

The second delimitation was the focus on one function within enrollment 

management. In order to address the problem of low student retention and persistence 

and the potential solution of enrollment management programs, this study focused on one
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operational area within enrollment management: retention and persistence. Vander Schee 

(2009) summarizes the work of several authors in explaining enrollment management 

theory (Baldridge, Kemerer, & Green, 1982; Hossler, 1986; Kemerer et al., 1982; 

Kreutner & Godfrey, 1980-81; Muston, 1984; Taber, 1989), in which enrollment 

management programs typically include five operational aspects within an institution: (a) 

a type of organizational model that coordinates efforts, (b) admissions/recruitment and 

financial planning, (c) marketing, (d) retention, and (e) planning for the fixture. As such, 

any of these areas may affect the recruitment or retention of students to higher education. 

This study addressed the retention aspects and did not include any other fimctional areas 

related to enrollment management.

Definitions of Terms 

Terms in this study were described by the following definitions and concepts. 

Enrollment Management

“Enrollment management is an institution-wide initiative designed to enhance 

student satisfaction with college life and to increase the proportion of students who will 

remain at the institution to complete their educational program” (Smith, 2001, p. 367). 

With a focus on student recruitment, first-year experiences, retention, degree completion, 

and the associated student outcomes, enrollment management is an institution’s attempt 

to provide a quality educational product for its students while balancing a need for tuition 

revenue (Smith, 2001). Within the context of this study, a respondent may have reported 

that an enrollment management program was established at an institution if he or she 

agreed that these five elements were in place at the institution and working in
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collaboration: (a) planning, (b) admissions/recruitment and financial aid, (b) marketing, 

(c) retention, and (e) a model coordinating enrollment management efforts (Vander 

Schee, 2009).

Enrollment Management Models

Kemerer and colleagues (1982) describe the evolution of the four most recognized 

enrollment management organizational models. Descriptions of these models include: (a) 

the marketing committee, (b) the staff coordinator, (c) the matrix system, and (d) the 

enrollment management division. Recently, authors detailed new model names to reflect 

institutional enrollment management utilization (Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2009). The 

new organizational names and descriptions detailed below describe the enrollment 

management models that exist on campuses in one of four organizational structures 

(Black, 2004; Huddleston & Rumbough, 1997; Penn, 1999).

Enrollment management committee. The enrollment management committee is 

the initial effort toward enrollment management as it increases campus awareness and 

involvement in enrollment activities, but there are no structural changes, authority to 

implement programs or enforce departmental accountability (Black, 2004; Kemerer et al., 

1982; Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2007).

Enrollment management coordinator. The enrollment management coordinator 

organizes enrollment management activities and encourages and eventually increases the 

coordination of several enrollment-related departments on campus. However, there may 

be political and/or authoritative issues in producing significant changes because of the 

differing levels of the authority level of this person. In many cases, this person acts as a
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midlevel supervisor managing enrollment activities but without structural changes 

(Black, 2004; Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2007).

Enrollment management matrix. The enrollment management matrix allows for 

some structural changes and places enrollment management efforts under a single 

administrator. This process brings together many administrators that have a direct line to 

institutional decision-making. Major structural reorganization is not a requirement; 

however, success is likely dependent on the visibility of the position and the political 

clout of the person in charge (Black, 2004; Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999; Vander 

Schee, 2007).

Enrollment management division. The enrollment management division is an 

institution’s greatest commitment to creating an integrated enrollment management focus 

on campus, but many times implementation is difficult to achieve. While the division 

focuses on the creation of a centralized enrollment management organization, producing 

another level of administrative oversight may be a deterrent to enhancing enrollment 

management goals (Black, 2004; Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2007). 

Institutional Retention Rate

An institution’s first-year retention rate is the percentage of first-time, Ml-time 

degree-seeking freshmen that start at an institution’s fall term and continue to the 

following year’s fall term at the same institution (Integrated Postsecondary Education 

Data System [IPEDS], 2012).
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Institutional Graduation Rate

An institution’s graduation rate is the percentage of first-time, full-time degree- 

seeking freshmen that start at an institution’s fall term and complete (receive a conferred 

degree) within 150% of normal time to completion. For four-year institutions, this 

timeline is six years (IPEDS, 2012).

Organizational Behavior

Organizational behavior “refers to the actions of organizational agents at a 

college” (Berger, 2000, p. 180) and not the institution as a whole.

Organizational Structure

The organizational structure of an institution is defined by the behavioral 

practices displayed by administrators through governing campus alliances (Berger, 2002).

Summary

This introductory chapter presented a foundation for the study by describing the 

problem, purpose, research questions, theoretical and conceptual frameworks, limitations 

and delimitations, and educational leadership significance. The problem of low student 

retention and lack of associated organizational behavior research provided a foundation 

for the increased study of enrollment management programs and models that may be able 

to influence institutional retention and graduation rates and explain the retention 

strategies utilized at four-year private and public institutions.

This study was necessary because of the higher education budgetary and prestige 

implications associated with low student retention rates. The research questions focused 

on enrollment management programs and models and institutional retention and
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graduation rates. Descriptive questions focused on the retention strategies utilized and 

the departments contained in enrollment management programs. Procedures included use 

of an adapted survey sent out to AACRAO primary institutional contacts at four-year 

institutions across the United States.

Higher education administrators, enrollment and retention officers, and other 

researchers benefited from the results of this study because it contributed to knowledge 

about how to create organizational structures that influence institutional retention and 

graduation rates. Institutions are better equipped to understand the retention strategies 

utilized at four-year institutions, the departmental composition of enrollment 

management programs, and the various reporting structures used at many institutions.

The following chapter describes the literature concerning retention, organizational 

behavior, and enrollment management. With a foundational description of the vast 

amounts of retention research, the chapter concludes with a description of current 

research efforts concerning enrollment management programs and models.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The problem of low student retention and degree completion has been an issue 

within American higher education for a long time (Elkins, Braxton, & James, 2000; 

Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). Though small gains were 

made in the past few years in private college graduation rates, first-year retention is at its 

lowest level in over twenty years (ACT, 2011, 2013). While there may be many 

explanations for the downward spiral, the retention research confirms that there is little 

available information about an institution’s organizational behavior influence on college 

student outcomes—particularly student persistence (Berger, 2000, 2001-2002, 2002; 

Gansemer-Topf & Schuh, 2006; Nunez, 2008-2009; Strauss & Volkwein, 2004).

Initially created within private institutions as a means to balance revenue and 

provide a valuable educational product, the concept of enrollment management seeks to 

centralize recruitment and retention efforts therefore seeing students from the beginning 

to the end of their educational journey (Bontrager, 2004; Huddleston, 2000; Kemerer, 

Baldridge, & Green, 1982; Smith, 2001). However, while there is research concerning 

enrollment management programs, there is a mixture of evidence detailing the impact of 

the program as well as the retention benefits of enrollment management (Huddleston, 

2000; Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001).

23
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As such, the purpose of this study was to test whether retention and graduation 

rates differ based on enrollment management programs and models and to identify the 

retention strategies associated with such models. The research questions focused on three 

areas related to retention and persistence, organizational behavior and structures, and 

enrollment management in higher education. This chapter reviews literature in the same 

areas: (a) retention and persistence, (b) organizational behavior and persistence, and (c) 

enrollment management and persistence. A summary of major themes within the 

literature are presented at the conclusion of the chapter.

Retention Research Context and Background 

The focus of the first section of this literature review is retention and student 

persistence. The following paragraphs provide a comprehensive literature review 

detailing the (a) history of retention studies, (b) the changing retention research focus, 

and the (c) theoretical perspective used as a foundation in this study.

History o f Retention Studies 

The problem of low student retention and degree completion continues to escalate 

within American higher education (Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Huddleston, 2000; Tinto, 

2006-2007). Though there is much research conducted on the subject, Tinto (2006-2007) 

asserts that American higher education has not made gains in this area because there is 

separation between the research knowledge and the actual implementation of retention 

strategies that make a difference in the persistence of students. In order to understand the 

current knowledge of retention studies, a brief review of history is necessary.
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Retention studies began in the early twentieth century and continue until present 

time. In the beginning of retention research, the majority of the literature focused on the 

academic abilities of students in understanding why students leave higher education 

(Held, 1941; Jones, 1933; Mitchell, 1942). This view remained prevalent in higher 

education throughout the major part of the twentieth century (Elkins, Braxton, & James, 

2000; Tinto, 2006-2007). According to Elkins and colleagues (2000, p. 252), the 

continuation of retention studies was encouraged by Tinto’s interest in Van Gennep’s 

three stages of assimilation into group membership: (a) “separation”, (b) “transition”, and 

(c) “incorporation”. Building upon these three phases and the additional theoretical 

knowledge of Durkheim ’s (1951/1897) concept of egotistical suicide, Tinto was able to 

develop his theory of student departure.

While developing this theory, Tinto (1975) surveyed the retention literature only 

to discover that the majority of the retention research found its roots in the psychological 

matters of students. If students left institutions, it was their own faults and shortcomings 

that produced such behavior (Elkins et al., 2000; Tinto, 2006-2007). This view began to 

change in the early 1970s through the work of Spady (1970). Spady’s (1970) 

compilation of research at the time laid the foundation for the academic and social 

integration of students that must be present in order for students to persist.

It was later Tinto’s theory, incorporating the theoretical concepts of Van Gennep and 

Durkheim that addressed the institutional academic and individual social aspects of 

student departure. During this time, the institutional environment and the people within 

this environment became major variables in the student departure model (Elkins et al.,
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2000; Tinto, 1987, 1993, 2006-2007). Others came along afterwards validating the 

crucial importance of persistence especially within the first year (Astin, 1975; Jamelske, 

2009; Levitz, Noel, & Richter, 1999; Pascarella, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; 

Tinto, 2006-2007).

Changing Focus in Retention Research 

The initial retention research focused on the first year of integration, and although 

necessary for implementing retention programs, Tinto (2006-2007) describes the early 

stages of retention research as simple in approach with few details as to the intricate 

nature of the student persistence problem. In many respects, the retention research was in 

the very beginning stages of operation. From the concentration of first year retention, the 

focus then grew to (a) understanding the various contexts and backgrounds of different 

students; (b) realizing the differences in institutional settings, such as two-year and four- 

year institutions and living on and off campus; and (c) comprehending the lack of detail 

associated with the earliest models of student retention (Tinto, 2006-2007).

From Tinto’s (2006-2007) perspective, there have been many studies conducted 

on retention and persistence in higher education, yet there are some areas that need 

further exploration, namely the institutional context and organizational concepts that 

promote student persistence. A model of institutional action desperately needs to be 

developed. As such, this model would need “to delineate the organizational context 

within which effective practices and programs arise and endure” (Tinto, 2006-2007, p. 7).
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Theoretical Framework 

Current retention research has placed additional effort on addressing the 

institutional attributes and behaviors that impact student persistence (Gansemer-Topf & 

Schuh, 2006; Nunez, 2008-2009; Oseguera & Rhee, 2009; Strauss & Volkwein, 2004; 

Tinto, 2006-2007). Tinto's (1975. 1987, 1993) longitudinal model of student departure, 

described earlier as the first model displaying the crucial importance of the academic and 

social integration of students, and Pascarella's (1985) general model for assessing change 

are two theories that attempt to explain why students may depart from institutions 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). These theories serve as the theoretical framework for 

this research study as they also represent one perspective of the current literature on the 

topic of institutional environmental influence on student retention and persistence.

Tinto s Longitudinal Model o f Institutional Departure

Although Tinto’s (1975, 1987. 1993) model was one of the first models of student 

departure, and it was detailed almost forty years ago, the basic concepts of integration 

capture the foundational studies of retention research. Several other models have 

attempted to bring together various foundational theories on student integration and have 

further built upon Tinto’s theoretical foundations (Milem & Berger, 1997). Astin's 

(1975) longitudinal study of student persistence and Tinto's interactive model reinforce 

the nature of student involvement in college and the role that it plays in persistence.

While Astin’s (1984, 1999) model emphasizes the importance of involvement, Tinto’s 

model incorporates involvement by addressing both the social and academic perspectives 

in explaining the relationship between learning and persistence (Milem & Berger, 1997;
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Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In Milem and Berger's (1997) research. Tinto's model of 

institutional departure addresses students as key players in coming together to 

successfully migrate Van Gennep’s three stages of “separation, transition, and 

incorporation’' (Elkins et al.. 2000, p. 252) that should ultimately lead to complete 

integration into the institution.

In looking closely at Tinto’s (1975, 1987, 1993) model and changes over the 

years (Kezar, 2004), the foundation of academic and social integration remains. Students 

begin college with various backgrounds and skills, ranging from family and academic 

attributes to beginning thoughts about obtaining a degree and developing career 

objectives. Students adapt their objectives and commitments based on interactions with 

institutional members, such as faculty and staff, and other social members, such as peers 

and acquaintances (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). When students have pleasing 

interactions with the academic and social structures and figures at an institution, they 

continue to assimilate and over time share the beliefs of faculty and peers. This action 

increases the students’ degree and career objectives and their commitment to the 

institution. As such, negative interactions do exactly the opposite—they encourage 

distraction from students’ personal intentions and create detachment from the academic 

and social systems at the institution, eventually leading to withdrawal (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005).

Although Tinto’s (1987) model developed with the use of a homogeneous 

population (Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004), Tinto (1993) adapted the model in
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the second edition of Leaving College. The author's synopsis and later changes to the 

original model considered many other aspects of the retention problem, namely those 

issues not considered before: (a) nontraditional/adult students, (b) minority students, (c) 

commuting students, (d) socioeconomic class effects, (e) financial impacts for student 

persistence, (f) external commitments possessed by students, and (g) patterns of retention 

in two-year institutions. Tinto’s (1993) main change and focus within the latest model 

places emphasis on the external commitments of student involvement that may enhance 

personal goals, commitments, and degree completion. Before, Tinto’s (1987) model 

focused mainly on the internal interactions within the institution, but in the second 

edition, the author included an additional emphasis on the external component that may 

impact student persistence decisions.

Support for Tinto s model. Tinto’s theory has been used in many studies as the 

theoretical foundation for persistence studies (Berger & Braxton, 1998; Elkins et al.,

2000; Milem & Berger, 1997; Oseguera & Rhee, 2009). Many researchers have 

examined this model to build upon it, seek other avenues of explanation for the 

interacting variables, or validate the explanations within the model (Berger & Braxton, 

1998).

Braxton and colleagues (2004) reviewed and added to an earlier study (Braxton, 

Sullivan, & Johnson, 1997) that addressed the main theoretical propositions for the study 

of Tinto’s (1975) model. Even though their review of the literature does not empirically 

validate all propositions within the model, their review was only completed on the major 

tenets of the first model because those items mention the majority of the interactionalist
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portions of the theory—academic and social integration. Five of the thirteen propositions 

established robust empirical evidence, including those items related to social integration, 

institutional commitment, and institutional commitment leading to persistence. Although 

not finding solid evidence, '"modest empirical support” was detailed in conjunction with 

the academic integration portion of the model (Braxton et al., 2004, p. 14). Tinto’s 

(2012) more recent work focuses on the academic portion of the interactionalist theory 

while others (Berger & Braxton, 1998) continue to focus on other aspects of the model. 

Either way, the model has moderate to strong support in validating academic and social 

integration as a precursor to encouraging institutional commitment and later persistence.

Braxton and Mundy (2001-2002) characterize college student retention concerns 

as ‘ill-structured problems” (p. 91) requiring several theoretical constructs and empirical 

data to understand the issue and further develop programming that diminishes the 

problem. As such, Braxton and Mundy’s (2001-2002) article details 47 

recommendations based on the current literature that fall in line with Tinto’s (1993) three 

principles of effective retention, which encompass organizational and psychological 

principles. Tinto’s (1993) third principle highlights the academic and social integration 

of students much like his model of student departure. Institutional commitment is also a 

principle of effective retention programming. There were only three recommendations 

from the authors that did not fall in line with Tinto's principles of retention (Braxton & 

Mundy, 2001-2002). These items concern themselves with the organizational aspect of 

student persistence. As such, there may be additional room for the development of 

Tinto’s theoretical model as outlined by the organizational and institutional aspects on
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college student persistence (Berger, 2000, 2001-2002, 2002; Braxton & Mundy, 2001- 

2002).

Tinto’s (2012) most recent writings in Completing College: Rethinking 

Institutional Action do not propose to further develop theories associated with student 

departure but rather to develop an institutional action framework that outlines policies 

and practices to increase retention and persistence. Admittedly, Tinto's (2012) work 

confirms that there is still much work to be done within student retention in American 

higher education, and although theoretical gains progressed during Tinto’s original 

dissertation work in the 1970s and subsequent modifications in the 80s and 90s, there is 

still much to be completed from the perspective of a more experienced higher education 

professional. Many of Tinto’s (2012) recommendations include ways that student needs 

can be enhanced by institutional action, namely those items that focus primarily on the 

academic and then social organizational integration within the institution.

Criticisms o f Tinto’s model. Braxton and associates (1997) studied Tinto’s model 

extensively by examining the majority of the peer-reviewed retention research that 

previously examined Tinto’s constructs. The authors identified 15 propositions (Braxton 

and colleagues' later research completed in 2004 mentions the 13 primary propositions.) 

in Tinto’s original model (1975) with statements that ranged from students' pre-entry 

characteristics to various ways of integrating students academically and socially. 

Consideration for Tinto’s (1987. 1993) revisions were incorporated within a portion of 

the research questions and developed propositions. The authors found that the
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majority of these propositions produced a mixture of support in single and/or multiple 

institutional tests (Braxton et al., 1997, p. 131; Braxton et al., 2004).

Although the authors recommended modification to Tinto's theory, they did state 

that it can be useful for providing institutional context at individual institutions (Braxton 

et al., 1997, p. 159). However, in later work by Braxton and colleagues (2004), the 

authors contend that Tinto's interactionalist theory perspective is in much need of 

revision mainly because of a need to detail theoretical perspectives that account for the 

differences between residential and commuter students and students from different racial 

backgrounds. Because of the multifaceted problem of student retention, Braxton and 

colleagues (2004) assert that many theoretical perspectives are necessary in order to 

propose several solutions to the problem of low student retention. Tinto's (1993) latest 

revision of the longitudinal model did incorporate aspects of these items, as well as the 

external communities that may validate and encourage student persistence decisions.

According to Berger and Braxton (1998), there is a need to further validate the 

social integration aspect of Tinto’s model (1993). Building upon Braxton and 

colleagues' (1997) review', the authors use theory elaboration to bring in new 

perspectives from other theoretical models to explain portions of Tinto’s incomplete 

model. Berger and Braxton (1998) propose that Tinto's theory' is not unfounded but that 

there may need to be additional information from organizational characteristics to explain 

the social integration aspect of his model. Berger and Braxton (1998) gathered data from 

a highly-selective, private, Research I institution using the “Cooperative Institutional 

Research Program’s (CIRP) Student Information Form (S1F)”, the “Early Collegiate
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Experiences Survey (ECES)", and the “Freshmen Survey (FYS)’’ (p. 106). These data 

demonstrated through path analysis, a multivariate statistical procedure, that all of the 

organizational characteristics produce direct effects on social integration, a key portion of 

Tinto’s (1987. 1993) model. These characteristics include items such as fairness in 

policy execution, organizational communication, and decision-making involvement. In 

turn, social integration predicts institutional commitment and determination to return to 

school (Berger & Braxton, 1998).

In referring to student retention, all three organizational characteristics produce 

indirect effects on student first-year retention and commitment to the institution. Fairness 

and communication produce positive indirect effects while a negative direct effect was 

found for participation (Berger & Braxton, 1998). The authors assert that this research 

confirms the necessity of using organizational characteristics as a possible explanation 

for the social integration process noted in Tinto’s (1987, 1993) model, especially within 

the first year of college. The revised Tinto model from Berger and Braxton (1998) is one 

that can be used in different types of institutional environments and structures to greater 

explain the organizational variables that may impact retention. There is need for 

additional research to understand the organizational attributes that affect retention until 

graduation (Berger & Braxton, 1998).

Pascarella's General Model for Assessing Change

Though focusing more on the integration of students into the academic and social 

systems of institutions, environmental influences are present in Tinto’s (1987, 1993) later 

adaptations to the original model (1975). While many of the structural requirements that
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are necessary for integration are mentioned in his interactional model. Pascarelia's (1985) 

general model for assessing change builds upon Tinto's initial model by further 

addressing the environmental aspects of student growth and change (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005).

Pascarelia’s (1985) model includes structural and organizational characteristics 

that focus on the collegiate environment and its role in shaping students. Although 

initially developed for assessing student change, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) note 

that this model may be used for explaining other student outcomes. Pascarelia's (1985) 

model suggests that student outcomes are the direct and indirect result of five main sets 

of variables. The first two sets, structural/organizational institutional characteristics and 

student background traits come together to influence and create the institutional 

environment. These three variables essentially foster interactions of students with faculty 

and other students on campus, which is the fourth variable within the model. “Quality of 

student effort’' is the fifth variable (Pascarella, 1985, p. 49). This variable is essentially 

created and fostered by many of the previous variables interacting together (Pascarella, 

1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Pascarella (1985) notes that direct influences result 

when the background characteristics of students enrolling in an institution interact with 

the institution’s organizational characteristics. In this case, the author notes that the 

organizational characteristics concern items such as “size, admission requirements, 

faculty-student ratio, percent graduate students, percent residential students’’ (Pascarella, 

1985, p. 49), and perhaps other structural aspects not mentioned previously. As such, the 

development of students comes about by the indirect influence of the structural
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characteristics of the institution through interactions with faculty, staff, and students 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).

Support for Pascarella s model. Terenzini (1987) contends that Tinto's model 

(1987) focuses less on the structural and organizational characteristics of an institution, 

which leaves room for an explanation as to the role of those items in influencing student 

growth and persistence decisions. Terenzini's (1987) work asserts that Pascarelia’s 

(1985) general model is more fitting for the assessment of the organizational environment 

and structural characteristics from a multi-institutional perspective. Terenzini (1987) 

suggests that Pascarelia’s model concepts came out of his previous work (1980) detailing 

the informal contacts between students and faculty members. As such, Pascarelia's 

(1980) review of the literature shows that when precollege characteristics are controlled 

for, the informal contact between faculty and students produce significant direct 

relationships demonstrating greater student persistence, development, intellectual 

achievement, and greater educational commitment and goals. A conceptual model of 

these items was detailed in his article (1980) which likely led to the development and 

research completed for Pascarelia’s (1985) model to not only assess change in college 

students but also later use the model in developing theories concerning other student 

outcomes (Pascarella, 1980; Terenzini, 1987).

Criticisms of Pascarella’s model. Oseguera and Rhee (2009) suggest that 

Pascarella and Terenzini’s (2005) review in their text, How College Affects Students: A 

Third Decade o f Research, of the associated retention literature mainly focuses on the 

structural aspects of institutions. Items like the quality of an institution, how it is
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negligible effect on student persistence decisions are a major focus within the literature. 

The authors assert that this is because the structural characteristics do not include 

research (Berger, 2000, 2001-2002) relating to organizational climates and peer and 

faculty climates (Oseguera & Rhee, 2009). The authors review Tinto's (1993) model but 

only from the foundational perspective of academic and social integration through 

students' characteristics and experiences within college.

Strauss and Volkwein (2004) use Pascarella’s (1985) model as part of a 

conceptual framework to identify the organizational influences on student commitment at 

two and four-year public institutions. The authors (2004) note that there is a limited 

number of empirical studies using Pascarella" s (1985) model, in which the environmental 

characteristics produce an indirect influence on student development (Strauss & 

Volkwein, 2004). Pascarella and Terenzini’s (2005) work also confirm this statement; 

accordingly in Strauss and Volkwein’s (2004) research, only one of the organizational 

factors previously identified by Pascarella (1985) and other pertinent authors provided 

significant predictions in their research. Other items, such as money spent per student 

(wealth), campus size, completion rates (productivity), and complexity (number of 

administrative leadership positions) did not create any influence on student commitment 

(Strauss & Volkwein, 2004).
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Combination of Models

Because Tinto's (1975, 1987, 1993) interactionalist model addresses the social 

and academic integration aspect within an institution, it indirectly addresses the 

institutional context and organizational characteristics that may have an influence on 

persistence (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Titus, 2004). Pascarella’s (1985) model 

incorporates portions of the campus environment while addressing the integration of 

academic and social factors that may explain why students make departure decisions 

from institutions. The association of student needs with organizational action (Tinto, 

2012) may produce an environment whereby students succeed and persist because of the 

integration of social and academic systems within the institutional context.

Organizational Behavior Context and Background 

Despite the great amount of retention research available, Tinto (2006-2007) 

asserts that there is still much to be completed in developing and implementing 

persistence strategies in higher education institutions. One area where there is a dearth of 

literature available is within the realm of organizational context and institutional action 

(Berger, 2000, 2001-2002, 2002; Tinto, 2006-2007). The focus of this section of the 

literature review describes the related retention studies that integrate organizational 

behavior and structural concepts. Beginning with a foundation of Berger’s (1997, 2000, 

2001-2002, 2002) work, the following paragraphs note his influence within the 

organizational context research. Additional research related to organizational behavior 

and retention research is also highlighted in subsequent sections.



38

Organizational Behavior Literature Foundations 

Berger’s dissertation (1997) and later journal publications (Berger, 2000, 2001- 

2002,2002) laid the foundation for a current view of the relationship between higher 

education organizational behavior and college student outcomes. Building upon research 

by Astin and Scherrei (1980), Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), Tinto (1993), and 

Cameron (1986), Berger’s associated problem begins with a need to understand how 

administrative and/or organizational behavior affects students within higher education. 

This does not necessarily include the entire institution, but rather the organizational 

behavior exhibited by those in powerful roles within the campus (Berger, 1997). 

According to Berger (1997), restructuring, reorganizing, and revamping academic and 

organizational policies may have an indirect influence on several student outcomes.

These indirect impacts agree with Pascarella’s (1985) model used in the theoretical 

framework. Although Berger (1997) describes several other learning outcomes, Tinto 

(1993) addresses the connection between organizational behavior and student persistence 

as a significant outcome influenced by organizational behavior.

Berger’s (1997) dissertation utilized quantitative methodology to develop a 

grounded theory, founded in organizational behavior models, that explain the cooperative 

process through which college student development, experiences, and outcomes are 

affected by institutional organizational behavior. Although only focusing on two student 

outcomes, humanistic values and community service involvement, Berger was able to 

develop a new theory and operational model outlining how various students interact and 

are affected with different types of organizational environments based on five dimensions
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of organizational theory that encompass the campus environment. These five 

dimensions, later described by Berger (2000), built upon the works of Bimbaum (1988) 

and Bolman and Deal’s (1991) frameworks and encompass the (a) bureaucratic, (b) 

collegial, (c) political, (d) symbolic, and (e) systemic aspects of organizational behavior 

that produce college impact.

Berger’s (2000) findings emphasize that various institutions have different 

organizational environments, and the different types of organizational environments 

impact behavioral and psychological student outcomes. The lower the levels of 

organizational dimension with an organization, the impact is less likely for students. In 

this foundational study, Berger (2000) states: “Effectiveness and efficiency in educational 

organizations are important but only as means for promoting better outcomes for 

students” (p. 195). In this way, Berger (2000) emphasizes that additional studies should 

focus on the way that organizational models in higher education management affect 

student outcomes.

Student Outcomes and Organizational Behavior Research 

Berger’s (1997,2000) foundation leads to additional research that captures the 

influence of organizational behavior on student outcomes, mainly student learning and 

persistence. Berger (2002) explains that very few studies address organizational structure 

and how those governing campus alliances affect undergraduate students. In this study, 

Berger (2002) sampled six “church-related institutions” (p. 46) that participated in an 

educational consortium that collected data through the Cooperative Institutional Research 

Project (CIRP) and the College Student Survey (CSS) to examine the levels of



organizational structure and their impact on four college student outcomes: (a) “academic 

ability”, (b) “self-perceived change in knowledge”, (c) “self-perceived change in learning 

skills” (p. 50), and (d) college grade point average (GPA) (Berger, 2002). The 

administrators, those in governing campus alliances, at each institution participated in 

Berger’s (1997) Survey of Organizational Dimensions (SOD), an instrument designed to 

assess college organizational structures. Using regression analysis, the author found that 

overall, organizational structures employ many effects on student learning outcomes. 

From collegial and systemic negative impacts to mixed results regarding the symbolic 

dimension, Berger (2002) concludes that higher education leaders should become more 

aware of the organizational structures on their campuses and how those dimensions 

impact student outcomes.

Turning from student learning to retention, Berger’s (2001-2002) research 

discusses the retention implications from organizational structure and behavior research. 

While addressing various methodologies in his literature review, Berger (2001-2002) 

notes that building upon his initial work of the five dimensions of organizational behavior 

(Berger, 2000), organizational symbolic behavior in higher levels at institutions 

encourages increases in persistence rates (Clark et al.; Kamens; as cited in Berger, 2001- 

2002). Aligning with Tinto’s (1993) work, Berger (2001-2002) notes that symbolic 

behavior on a campus tends to develop collective importance for the advancement of 

values that encourage academic and social integration. As such, there is indication that 

overly political campus environments do not encourage student satisfaction in the 

majority of the literature reviewed (Berger; as cited in Berger, 2001-2002). Less student



41

satisfaction may lead to an institution experiencing decreased overall student persistence 

(Berger, 2001-2002).

Bureaucratic organizational behavior on campuses appears to have a negative 

impact on student retention; however, previous studies cite student satisfaction as 

increased when there are higher levels of bureaucracy at an institution (Astin & Scherrei, 

1980; Berger; as cited in Berger, 2001-2002). Berger (2001-2002) concludes that these 

two findings do not necessarily concur with previous research on the topic. The author 

theorizes that more bureaucracy does not necessarily encourage student persistence. 

Berger’s (2001-2002) synthesis of literature demonstrates that collegial behavior on 

campuses tends to increase student satisfaction and persistence (Astin & Scherrei, 1980; 

Berger; Cameron & Ettington; Ewell; as cited in Berger, 2001 -2002). These collegial 

behavior types include “fairness, communication, and participation” (Berger & Braxton, 

1998; Berger, 2001-2002, p. 12). Including students in campus collaboration and 

exhibiting these types of collegial behavior on campus serve to increase the likelihood 

that students will persist (Berger, 2001-2002). Additionally, systemic features within an 

institution, such as organizational structures and networks, provide “important effects” on 

students’ degree completion intentions (Berger, 2001-2002, p. 13). Ultimately, it is 

probable that Tinto’s (1975,1987,1993) model would agree with these findings due to 

the increase of social and academic integration that is needed to promote institutional 

collegial behavior.
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Retention and Organizational Factors 

The retention research addresses different aspects of organizational behavior, 

structures, and factors that align with student persistence. Although the majority of 

retention studies began with detailing student characteristics and backgrounds (Elkins et 

al., 2000), there is a slowly growing body of research that details the institutional and 

organizational characteristics that have an influence on successful retention strategies 

(Strauss & Volkwein, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007).

Institutional Commitment

Closely linked with Tinto’s (1987, 1993) model of student departure, Strauss and 

Volkwein (2004) analyzed first-year students’ “institutional commitment” (p. 203) at two 

and four-year public institutions. The authors contend that although the relationship is 

established in the literature, there is still a shortage of research linking persistence to 

student outcomes. Using a cross-sectional research design and multivariate analysis, the 

researchers gathered data from 51 public institutions and found that the only significant 

organizational predictor of institutional commitment and subsequent student retention 

was the mission of the institution, accordingly whether it was a two-year or four-year 

institution. In referring only to retention, Strauss and Volkwein’s (2004) study noted that 

the strongest variables within the study did not come from institutional characteristics but 

rather from associated student factors such as campus life activities, experiences, and 

involvement. Accordingly, the factors influencing commitment to the institution link 

with measures of student satisfaction, namely those items that encourage informal and 

formal social and academic activities. Thus, the authors’ data confirm portions of Tinto’s
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(1987, 1993) model by showing that students’ social and classroom experiences establish 

a substantial influential push to institutional commitment, potentially demonstrating that 

students are more likely to persist (Strauss & Volkwein, 2004).

Additionally, Kezar and Kinzie (2006) show that student engagement and success 

link with the unique educational mission of an institution. Mission in this study was 

typically defined by the institutional type and the way that policies and programs build 

around and support the mission (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bimbaum; as cited in Kezar & 

Kinzie, 2006). Using a multisite case study and regression analysis to identify the 

institutions scoring highest on several variables on the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE), Kezar and Kinzie’s (2006) findings demonstrate that while 

institutional mission was influential in engaging students, perhaps more important is the 

linkage of a distinct institutional mission and the implementation of strategies that 

increase student engagement levels.

Institutional Expenditures

Goenner and Snaith’s (2003-2004) research confirms that institutional factors, 

along with student-level characteristics, predict graduation rates at the four, five, and six- 

year levels. Using data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS) and the U.S. News and World Report’s America’s Best Colleges Report, the 

researchers found through multiple regression analysis that after controlling for student- 

level data, institutional factors such as total expenditures, student/faculty ratios, full-time 

faculty percentages, and charges for tuition and fees, influence completion rates at
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Carnegie I doctoral institutions. The influence of these aspects becomes even more 

pertinent when expanding the time to degree completion (Goenner & Snaith, 2003-2004).

Gansemer-Topf and Schuh (2006) further develop Goenner and Snaith’s (2003- 

2004) research to understand those expenditures that contribute to retention and 

graduation rates. The authors utilized Berger’s (2000) organizational theory framework 

to conduct a quantitative study to determine if institutional expenditures in (a) 

“instruction”, (b) “academic support”, (c) “student services”, (d) “institutional support”, 

and (e) “institutional grants” (p. 616) predict retention and graduation rates. Gansemer- 

Topf and Schuh (2006) state: “Understanding organizational behavior is important 

because it has the potential to impact the graduation and retention rates of all students”

(p. 614). The authors identified 466 private institutions within the IPEDS database and 

gathered additional data from the U.S. News and World Report’s America’s Best Colleges 

and Barron’s Profile of American Colleges. While controlling for institutional 

selectivity, the researchers found that overall there was a direct association between 

organizational expenses and graduation and retention rates. Additionally, the authors’ 

research indicates that the more money spent on a certain educational department, the 

higher the corresponding institutional graduation and retention rates. Even though there 

were differences in high and low selectivity institutions, instructional expenditures 

consistently related to first-year retention and six-year graduation rates (Gansemer-Topf 

& Schuh, 2006). Though there were mixed effects in some models, the amount of money 

spent on these types of expenses provided reliable data to conclude that this area is 

valuable in contributing to persistence and degree completion (Gansemer-Topf & Schuh,



2006). Money spent on academic support measures also directed the institution to higher 

retention and graduation rates, especially within highly selective institutions. Tinto’s 

(1993) model substantiates these findings by stating that academic and social functioning 

are crucial to institutional commitment and integration. As Tinto (1998) mentions in his 

later works, the aspect of academic integration may be even more important. It should be 

noted that expenses related to support services and other institutional expenses, such as 

adding additional legal and/or administrative employees, did not lead to increased 

retention and graduation rates (Gansemer-Topf & Schuh, 2006).

Organizational Environment

Oseguera and Rhee’s (2009) research addresses the organizational climate and 

environment perspectives within the retention literature. Their quantitative study 

collected data from 262 four-year institutions that participated in the Cooperative 

Institutional Research Program (CBRJP) in 1994 to obtain first-year retention rates. Later, 

in 2000, six-year graduation rates were obtained from registrar’s offices at participating 

institutions. Faculty climate perceptions were gathered in 1995,1998, and 2001 from the 

Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) Faculty Survey. The authors demonstrate 

that while there is research highlighting the structural aspects of university functioning 

and retention rates, there are few studies confirming the relationships between more 

varied dimensions of institutional contexts like faculty and peer climates (Oseguera & 

Rhee, 2009). Using Hierarchical Generalized Linear Modeling (HGLM), Oseguera and 

Rhee’s (2009) research demonstrates that peer climates and institutional selectivity
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measures can impact and do determine student persistence decisions, while faculty 

perceptions of campus climate do not necessarily impact student persistence. The faculty 

items explain only a small variance in the results of this study. However, Oseguera and 

Rhee (2009) note that the variables that comprised the faculty climate metric in the HERI 

survey may not precisely measure student persistence behavior. The social aspects of this 

study agree with the basic tenets of Tinto’s (1987, 1993) model. While Pascarella’s 

(1985) model focuses on the environmental aspects, there is less of a focus on the actual 

climate created by faculty and peer interactions (Oseguera & Rhee, 2009).

Braxton and Mundy (2001-2002) demonstrate that retention efforts and 

programming must involve the entire campus community (Tinto, 1993). In their review 

of the retention literature that supports Tinto’s (1993) model, the authors highlight 

various institutional and individual student items that encourage and facilitate student 

persistence. The authors highlight several organizational factors from Berger’s (2000, 

2001-2002, 2002) research while demonstrating that commitment to students in the form 

of faculty and peer integration is a crucial aspect of student persistence and students 

becoming acclimated to the institution.

Waggoner and Goldman’s (2005) qualitative review of 454 enrollment and 

retention documents used at three public institutions over a 20-year period demonstrate 

that student satisfaction and eventual persistence are closely linked with the campus 

environment. According to the authors, student satisfaction within the campus 

environment essentially provides the student with an identity, therefore increasing
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institutional commitment. As such, faculty/peer relationships, educational quality, goals, 

and success/engagement occur as themes throughout the findings showing that student 

satisfaction increases when students are able to develop within the institutional 

community. Waggoner and Goldman (2005) assert that the retention gains reward the 

faculty and the institution by possessing lower attrition rates, which requires more 

interaction between faculty and students. It may be that interaction is not always 

welcomed by faculty, but it is vital to student integration (Waggoner & Goldman, 2005). 

Participation and Integration

The organizational literature regarding student retention addresses many 

institutional factors; however, only a few articles address a relatively new concept within 

educational organizations—enrollment management. This model ties in closely with 

other organizational research by focusing on the educational journeys of students from 

the point of recruitment through graduation (Bontrager, 2004; Huddleston, 2000; Smith, 

2001). Smith’s (2001) research begins with the problem of addressing whether or not 

enrollment management as an entire program is effective in reaching enrollment 

objectives. By creating an effectiveness index, using a portion of the Noel-Levitz (1993) 

National Enrollment Management Survey and Dolence’s (1989-1990) twelve enrollment 

factors framework, the author analyzed the most notable aspects of organizational 

functioning within enrollment management departments among two-year and four-year 

private and public institutions. While several of the enrollment management factors were 

significant at the two-year private, and two-year and four-year public institutions, none 

were significant at four-year private institutions. The most significant factor at public
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institutions was participation and integration, suggesting that administrators and the 

campus community should come together more often to participate in decision-making 

activities for managing enrollments (Smith, 2001).

Enrollment Management Context and Background 

Smith’s (2001) article highlighting the participation and integration aspect within 

the enrollment management model transitions the organizational literature to the field of 

enrollment management. As a relatively new organizational model within higher 

education (Huddleston, 2000), this section of the literature review highlights the (a) 

history of enrollment management, (b) the development of enrollment management, and

(c) the related enrollment management research studies. The associated literature 

regarding enrollment management and retention literature details the support and 

criticisms toward the program and its perceived effectiveness.

History o f Enrollment Management 

Although enrollment management is a relatively recent innovative venture for 

higher education institutions (Huddleston, 2000), the practice of managing enrollments 

has been around for a long time (Henderson, 2001). In the 1950s and 60s, there was less 

concern with the management of enrollments because the G.I. Bill and the civil rights 

movement provided stable numbers of incoming students to many institutions (Bontrager, 

2004). Even with the influx of interested students, admissions directors began to focus 

on attracting target populations and using merit-based financial aid strategically 

(Bontrager, 2004; Henderson, 2001).
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Times changed between the end of the 1960s and early 1970s. According to 

Helms (2003), Maguire was die first to be credited with creating the term of enrollment 

management. Working closely with another colleague at Boston College, Frank 

Campanella, the two began formulating enrollment management theory: a mixture of 

marketing, admissions, financial aid, and systematic campus operations that work 

together to increase enrollments. Maguire and Campanella’s (as cited in Helms, 2003) 

insistence on creating enrollment management started because of the dire enrollment 

situation at Boston College during die early 1970s (Helms, 2003).

In the late 1970s, the concept of enrollment management began to formulate 

throughout American higher education because of a decline in high school graduates and 

college enrollments (Bontrager, 2004; Huddleston, 2000). In many ways, this movement 

initiated a shift towards the development of a total campus approach to recruitment and 

retention because of a need to provide steady tuition revenues and increase the sharing of 

resources on each campus (Smith, 2001). Starting initially with gaining new student 

enrollments (Huddleston, 2000), institutions quickly discovered that retention was very 

much a part of, if not more important, than the recruitment aspect of enrollment 

management (Hossler & Kalsbeek, 2008; Tinto, 1987). All of these items culminate in a 

working definition of enrollment management: “Enrollment management is emerging as 

a comprehensive approach requiring the integration of related functions to achieve the 

optimum recruitment, retention, and graduation of students” (Dolence, 1989-90, p. 1).
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Theoretical Implications

The theoretical literature supporting enrollment management is rooted in studies 

of organizational impact. Black (2004) uses Bolman and Deal’s (1991) framework to 

describe the evolution of enrollment management, especially the structural frame which 

essentially affects all of the operational aspects of enrollment management processes, 

procedures, and practices. Bolman and Deal’s (2003) more recent work adds that 

technological advances, globalization, and customer demands have placed high 

expectations on organizations to use innovative structural designs whereby customers 

may be satisfied (Nadler, Gerstein, & Shaw; as cited in Bolman & Deal, 2003). This has 

created a renaissance of organizational redesign based on the conviction that structural 

forms that are designed properly will enhance the capabilities of the organization and 

therefore increase the satisfaction of customers (Bolman & Deal, 1997). Essentially, the 

structural aspects of enrollment management are extremely important to the functioning 

of the system and a major reason that Black (2004) encourages enrollment managers to 

“devote themselves to the continuous improvement of structural systems” (p. 37).

Hossler (2007) identifies another closely related theory within organizational 

studies that aligns with enrollment management—resource dependence. Readily 

associated with Pfeffer and Salancik (1978, 2003), this theory asserts that all 

organizations exert dependency on their environments. As such, the authors contend that 

obtaining and retaining resources is necessary for organizational existence (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978, 2003). Many times organizations rely on the external environment for
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resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Hossler (2007) states: “Resource dependency 

theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) tells us that organizations will devote considerable 

time, energy, and money to protect their market position and the resources that are 

valuable to them” (Overview section, para. 2; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). This theoretical 

position demonstrates that internal and external relationships are vital to the success of 

enrollment management.

Organizational Aspects

According to Kemerer and colleagues (1982), there are many aspects to the 

operations of enrollment management. The authors mention several activities that are 

dependent on each other in order to build enrollment management efforts on campus. All 

of these items begin with the mission of the institution and guide the development of 

curriculum. Those items further influence “...marketing, recruiting, admissions, 

financial aid, orientation, and retention” (Kemerer et al., 1982, p. 21). By analyzing and 

summarizing enrollment management theory, Vander Schee (2009) identified several 

areas that need to work together in order to function as enrollment management: (a) a 

type of organizational model that organizes efforts, (b) admissions/recruitment and 

financial planning, (c) marketing, (d) retention, and (e) planning for the future (This 

concept was based on a compilation of work by Baldridge, Kemerer, & Green, 1982; 

Hossler, 1986; Kemerer et al., 1982; Kreutner & Godfrey, 1980-81; Muston, 1984; and 

Taber, 1989.). Much of the early research in enrollment management focused on 

bringing together various functions in order to provide wide functioning for the 

departmental aspects of enrollment management (Kemerer et al., 1982). As such,
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Dolence’s (1989-90) early work on evaluation criteria for the program of enrollment 

management used a blend of sixteen independent and six public higher education self

identified enrollment management programs. What resulted from Dolence’s (1989-90) 

research was a list of twelve performance indicators. More than half of the institutions 

did not qualify for the research study because they did not meet the criteria outlined. 

However, what stands are 12 items that function as program evaluation criteria for 

enrollment management: (a) “leadership”, (b) “comprehensiveness”, (c) “timing”, (d) 

“systems”, (e) “resources”, (d) “strategies”, (e) “key performance indicators” (KPIs), (f) 

“definitions/classifications”, (g) “participation”, (h) “assessments”, (i) “evaluation”, and 

(j) “documentation” (Dolence, 1989-90, p. 2). Dolence (1989-90) adds that the most 

common problems associated with the institutions evaluated concerned that of design 

defects, trying to apply quick solutions to complex organizational problems, lack of 

satisfactory organization and cooperation between departments, and a divide between the 

enrollment and academic functions of an institution.

From an organizational perspective, the lack of coordination relates closely to the 

comprehensive evaluation factor. In Dolence’s (1989-90) words, “At minimum, an 

enrollment management program should include a strong linkage with academic 

programs, an institution-wide recruitment and retention program, and a strong operations 

orientation” (p. 4). The author’s operations’ perspective includes many typical 

departments within higher education institutions, including (a) admissions, (b) financial 

aid, (c) advising, (d) recruitment, (e) retention, (f) academic planning, (g) institutional
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research, (h) public relations, (i) career center, (j) alumni relations, and (k) development 

(p. 4).

Part of Dolence’s (1989-90) evaluation criteria address Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs). The KPIs for retention include several factors, ranging from retention 

and graduation rates to grade point averages and percentage full-time student 

equivalency (FTE). Although there are several measurements mentioned in the 

framework outlined in this work, none of those measures is evaluated statistically for the 

performance within each institution. Dolence (1989-90) asserts that even back in the 

early 1990s, the retention focus was large within higher education circles. However, in 

his study of 22 institutions, only 13 invested in programming to increase retention and 

persistence, and only one institution was able to drastically affect its retention situation. 

Largely that effort was due to a classification system that tracked students as they 

progressed throughout their educational journeys at the institution (Dolence, 1989-90).

Development o f Enrollment Management 

Bontrager (2004) and Kemerer and colleagues (1982) suggest that the enrollment 

management enterprise begins with the very mission of the institution and continues 

throughout students’ educational journeys to ensure a quality educational product (Smith, 

2001). As such, there are many organizational aspects to enrollment management, from 

departmental and reporting structures to the level of service and academic and social 

interactions with students. While this study does not look at each component of 

enrollment management, there is an intentional focus on enrollment management as a 

program, enrollment management models, and their roles in the retention and persistence
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of students. Unfortunately, this aspect of retention and persistence has been very hard to 

address in higher education and within enrollment management practices and structures 

(Bontrager, 2004; Dolence, 1989-90; Huddleston, 2000). Despite the immense amount of 

literature dedicated to the study of retention on college campuses, enrollment researchers 

conclude that implementing effective retention programs still continues to burden higher 

education institutions (Huddleston, 2000; Tinto, 2006-2007).

Organizational Structures

The enrollment management literature places major emphasis on the 

organizational structures within enrollment management, especially for recruitment and 

retention (Bontrager, 2004; Kemerer et al., 1982; Vander Schee, 2007). Bontrager’s 

(2004) work emphasizes that enrollment management is a general concept applied in 

various ways at institutions. Some have only experimented with the concept, and others 

have launched into Ml blown planning schemes with years of work before any 

implementation occurs (Bontrager, 2004). The organizational structures applied in 

various institutional settings are dependent upon the context of the organization, which 

means that there is not necessarily an ideal way to implement or design every enrollment 

management model (Bontrager, 2004). However, Bontrager (2004) asserts that 

enrollment management results generally stem from the type of structure put in place 

whereby these goals may be accomplished. As such, “An infrastructure of foundational 

concepts and structural alignment is necessary to build successful enrollment 

management organizations, but it is not sufficient” (Bontrager, 2004, p. 16). In that way, 

enrollment management organizations must work together with other campus
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constituents to build and implement successful, strategic programming that encourages 

student transition, retention, and persistence.

Hossler and Kalsbeek (2008) assert that the issue of organizing enrollment 

management continues to be a large focus within the literature. In fact, Hossler and 

Kalsbeek (2008) state: “No empirical evidence exists to attest whether the structure and 

composition of enrollment units influences their effectiveness” (p. 7). The authors 

conclude that there is no definition of what works best within enrollment management 

structures, and while there is importance placed on the organizational composition of 

enrollment management structures, one of the most important aspects has to do with 

whether or not administrators align and can have a voice among other leaders at the 

institution (Hossler & Kalsbeek, 2008). This allows other administrators to hear the 

issues, problems, and reasons for why there must be a focus on enrollment management 

issues. Hossler and Kalsbeek (2008) place an even greater focus on the need for 

institutions to possess an “open systems environment” (p. 8) whereby the institutional 

culture encourages collaboration and participation with every department on campus.

The literature details four models continuously documented within enrollment 

management structures (Kemerer et al., 1982). These four models have evolved over 

time (Vander Schee, 2009) to their present explanations. Although single authors first 

captured each model and explanation, Kemerer and colleagues (1982) highlighted the 

four along with other enrollment management concepts in the early 1980s. Penn (1999), 

Black (2004), Hossler and Anderson (2005), and Vander Schee (2007) further expounded



56

the models and described new names and definitions for a modem context (Vander 

Schee, 2007).

The first of these models, the marketing committee, was originally proposed by 

Campbell in 1980 (as cited in Black, 2004; Vander Schee, 2007). Now called the 

enrollment management committee (Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2007), this first step 

toward a total comprehensive strategy for enrollment management efforts requires no 

structural change or financial investments. It is usually easy to implement as there is a 

focus on meetings aimed at increasing the awareness of enrollment management efforts 

on campus. Most of the time, this committee possesses an advisory role and is less of an 

entity that dictates policy or makes enrollment management decisions (Black, 2004; 

Hossler & Anderson, 2005; Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2007).

Fram’s (as cited in Black, 2004; Vander Schee, 2007) introduction in 1974 of the 

staff coordinator, now called the enrollment management coordinator (Penn, 1999; 

Vander Schee, 2007), builds upon the first model’s concept in that it is more of an 

investment into an enrollment management structure on a campus. Although there is an 

additional focus on pulling together various departments to concentrate enrollment 

management efforts, the coordinator role usually acts as a middle manager without direct 

ties to a senior leadership position. Usually, there is not a great deal of financial 

resources placed in this role, and the success of the position depends on whether or not 

the enrollment management concerns reach the senior leaders within the institution 

(Black, 2004; Hossler & Anderson, 2005; Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999; Vander 

Schee, 2007).



Kreutner and Godfrey (1980-81) first described the third model, the matrix 

system, as a way to at the time help institutions gather information about effectively 

functioning structures for enrollment management. As directors of admissions and 

financial aid at California State University, Kreutner and Godfrey (1980-81) created a 

matrix system to address the enrollment complications at the University. Now termed the 

enrollment management matrix (Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2007), this model does not 

necessarily require significant restructuring, but it does place functions/departments 

under a single administrator, usually connecting administrators and academic 

organizational ties. Much like the coordinator role, this model is highly dependent on the 

clout and political prowess of the administrator in charge. Many times, the administrator 

is responsible for other duties and has enrollment management tacked on as an additional 

responsibility without resources or added time (Black, 2004; Hossler & Anderson, 2005; 

Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999; Vander Schee, 2007).

The last model, the enrollment management division, was first created by Caren 

and Kemerer (1979) as a means to describe what they termed the most successful way to 

promote and encourage enrollment management—changing the organizational structure 

(Caren & Kemerer, 1979; Kemerer et al., 1982). Although originally proposed as 

enrollment management departments reporting to a senior advancement leader, the model 

has changed shape over the years (Caren & Kemerer, 1979; Kemerer et al., 1982). As an 

ultimate commitment to managing enrollment, the division requires major restructuring 

of various departments and a firm commitment from the institution as to the resources 

and timelines available for solving enrollment issues. Many times it is exceedingly
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difficult to make the structural changes necessary to achieve a division structure because 

of fast organizational changes, staff turnover, and low morale among staff members 

(Black, 2004; Hossler & Anderson, 2005; Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999; Vander 

Schee, 2007).

Enrollment Management Practice

Although not stated explicitly in the literature, Bontrager (2004) suggests that the 

models may look like a continuum in that an institution’s commitment to enrollment 

management (or lack of concern for enrollment-related issues) may mean that the models 

without structural changes, those such as the committee and coordinator, are 

implemented first. When major enrollment crises erupt or there is more of a focus on 

enrollment management issues, the matrix and division models are more likely to be a 

focus (Bontrager, 2004). Even so, substantial restructuring requires ample time, 

resources, and personnel that many times institutions do not have available (Black, 2004; 

Kemerer et al., 1982). Bontrager (2004) proposes without identified empirical data that 

better enrollment management results will likely come from the implementation and 

commitment from leadership in establishing the matrix and/or division models.

Hossler and Anderson (2005) highlight that institutions adopting enrollment 

management programs often move through the four organizational models in a sequential 

fashion, starting at the lowest level of enrollment management committee and creating 

additional structural changes to adopt each model within the institution until the 

enrollment management division is finally reached. This also usually comes about as the 

institution becomes more focused on meeting enrollment management goals (Hossler &
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Anderson, 2005). Penn (1999) suggests that the division model may be the most popular 

model used, but that the use of the model does not guarantee success.

In the establishment of organizational models, Bontrager (2004) suggests that the 

demographic decline in the 70s and 80s made the adoption of enrollment management 

models more prevalent at private institutions; therefore, these types of institutions have a 

more extensive history with enrollment management in general. Likewise, Hossler and 

Anderson (2005) note that by the 1990s, enrollment management programs were 

beginning to become commonplace in private institutions. By 2000, these organizational 

models had also become routine within public universities (Hossler & Anderson, 2005). 

Vander Schee’s (2007) research within the Council for Christian Colleges and 

Universities (CCCU) institutions demonstrates that the models were well represented 

between the time of the first data collected in 1997 and the current year of data collection 

in 2007. In 2007, 65 institutions within the CCCU reported the following models in 

place for longer than five years: (a) 3.1% had a committee in place; (b) 10.8% had a 

coordinator model in place; (c) 7.7% had an established matrix committee in place; and

(d) 20.3% had a division model in place (This study included institutions without 

enrollment management programs; therefore, there are smaller percentages.). The growth 

in these percentages from the original data collection in 1997 demonstrates growth and 

acceptance for enrollment management by CCCU institutions (Vander Schee, 2007).

Within the literature, there are also considerable efforts by researchers to 

understand the organizational aspects of not only enrollment management models and
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programs but also of the reporting structures within these programs. According to 

Hossler and Anderson (2005), “As important as the organizational model is the reporting 

structure...” (p. 77). Huddleston and Rumbough (1997) show that in a comparison of 

public and private institutions, most public institutions’ enrollment management 

programs reported to an academic senior leader; however, in private institutions, most of 

the enrollment managers reported directly to the president. Bontrager (2004) contends 

that reporting lines are usually more direct within private institutions. As such, senior 

vice presidents are usually responsible for enrollment management efforts and usually 

report to the president, confirming Huddleston and Rumbough’s (1997) research. Within 

public institutions, dotted organizational lines are usually in place from an organizational 

context, and those positions possess titles such as an assistant or an associate reporting to 

a provost or a vice president in another area (Bontrager, 2004).

Enrollment Management and Retention Research 

There have been numerous articles detailed about the creation and development of 

enrollment management, and many of those articles are published in the AACRAO 

journal, College and University, or through dissertations written by those interested in 

various aspects of enrollment management. As a concept, enrollment management has 

changed throughout the years to respond to the demographic and financial challenges 

experienced by institutions (Bontrager, 2004; Huddleston & Rumbough, 1997). Though 

there has been an immense amount of literature dedicated to the concept, there has also 

been a mixture of evidence related to the concept’s effectiveness (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 

2004; Smith, 2001). The limited amount of research conducted on the effectiveness of
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the program points out gaps in the literature whereby researchers may gather data to 

assess whether or not retention and persistence rates differ based on enrollment 

management programs and models.

Enrollment Management Support

Enrollment management as a concept and phenomenon has revolutionized the 

higher education sector. Huddleston and Rumbough’s (1997) study of institutional 

enrollment management practices emphasizes their understanding that there is essentially 

no way to ensure adequate services and educational quality for students without an all- 

inclusive approach to produce enrollment success. At the time, there had not been a 

national study completed to address the evaluation and description of enrollment 

management structures in place. Using The Enrollment Management Organizational 

Survey, the authors proposed to understand the evaluation of current structures, reporting 

structures, reasons for restructuring, and implementation results of the enrollment 

management structures at public and private institutions across the United States. 

Huddleston and Rumbough (1997) used membership information from AACRAO, the 

College Board, and the National Association for College Admission Counseling 

(NACAC) and found that there were differences between public and private enrollment 

management operations. Most of the differences were in reporting structures and 

enrollment management composition. Both types of institutions prioritized increasing 

new student enrollment as the main reason for reconfiguration; however, private 

institutions also quickly listed improving student retention as the second reason for a new
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model. Public institutions listed improving departmental efficiencies as the second 

reason for the change, with the third change listed as improving student retention. 

However, Huddleston & Rumbough (1997) noted: “Retention benefits were not as 

apparent in both sectors” (p. 4). When asked about the benefits and/or results of the new 

model, most institutions listed improved communication, an increase in the number of 

new students, improved marketing ability of the institution, and efficiencies within 

departments. There was no mention of increased retention or persistence in any of the 

results; and although most personnel reported satisfaction with the new structure, they 

also stated that more improvements could be made (Huddleston & Rumbough, 1997).

According to Penn’s (1999) report on enrollment management for the 21st 

century, institutions with a sustainable enrollment management program in place have 

experienced success in meeting goals. The author’s experience for 20 years in public 

higher education created the interest to conduct research at major public universities 

throughout the United States to understand the theoretical implications of enrollment 

management, the approaches, and the practice of such programs from the perspective of 

the leadership heading these large campus enrollment efforts. While the purpose of the 

study was to understand the practice and approach of enrollment management, it did not 

necessarily address whether or not the goals tied to some aspect of enrollment 

management functioning (Penn, 1999). Using 12 institutions with student populations 

ranging from 10,000 to 50,000 students, the author used a survey and interviews to 

address ten aspects of enrollment management functioning. Interestingly, in the 

departmental composition of the model, only two institutions mentioned retention efforts,
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although all participants noted the need to establish an increased focus on retention 

(Penn, 1999). While Penn (1999) gathered more information related to the mission and 

structure, perhaps more noteworthy are the items related to KPIs and evaluation.

Although not providing empirical evidence, the author notes that most institutions had 

assessments in place to assess student satisfaction, and they used that information to set 

goals and create benchmarks for further measuring progress (Penn, 1999). In some cases, 

institutions tied funding to meeting enrollment goals. In reference to KPIs, most 

institutions noted recruitment goals, and the majority mentioned graduation rates. None 

mentioned retention specifically (Penn, 1999).

Penn’s (1999) research shows that at least three of the institutions had difficulty 

establishing an enrollment management structure because of internal and external 

influences that delayed efforts. The successes mentioned through the survey and 

interviews noted enrollment and diversity increases and collaboration increases on 

campus. Some institutions did report increases in graduation rates, although “retention 

was the hardest goal to measure accurately...” (Penn, 1999, p. 45).

In the summary of the research, Perm (1999) states that many professionals can 

describe aspects of enrollment management, but there is difficulty in understanding why 

it succeeds at one institution and not at another institution. The three goals of enrollment 

management include generating greater student enrollment, manufacturing a quality 

student body, and possessing higher graduation rates; as such, the author states that the 

last goal has been more difficult to achieve as a result of enrollment management (Penn,
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1999, p. 48). Penn (1999) adds that it is unfortunate because retention of college students 

is in the best interest of society. “Large numbers of students leaving college before 

completing a degree gives the impression that institutions are failing their customers” 

(Penn, 1999, p. 49).

Vander Schee’s (1998) dissertation and later publications in marketing, retention, 

and recruitment journals (2007, 2008, 2009) is perhaps the most thorough research to 

date concerning enrollment management efforts, goals, and results among the Coalition 

for Christian College and Universities (CCCU). The researcher mentions that there is not 

a great deal of literature within enrollment management areas that uses quantitative 

measures to assess effectiveness, especially at church-related institutions (Vander Schee, 

1998; 2008). As such, the researcher’s dissertation focused on the problem of small 

church-related colleges that are heavily tuition dependent for survival and essentially 

already at a disadvantage in competition for students because of the small number of 

students attending these types of institutions in comparison with the number attending all 

of higher education. With the decline of endowment funding, schools in these categories 

may fail rather quickly if they cannot attract and retain students. While most of the 

research questions were descriptive in nature, such as reporting the strategies within 

enrollment management models and how long a program was established, the last three 

questions focus on the specific use of enrollment functions and their relationship to 

recruitment and retention rates based on how long a program was established, whether or 

not there are differences in those institutions with and without enrollment management 

functions, and whether or not those differences related to admissions selectivity (Vander
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Schee, 1998). Using an adapted survey from a prior dissertation, Vander Schee (1998) 

collected data from 67 institutions and reported descriptive statistics to answer the 

majority of the research questions related to enrollment programming and how long the 

program was in place and functioning.

Vander Schee’s (1998) results indicate that many of the CCCU institutions use 

enrollment management strategies, but only a few actually have a defined program in 

place. At the time of the study, only two institutions (or 3% of the sample) had an 

established enrollment management program more than five years. Although higher 

retention rates were reported in institutions with a program in place less than five years, 

“retention to graduation” (six-year graduation rates) (Vander Schee, 1998, p. 41) rates did 

not experience improvement by having an established program. Vander Schee (1998) 

mentions this may be the case because only two institutions had a program in place more 

than five years. Although admissions yield decreased with enrollment management 

utilization, freshmen retention and graduation rates were highest in enrollment 

management programs established fewer than five years (p. 29). Using hierarchical 

regression analysis, Vander Schee (1998) determined that admissions yield and freshmen 

retention were “.. .the most important contributors in explaining the utilization of an 

enrollment management program...” (p. 29). The author noted that the retention measure 

was not statistically significant at the .05 level but at the .06 level (p < .10), while 

graduation rates were not significant with either measure (p. 30). Overall, model 

coordination, marketing, and recruitment components were used most often, while
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retention and planning components were not. Admissions selectivity measures could not 

be determined by statistical analysis because of the inequality of group size data. The 

results show that the majority of the institutions were more focused on attracting students 

than on retaining them (Vander Schee, 1998).

Vander Schee’s (1998) dissertation laid the foundation for a longitudinal study 

(2008,2009) to examine any changes between the original data collection in 1997 and in 

2008. The author published two articles from this study focusing on the separate 

retention and marketing components. In Vander Schee’s (2008) article focusing on 

retention, the author points out that there is a large percentage of current institutions 

without an established formal retention program. This study noted that number was at 

40% in 2008. In light of the focus on retention programming within higher education, 

that number appears to be extremely low. Both studies (1998,2008) addressed six 

different aspects of retention programming, from orientation programs to early alert 

systems. In 1997, no items were significant within retention programming; however, the 

current study provided data to demonstrate that the combination of leading an evaluation 

of enrollment management effectiveness and length of time in place was a significant 

predictor of freshmen retention and “retention to graduation” rates (Vander Schee, 2008, 

p. 214). Based on the timeline for retention programming, there were no significant 

differences found in either study. However, the longer a retention component was 

established; there was an increase in retention and graduation rates. Accordingly, there 

was no correlation between established retention programs and admissions selectivity 

(Vander Schee, 2008).
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In the marketing component study (2009), Vander Schee notes that the number of 

institutions with an established enrollment management program increased from the 

original study in 1997 (46.4%) to current (60%). In the 1997 study (published in 1998), 

the highest retention and graduation rates came from those institutions with an 

implemented enrollment management program. However, in the current study, the 

highest retention and graduation rates came from those institutions without an enrollment 

management program, though not statistically significant. Mean freshmen retention rates 

decreased overall from those rates reported in 1997. While freshmen retention rates 

demonstrated a direct association with the use of an enrollment management program 

in the 1997 study (For example, retention rates increased as institutions adopted more 

enrolled management programs [Vander Schee, 1998]; this was later confirmed in his 

2009 study at the .05 level of significance.), none of the measures for admissions or 

retention showed any significant relationships in the current study (p. 9).

In the 2009 study, retaining a “model of coordination” (Vander Schee, 2009, p.

12) at an institution longer than five years as part of a program demonstrated a significant 

difference in persistence rates at the .05 significance level. Additionally, the interaction 

of planning and retention programming for more than five years produced a significant 

difference in graduation rates. Vander Schee (2009) notes that there may be fewer 

significant findings because of the studies’ small sample sizes and the possibility of 

short-sighted approaches to enrollment planning. The author notes that retention 

programs were utilized much less than marketing and recruitment components.
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Vander Schee’s (1998, 2007, 2008, 2009) dissertation and journal articles provide 

a foundation for further study of enrollment management programs and retention and 

persistence rates. Although there is a mixture of support for retention and graduation 

rates, it may be that a larger sample size is necessary to provide empirical evidence to 

demonstrate statistically significant findings between enrollment management programs 

and retention and graduation rates. Although the studies incorporated “models of 

coordination” (p. 17) as part of an enrollment management component, the studies did 

not distinguish effectiveness between each type of enrollment management model or the 

program as a whole (Vander Schee, 2009).

Enrollment Management Criticism

From the beginning of the creation of enrollment management, there has been 

concern as to the particular nature of the use of this model in higher education (Hossler,

2007). That criticism has increased in recent years even so much as to explain that what 

is broken within higher education may be the concept of enrollment management. The 

majority of the opponents’ criticisms stem out of access, equity, the use of merit-based 

financial aid, and improving institutional profile concerns that may not promote the most 

societal good (Hossler, 2007; Hossler & Kalsbeek, 2008). Hossler’s (2007) enrollment 

management newsletter adds that higher education has always struggled with business 

and marketing tactics taking hold in the educational arena. Those organizations 

inherently believe in the negativity associated with enrollment management, even to the 

point that these practices should be outlawed from higher education (Hossler, 2007). 

Hossler’s (2007) opinion is not that enrollment management is corrupting higher
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education, but rather that the endless pursuit of reputation, resources, and revenues will 

cause institutions to focus less on student learning and more on institutional needs.

Closely related to some of the same criticisms, Kraatz, Ventresca, and Deng 

(2010) explore the concept of enrollment management as an administrative structure, the 

implementation of the structure, and how the structure influences institutional values. 

Citing research highlighting the concerns that the majority of the financial aid practices 

appease middle class students and the growing institutional expenditures take away 

money from academic programs, the authors used data from a sample of 515 liberal arts 

colleges from 1987-2006 to review the initial adoption of enrollment management 

structures and the relationship between several items related to institutional selectivity, 

tuition dependency, faculty prestige, and prior leadership adoption of the program 

(Kraatz et al., 2010). The authors’ results demonstrate that schools are less likely to 

implement enrollment management strategies when their faculties are more prestigious 

(i.e. higher faculty pay, higher percentage of tenured faculty, larger research budgets). 

Additionally, schools are unlikely to choose to implement enrollment management 

programs when they are less tuition dependent and draw more students from larger 

distances. Presidents who previously adopted enrollment management and moved to 

other institutions also increased the likelihood that the structure would be adopted. 

Institutions with highest selectivity possessed no implementation o f enrollment 

management structure, which in turn confirmed the researchers’ hypothesis that 

institutions with moderately difficult admissions selectivity would implement the 

structure the most frequently (Kraatz et al., 2010).



Other articles contribute to what may be termed criticisms of enrollment 

management, but instead of looking at the overall model in relationship to higher 

education; the following authors come from the perspective of the mixture of empirical 

data demonstrating enrollment management effectiveness. Smith’s (2001) study 

mentioned previously that enrollment management effectiveness factors among two and 

four-year public and private institutions resulted in no significant findings for four-year 

private institutions. The factor identified most often in other institutions was the need for 

participation and integration across campus in order to meet enrollment management 

objectives (Smith, 2001). Dolence’s (1989-90) research confirmed that at least half of 

the institutions that try to implement enrollment management are not successful, usually 

because of several reasons, including lack of campus participation and planning. Lee’s 

(2 0 1 0 ) dissertation research confirms that implementation concerns are a major issue 

within enrollment management systems. In fact, in Lee’s (2010) study, a major portion 

of the introduction and literature review deals with enrollment management programs and 

whether or not they work in higher education. From Lee’s (2010) perspective, 

“Enrollment management is a relatively young enterprise in higher education and there is 

limited empirical research on its effectiveness” (p. 1 1 ).

The dissertations citing the lack of enrollment management effectiveness data has 

grown over the years. Cogan’s (1992) research highlighting the enrollment management 

structures and strategies at Assemblies of God colleges suggested conducting further 

research to identify the reasons for the lack of (a) enrollment management administrative
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leadership effectiveness, (b) enrollment management structural effectiveness, and (c) 

recruitment and retention concepts and programs. As such, Cogan (1992) suggests that 

when administrators completely support enrollment management efforts, the 

effectiveness of these programs will likely increase.

Abston’s (2010) research regarding administrator perceptions of the enrollment 

management practices at community colleges in Alabama demonstrates that many of the 

enrollment management components were in operation and effective at the institutions in 

the state. However, the author’s findings indicated that retention and academic advising 

components did not exist in many of the institutions. Additionally, Abston (2010) found 

that only half of the institutions within his study reported that a plan for enrollment 

management had been established. Schuttinga’s (2011) study also states that there is 

little research evidence that enrollment management is effective in increasing enrollment 

success. Although the author was referring to member institutions of the CCCU, there is 

not an extensive amount of research in any area of higher education. Even so, the 

research is dated—having been completed in the 1980s and 1990s (Schuttinga, 2011).

Parnell’s (2004) study addressed the notion that fewer studies address whether or 

not the model of enrollment management actually influences an institution (p. 50), though 

there are plenty of articles written about program implementation (Lee, 2010).

Although referring to one state’s practices of enrollment management, Pamell (2004) 

found that nearly half of the North Dakota two and four-year public institutions were 

operating without a plan for their enrollment management program, and approximately a 

third had no one actually coordinating any efforts. One of the author’s recommendations
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for future study included examining each enrollment management activity to see what is 

effective and what is not (Parnell, 2004).

This review of literature confirmed that the majority of enrollment management 

research is either published in association journals such as the American Association of 

Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO) or highlighted in the 

dissertation research. The few articles on enrollment management found for this review 

of literature stem from dissertations and subsequent publications in refereed journals or 

more recent dissertation research. While there have been indications of empirical data 

supporting the retention and persistence components of enrollment management, there is 

clearly a need for more data from larger sample sizes and for study of the overall program 

of enrollment management. Additionally, the study of the organizational models 

associated and the structural implications are necessary so that four-year private and 

public institutions are best equipped to help students progress through their educational 

journeys.

Summary

The review of literature highlighted throughout this chapter explains the problem, 

the theoretical framework, and the associated enrollment management literature. Starting 

with the problem of low student retention, the framework addresses the combination of 

Tinto’s (1975, 1987, 1993) model of institutional departure and Pascarella’s (1985) 

general model for assessing change that may explain portions of the existence of 

retention problems within higher education by detailing the importance of integration and 

involvement with the informal and formal structures within an institution’s environment.
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Because there is a lack of research noting the influence of organizational 

characteristics and student persistence (Berger, 2001-2002, 2002), there is a need to 

understand the organizational models that may address portions of the problem of low 

student retention. Addressing the structural aspect allows for the review of enrollment 

management, an organizational higher education concept focused on helping students 

succeed from the beginning to the end of their educational journey (Huddleston, 2000).

The current literature reviewed demonstrates various aspects of the problem of 

student retention, the need for an institutional perspective, and the organizational 

behavior and characteristics previously identified that have an influence in student 

retention and persistence. Beginning retention studies focused on the psychological 

matters of students and less on the institutional aspects that may affect student retention 

and persistence (Elkins et al., 2000; Tinto, 2006-2007). Over the years, Tinto’s (1975, 

1987, 1993) model addressed the various attributes of social and academic integration 

into mainstream institutional culture. Pascarella’s (1985) model incorporates portions of 

Tinto’s concepts while identifying the various institutional concepts that indirectly affect 

student persistence in higher education.

Organizational behavior foundations in higher education address the institutional 

aspects that are shown to impact student persistence. Berger’s (1997) dissertation laid the 

foundation for understanding the contexts whereby student outcomes are affected by 

organizational behavior. The organizational behaviors affecting student persistence, such 

as institutional commitment and student engagement are highlighted in the literature. As 

such, retention and persistence are impacted by the mission of the institution, financial
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expenditures, the campus environment, and the way the campus collaborates to support 

students (Braxton & Mundy, 2001-2002; Gansemer-Topf & Schuh, 2006; Goenner & 

Snaith, 2003-2004; Kezar & Kenzie, 2006; Oseguera & Rhee, 2009; Smith, 2001; Strauss 

& Volkwein, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007; Waggoner & Goldman, 2005).

Enrollment management history and its development as an organizational concept 

provided a foundation to review the current literature that details the aspects of retention 

programs within enrollment management programs. Additionally, the theoretical 

implications of enrollment management and the organizational aspects guide the review 

of the literature by providing extensive research within enrollment management models, 

organizational arrangements, and reporting structures. The support and criticism for 

enrollment management programs detail the mixture of empirical research demonstrating 

the effectiveness of the program.

The gaps in the literature provide evidence that a study such as this one is 

necessary to determine the organizational aspects of enrollment management programs 

that may influence retention and persistence of students. Further knowledge is needed to 

understand the evolution of the models, the leadership reporting structures, the 

departmental compositions, and whether or not there are differences in retention and 

graduation rates for enrollment management programs and models. The three main 

themes of retention and persistence research, organizational behavior research, and 

enrollment management research will be reviewed once again within the fifth chapter 

so that contributions can be made to the current understanding within the retention 

research.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

Researchers continue to agree that low student retention and degree completion is 

a major problem within American higher education (Elkins, Braxton, & James, 2000; 

Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). Although a great deal of 

research has been dedicated to understanding college student retention and completion, 

Tinto (2006-2007) contends that the separation between research knowledge and practice 

still remains. Institutions have yet to fully implement programs that retain students until 

degree completion (Tinto, 2006-2007). While there are many reasons students do not 

persist, Berger’s (2001-2002) research demonstrates that one area that is not often studied 

is that of institutional organizational behavior and its relationship to student persistence. 

Part of the solution to this problem may be the creation of enrollment management 

departments that seek to centralize recruitment and retention efforts (Kemerer, Baldridge, 

& Green, 1982); however, there is a mixture of evidence citing effectiveness of the 

program (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001).

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study was to test whether retention and graduation rates differ 

based on enrollment management programs and models and to identify the retention 

strategies associated with such models. The research questions and hypotheses were:
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What departments are usually included in enrollment management programs? 

What institutional retention strategies are utilized as part of enrollment 

management organizational structures?

Is there a difference in first-year retention rates for institutions with and without 

an enrollment management program?

H3 = There is no significant difference in first-year retention rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.

H3A = There is a significant difference in first-year retention rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.

Are there differences in first-year retention rates among institutions that use 

enrollment management models?

H4  = There are no significant differences in first-year retention rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

UtA = There are significant differences in first-year retention rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

Is there a difference in six-year graduation rates for institutions with and without 

an enrollment management program?

H5 = There is no significant difference in six-year graduation rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.

Hsa = There is a significant difference in six-year graduation rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.
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6 . Are there differences in six-year graduation rates among institutions that use 

enrollment management models?

H6  = There are no significant differences in six-year graduation rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

H^a = There are significant differences in six-year graduation rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

7. Are there differences in first-year retention rates for enrollment management 

program final reporting structures?

H7 = There are no significant differences in first-year retention rates for 

enrollment management program final reporting structures.

H7A= There are significant differences in first-year retention rates for enrollment 

management program final reporting structures.

Research Design

Upon development and review of the research questions, it was apparent that this 

study required a quantitative approach to provide answers to the questions. According to 

Neuman (2006), quantitative research is used by researchers to answer questions whereby 

numerical responses are necessary, there is a standard approach to procedures, and there 

is frequent replication. In order to determine whether or not there were significant 

differences in retention and graduation rates in this study, quantitative data were used.

A survey design is used when a researcher wants to understand certain aspects of 

a population by gathering data from a smaller sample (Babbie, 1990; Creswell, 2009). 

Researchers are able to make inferences about the population by testing the
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hypotheses and making claims from the identified sample in the study (Creswell, 2009). 

This type of design was appropriate for this study because of the ability of the researcher 

to collect data using a survey and the capability to make inferences about the population 

sampled (Babbie; 1990; Creswell, 2009). This survey design employed a cross-sectional 

approach, collecting all data at once (Creswell, 2009). Several research questions 

examined comparisons between groups that already existed before data collection (i.e. 

those with and without established enrollment management programs). For these cases, a 

quasi-experimental approach was necessary because of preexisting group membership 

categories that were not randomly selected.

Variables

The variables in this study included independent and dependent variables that 

were used to answer the questions that required hypotheses. The first two questions 

regarding retention strategies and enrollment management departmental compositions 

utilized descriptive statistics (Postlethwaite, 2005; Salkind, 2005; Warner, 2008) to 

describe participant responses and gather general information about the sample. 

Independent Variables

The independent variables in this study included the enrollment management 

program, the enrollment management models, and the leadership reporting structures. In 

research questions 3 and 5, the enrollment management program variable was 

dichotomous and was used to denote whether or not there was an established enrollment 

management program at an institution. In research questions 4 and 6, the type of 

enrollment management model was used as an independent variable to determine if there
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were differences in the institutions’ corresponding retention and graduation rates. The 

literature identifies four models that are most widely used. In research question 7, the 

final reporting structure for enrollment management programs was used as an 

independent variable to determine if there were differences in corresponding institutions’ 

retention and graduation rates. There were six options, ranging from the president and 

chief student affairs officer to the chief academic affairs officer, the chief advancement 

officer, the chief business officer, or other (National Enrollment Management Survey 

[NEMS], Noel-Levitz, 2001-2002; including adaptations from current literature).

Specific details regarding data analysis are covered later in the chapter.

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables in this study included first-year retention rates and six- 

year graduation rates. Both are continuous data and were used in each research question 

except for the descriptive questions. In research questions 3, 4, and 7, the dependent 

variable was institutional first-year retention rates. In research questions 5 and 6, the 

dependent variable was institutional six-year graduation rates.

Population

The population for the study included all four-year private and public nonprofit 

institutions within the United States that are members of the American Association of 

Collegiate Registrars and Admission Officers (AACRAO). AACRAO is an enrollment 

and admissions association of more than 11,000 professionals representing over 2,600 

institutions within the United States and across the world. Their mission and purpose are
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to serve and develop higher education by providing academic and enrollment services 

research and professional development opportunities (AACRAO, 2012a).

The 2012 AACRAO demographic member information details that out of 2,600 

institutional members, approximately 47% of their membership is private, nonprofit 

institutions, 9% is proprietary institutions, and 44% is public institutions (AACRAO, 

2012b). The target population utilized in this study included the primary institutional 

contacts employed at any of the approximate 974 four-year private and 563 four-year 

public AACRAO member institutions. Four-year private and public institutions were 

selected for this study because of the necessity of gaining additional information from 

schools that serve traditional undergraduate student populations. Each institution may 

have offered advanced degrees, but the reported first-year retention and six-year 

graduation rates were specific to the institution’s undergraduate programs. Only 

nonprofit institutions were included because of the diverse nature of proprietary schools.

Sample

The concept of enrollment management started in private institutions because of a 

need to increase and maintain tuition revenue (Huddleston, 2000) and to provide steady 

financial planning for enrollments (Bontrager, 2004). However, the concept quickly 

spread to public institutions (Bontrager, 2004). With a strong focus on the development 

and training of enrollment management professionals, AACRAO member primary 

institutional contacts had the experience and knowledge to answer questions regarding 

enrollment management programs, models, and their corresponding persistence rates and 

strategies.
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Participants

The participants in this study included the primary institution contacts at four- 

year, private and public AACRAO member institutions, who responded to the survey sent 

to them by email. Primary institution contacts encompass a wide range of higher 

education leadership positions; ranging from directors of admission, directors of 

enrollment management, directors of enrollment, registrars, and vice presidents of 

admission, enrollment, and/or enrollment management. According to the AACRAO 

membership profiles, the three largest areas of higher education leadership membership 

positions include records and registration (52%), admissions (35%), and enrollment 

management (25%). Some members report more than one leadership area to AACRAO 

(AACRAO, 2012b). If requested, the participants received a copy of the research results 

so they may gain additional understanding of the relationship of enrollment management 

models to first-year retention and completion rates, the current departmental 

compositions of enrollment management departments, and the leadership reporting 

structures.

Instrumentation

A survey, adapted with permission from the Noel-Levitz (2001-2002) National 

Enrollment Management Survey (NEMS), was used to collect data to answer the research 

questions. The data collected included information that identified the organizational 

composition of enrollment management programs, including whether or not there was an 

established enrollment management program at an institution. Additionally, the
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coordination model, reporting structures, and retention strategies were captured in the 

survey. Continuous data captured by the instrument were first-year retention rates and 

six-year graduation rates.

This instrument was developed originally in 1991 by Noel-Levitz to gather 

information regarding the enrollment management practices of higher education 

institutions across the United States (Parnell, 2004; Penn, 1999). The survey reports were 

detailed for the first time in 1992, and the survey was conducted every other year after 

that time (Parnell, 2004; Penn, 1999). Schulz and Lucido (2011) mention the survey in 

their article concerning enrollment management structures and institutional priorities to 

show that data captured by the NEMS demonstrated an increase in the amount of 

institutions centralizing their recruitment and retention efforts.

In Parnell’s (2004) dissertation concerning the enrollment management policies 

and practices of the state public institutions in North Dakota, the NEMS (Noel-Levitz, 

2001-2002) survey was used to analyze enrollment management policies at 11 public 

institutions. By reporting data for the North Dakota State System, a comparison report 

was detailed between national reporting norms and how the North Dakota system adapted 

to enrollment declines across the state.

Smith’s (2001) article detailing the relationship between enrollment management 

effectiveness and enrollment performance, utilized a portion of the NEMS (Noel-Levitz, 

1993) to produce a survey whereby an enrollment performance index was created. This 

part, in combination with other perceived enrollment performance factors, allowed
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for an index that demonstrated in most institutions, more integration and participation in 

enrollment management is needed to achieve enrollment goals.

The 2001-2002 version of the NEMS (Noel-Levitz) was adapted for use in this 

study. The entire survey is rather lengthy with multiple questions regarding all facets of 

enrollment management that include: (a) institutional contact information, (b) planning 

for enrollment management, (c) organizing for enrollment management, (d) enrollment 

management costs, (e) enrollment management goals, (f) enrollment management results, 

(g) inventory of enrollment management practices, and (h) Internet and information 

technology practices (Noel-Levitz, 2001-2002). Responses from portions o f the 

following survey sections provided the data necessary to answer the research questions:

(a) planning, (b) organizing, (c) results, and (d) practices. Three additional questions 

regarding whether or not an enrollment management program was established, the type of 

organizational enrollment management model, and the amount of time an enrollment 

management program had been established were added to the organizational portion of 

the survey. Admissions selectivity, a retention support question, and a retention planning 

question were added to the retention portion of the survey bringing the number of 

questions to 26 (including the collection of two years of retention and graduation rates 

data). Six potential responses were added to questions involving enrollment planning and 

reporting structure to reflect current insights; four choices were removed, and one 

explanation was adapted. Retention wording was used for the last question in the 

retention section; additionally, comment sections were added after a few questions.
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Permission

Permission to adapt and utilize the NEMS (Noel-Levitz, 2001-2002) was given by 

Pam Jennings, Noel-Levitz associate vice president of marketing. Part of her role is to 

oversee and implement the marketing strategy for the Noel-Levitz higher education 

consulting practice (Noel-Levitz, 2012b). Permission was provided to use all or part of 

the survey, any version of the survey, and to adapt the questions or content as necessary. 

Formal permission for the use of the survey is included in Appendix A.

Validity

According to Creswell (2009), three types of validity exist—content, predictive, 

and construct. In survey research, it is necessary to establish the validity of a survey to 

identify whether the instrument will capture the responses necessary (Creswell, 2009). 

This instrument demonstrated content validity because the survey was produced and used 

by Noel-Levitz (2012a), an international higher education consulting company, to collect 

data to report information regarding enrollment management departmental components, 

finances, and current practices and procedures. Noel-Levitz has a history of over 40 

years in working with enrollment management practices, including admissions and 

retention research (Parnell, 2004). As such, their consultants have worked on the 

campuses of over 2,700 institutions throughout the United States and Canada. Working 

with all types of institutions, Noel-Levitz produces many instruments to collect data 

ranging from retention and student satisfaction to enrollment trends (Noel-Levitz, 2012a).

Although Penn (1999) mentioned the creation of the instrument in 1991, Jennings 

could not confirm the exact date. However, the consultant stated that it was created by
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enrollment management consultants at Noel-Levitz. Jennings estimated that the 1992 

results were the first detailed, although she thought there may have been one earlier 

survey given before her time began at Noel-Levitz in 1992. The questions were adapted 

over the years based on the information received from many consultants through their 

travel to many campus locations (P. Jennings, personal communication, November 5, 

2012).

As such, this survey was used for many years as an effort by Noel-Levitz to 

understand the current status of enrollment management efforts at all institutions within 

the United States (Schulz & Lucido, 2011). According to Bodfish, a Noel-Levitz 

consultant, the instrument was designed to collect data that would inform enrollment 

management outcomes and practices throughout institutions within the United States and 

Canada. The areas included in the purpose of the survey include reporting on all areas of 

enrollment management, including retention (as cited in Parnell, 2004). The items on the 

survey that ask questions regarding the planning, organization, reporting structures, 

retention results, and practices established content validity for the instrument because the 

items on the survey are directly related to the topic of enrollment management and the 

associated retention and persistence measures. The AACRAO associate director of 

research, Lisa Rosenberg, and the researcher collaborated on the development of the 

additional survey questions and responses. Additional questions and responses were 

initially reviewed by an AACRAO enrollment management expert; later revisions and 

additions were reviewed by the AACRAO associate director of research.
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Reliability

According to a Noel-Levitz consultant (P. Jennings, personal communication, 

March 20, 2012), the organization did not complete reliability measures on the 

instrument. The instrument was sent out every other year for several years and tweaked 

occasionally throughout that time (Parnell, 2004). However, various enrollment 

management practices and outcomes were regularly used as part of the survey each year. 

Noel-Levitz summarized the information and dispersed it so that knowledge could be 

gained for higher education enrollment and retention professionals (Parnell, 2004).

In order to establish reliability for the adapted 2001-2002 version of the 

instrument, a reliability study was conducted before the actual data were collected. Once 

IRB approval was given, the survey was sent via email to the same 42 higher education 

professionals on two separate occasions. Answers to the questions on the survey were 

examined on both occasions and compared to provide the percentage of same responses. 

The comparisons yielded a high reliability rate of 90%, demonstrating the ability of the 

questions to gather reliable information.

Data Collection

The quantitative nature of this study used survey research methods to produce 

data needed to answer the research questions and hypotheses. After the completion of the 

dissertation proposal and the approval of the Committee Chair, all Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) paperwork was submitted to Mercer University’s IRB for approval. The 

approval form is included in Appendix B. The survey was then created in 

SurveyMonkey™ by the associate director of research at AACRAO and sent via email to
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enrollment professionals identified by AACRAO as the primary institutional contact. 

Organizational models vary; therefore, the institutional contact at each institution 

differed. Reliance on AACRAO database information was beneficial to ensure that the 

survey was directed to appropriate personnel.

AACRAO sent the survey to the primary institutional contacts through the 

organization’s database. Upon receipt of the email and survey link, the participants were 

provided informed consent information that detailed the nature of the research, the survey 

benefits for enrollment and retention managers, and the researcher contact information 

whereby participants may have withdrawn from the study or asked any questions 

regarding the research purpose. Appendix C provides the wording for the informed 

consent release.

After the survey was sent out by email with a requested response time of 

approximately two weeks, a follow-up email was sent within a week and a half to the 

same contacts detailing the timeline for response. After keeping the survey open for a 

few additional days, the researcher determined that the first data collection period did not 

provide enough data for analysis. Without closing the survey, AACRAO sent it out again 

for approximately two more weeks to those who did not respond to the first round of data 

collection. In total, the survey remained open for approximately five weeks. The survey 

was not able to be sent out a third time to increase the response rate due to AACRAO 

communication preferences.
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Completed survey information was returned to AACRAO and de-identified by the 

organization before the data were supplied to the researcher for analysis (L. Rosenberg, 

personal communication, November 12, 2012; March 23,2013). The survey data 

supplied to the researcher included variables linked directly from the Integrated 

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Several variables, ranging from prior 

year retention and graduation rates to Carnegie classifications, undergraduate student 

population numbers, state information, and other categories, were connected directly to 

the institution’s line of responses on the Microsoft Excel sheet. These items provided the 

researcher with knowledge that assisted in the data cleaning and organization process.

Response Rate

Based on the procedures outlined in the data collection section, there were three 

opportunities for members of the population to participate in completing the survey. 

According to Shih and Fan (2009), survey distribution via email has increased over the 

past few years, yet research validating the differences in response rates between email 

and mail survey collection has produced inconsistent results. Although a high response 

rate is desired in survey research, the response rates for academic research vary (p. 27). 

Shih and Fan’s (2009) meta-analysis of email versus mail surveys demonstrated that 

although mail surveys returned at a higher rate the majority of the time, those surveys 

emailed to college populations returned at reasonably similar rates whether surveys were 

emailed or mailed to the sample. According to Shih and Fan (2009), the comparison 

results demonstrate that the unweighted average return of email surveys was 33%. This
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research suggests that higher education professionals are used to receiving survey 

requests via email and returning them at rates similar to mail surveys (Shih & Fan, 2009).

According to Lodico, Spaulding, and Voegtle (2010), survey response rates 

depend on several factors, including the participant interest, the subject matter, and the 

purpose of the research. The author contends that after reminders, a response rate of 30 

to 50 percent is somewhat common. Based on this information, an estimated response 

rate for this study could have ranged from 30 to 50 percent. The researcher’s goal for the 

study was 50%.

Data Analysis

The data collected from the survey were entered into the DBM Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Statistics version 21 for data analysis. Data analysis 

consisted of the following statistical procedures as outlined in the paragraphs 

immediately following each research question.

RQ1: What departments are usually included in enrollment management 

programs? The results of this study informed the continued development of enrollment 

management structures and/or the reorganization of enrollment management models. 

Therefore, readers may want to gain additional understanding of the current description 

of departments that are usually included in enrollment management programs.

Descriptive statistics (Postlethwaite, 2005; Salkind, 2005; Warner, 2008) were used to 

report the departments usually included in enrollment management models. Results were 

reported in Chapter 4, along with tables to help readers visualize the results.
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RQ2: What institutional retention strategies are utilized as part o f enrollment 

management organizational structures? The answer to this question was reported in the 

form of descriptive statistics (Postlethwaite, 2005; Salkind, 2005; Warner, 2008) whereby 

readers may be informed about the retention strategies utilized as part of enrollment 

management programs on four-year campuses across the United States. Results were 

reported in Chapter 4, along with tables to help readers visualize the results.

RQ3: Is there a difference in first-year retention rates for institutions with and 

without an enrollment management program'? To answer this question, first-year 

retention rates from each institution were entered into SPSS 21 as continuous data along 

with a dichotomous assignment for the independent variable detailing whether or not an 

enrollment management program was established on the campus. An independent 

samples /-test was used to assess whether there was a significant difference in retention 

rates between institutions with and without an established enrollment management 

program. According to Warner (2008), an independent samples /-test is used when a 

researcher wants to compare mean scores, such as retention rates, on a continuous 

variable between two groups to determine if there are significant differences between the 

mean scores (p. 181). With alpha set at .05, the null hypothesis was rejected if the p 

value was equal to or less than .05. Group statistics and the /-test output were reported in 

Chapter 4, along with tables to visualize the results.

RQ4: Are there differences in first-year retention rates among enrollment 

management models? This question was answered by using institutional first-year



retention rates, along with a categorical assignment of one through four for each of the 

enrollment management organizational models. An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was 

used to determine if retention rates were significantly different among any of the models. 

According to Warner (2008), an ANOVA is a statistical test that can compare mean 

scores, such as retention rates, across several groups or levels (p. 215). If a significant 

difference is found, a post hoc test, such as Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD), is completed after the ANOVA to determine which models are different from the 

others (Warner, 2008). With alpha set at .05, the null hypothesis was rejected if the p  

value was equal to or less than .05. Group statistics, as well as the ANOVA source table 

were reported in Chapter 4.

RQ5: Is there a difference in six-year graduation rates for institutions with and 

without an enrollment management program? To answer this question, six-year 

graduation rates from each institution were entered into SPSS 21 as continuous data 

along with a dichotomous assignment for the independent variable detailing whether or 

not an enrollment management program existed on the campus. An independent samples 

Mest was used to assess whether there was a significant difference in the graduation rate 

between institutions with and without an established enrollment management program. 

With alpha set at .05, the null hypothesis was rejected if the p  value was equal to or less 

than .05. Group statistics, as well as the Mest output were reported to display the results.

RQ6: Are there differences in six-year graduation rates among enrollment 

management models? This question was answered by using institutional six-year 

graduation rates, along with a categorical assignment of one through four for each of the



92

enrollment management organizational models. An ANOVA was used to determine if 

graduation rates were significantly different among any of the models. If a significant 

difference is found, Tukey’s HSD is completed after the ANOVA to determine which 

models are different from the others. With alpha set at .05, the null hypothesis was 

rejected if the p  value was equal to or less than .05. Group statistics, as well as the 

ANOVA source table were reported in Chapter 4.

RQ7: Are there differences in first-year retention rates among enrollment 

management program final reporting structures? This question was answered by using 

an institution’s first-year retention rate along with a categorical assignment of one 

through six for the higher education administrator (i.e. president, vice president of 

academics, vice president of student affairs, vice president of business, vice president of 

advancement, or other) who oversees the enrollment management structure on each 

campus. An ANOVA was used to determine if any of the reporting structures yielded 

significant differences in first-year retention rates. If a significant difference is found, 

Tukey’s HSD is completed after the ANOVA to determine if retention rates are 

significantly different among any of the structures. With alpha set at .05, the null 

hypothesis was rejected if the p  value was equal to or less than .05. Group statistics, as 

well as the ANOVA source table were reported in Chapter 4.

Summary

Because low student retention and degree completion continues to be a problem 

within higher education (Elkins et al., 2000; Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; 

Tinto, 2006-2007), there is a need to understand the organizational aspects of institutions



that may influence the persistence of students (Berger, 2001-2002). A relatively new 

concept, enrollment management, has a mixture of literature detailing its effectiveness 

(Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001). A survey research design was necessary 

because the research purpose was to determine whether retention and graduation rates 

differ based on enrollment management programs and models and to identify the 

retention strategies associated with such models. Survey designs are used to make 

inferences from a smaller sample about a larger population (Babbie, 1990; Creswell, 

2009). The research questions focused on the differences between enrollment 

management programs, models, retention and graduation rates, and retention 

programming. Descriptive questions detailed the departmental composition of 

enrollment management programs and the retention strategies utilized within those 

departments.

A survey, adapted with permission from Noel-Levitz (2001-2002), is the 

instrument that was used in this study. After IRB approval was provided, the survey was 

sent by AACRAO personnel to the primary institutional contacts at four-year, private and 

public AACRAO member institutions via email. Data analysis statistical measures 

included descriptive statistics, independent samples /-tests, and ANOVAs provided 

answers to the research questions. Chapter 4 reports the answers to the research 

questions, along with tables to improve visualization of the results.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Low student retention and persistence continues to remain a problem within 

American higher education despite the immense amount of research completed on the 

subject (Elkins, Braxton, & James, 2000; Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 

2006-2007). The separation between persistence research and the implementation of 

retention strategies only confirms that there is little known about the organizational 

behavior influence on persistence within higher education (Berger, 2001-2002; Tinto, 

2006-2007). One solution, enrollment management, seeks to bring together aspects of 

organizational behavior and persistence, yet there is a mixture of evidence documenting 

its effectiveness (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001). To better understand these 

concepts, this study was designed to test whether retention and graduation rates differ 

based on enrollment management programs and models and to identify the retention 

strategies associated with such models.

This chapter provides the data analysis and results collected in this study of 

retention, persistence, and enrollment management programs and models at four-year 

American institutions. Primary institutional contacts at the American Association of 

Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO) four-year institutions were 

sent an email detailing the opportunity to complete a short online survey.

94
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After the restatement of the research questions and hypotheses, the results of the 

reliability study and the participants will be described. The findings pertinent to each 

research question will be provided and analyzed within the context of the entire data set 

containing public and private institutional data. Differences between the two are noted 

within the answers to the research questions.

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The results for the research questions are reported consecutively in the order of 

the questions listed below. The first two questions focus on descriptive information 

supplied by the answers on several items on the survey instrument. Those results are 

reported in numbers and frequencies. The last five questions are evaluated through 

inferential statistics by using retention and graduation interval data. The following 

research questions and hypotheses were examined for this study:

1. What departments are usually included in enrollment management programs?

2. What institutional retention strategies are utilized as part o f enrollment 

management organizational structures?

3. Is there a difference in first-year retention rates for institutions with and without 

an enrollment management program?

H3 = There is no significant difference in first-year retention rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.

H3A = There is a significant difference in first-year retention rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.



Are there differences in first-year retention rates among institutions that use 

enrollment management models?

H4  = There are no significant differences in first-year retention rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

H4 A = There are significant differences in first-year retention rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

Is there a difference in six-year graduation rates for institutions with and without 

an enrollment management program?

H5 = There is no significant difference in six-year graduation rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.

Hsa = There is a significant difference in six-year graduation rates between 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program.

Are there differences in six-year graduation rates among institutions that use 

enrollment management models?

H6 = There are no significant differences in six-year graduation rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

H6a = There are significant differences in six-year graduation rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models.

Are there differences in first-year retention rates for enrollment management 

program final reporting structures?
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H7 = There are no significant differences in first-year retention rates for 

enrollment management program final reporting structures.

H 7a = There are significant differences in first-year retention rates for enrollment 

management program final reporting structures.

Reliability Study Results 

Prior to sending out the survey to the AACRAO membership, the researcher 

conducted a brief reliability study. Noel-Levitz (2001-2002), the author of the majority 

of the survey, did not complete reliability testing for the instrument; therefore, it was 

necessary to test the reliability prior to supplying the population with the instrument. A 

recruitment email, along with informed consent information, was sent to 42 higher 

education professionals on two separate occasions with a week between for responses 

each time. Although 12 professionals completed the first survey, only seven of them 

completed it both times. Using comparison data, the researcher matched the first survey 

responses with the second survey responses to determine that the instrument possessed 

90% agreement between the two.

Respondents

The survey was sent to primary institutional contacts at four-year AACRAO 

member institutions. The total number of institutions receiving the survey was 

approximately 1,537, with 974 private institutions and 563 public institutions available 

for this study in the AACRAO database. Responses totaled 210 for both public and 

private institutions; however, however three responses were removed from the final data
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set because of test submission entries and incomplete survey information. Another 

institution was removed because the organization enrolled only graduate students (L. 

Rosenberg, personal communication, April 1, 2013). Three more responses were 

removed from the final data set because of duplication. The researcher removed the three 

duplicates in favor of the most complete survey for each institution. These responses 

totaled 203.

According to Warner (2008), researchers should conduct initial data screening to 

note potential errors and discrepancies in the survey responses. This includes 

identification of missing values and outliers within the data set. After completing this 

initial screening, the researcher determined that several institutions did not report whether 

or not there was an established enrollment management program at the institution. In 

order to participate in the inferential analyses, it was important to distinguish those 

institutions with and without an enrollment management program. After removing the 

institutions that did not report this information, the researcher determined that the final 

data set included 171 responses, representing 110 private and 61 public institutions 

(Table 1). Based on this information, the response rate totaled 11% including both types 

of institutions reporting data on the survey. Both private and public institution responses 

represented 11% of their respective populations. Although a small sample size and less 

than the researcher’s goal, the AACRAO associate director of research confirmed that 

this was a typical response rate for this type of survey (L. Rosenberg, personal
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communication, March 23, 2013). The survey response information provided sufficient 

data to run the analyses.

Table 1

Percentages o f Private and Public Institutions (N=l 71)

Control Type N Percentage

Private Institutions 110 64.3

Public Institutions 61 35.7

Total 171 100.0

Participant Descriptive Information 

Participants completing the survey included higher education professionals in the 

fields of registration, admissions, and enrollment management. Overall, AACRAO’s 

membership includes a high portion of records and registration personnel (52%), 

admissions personnel (35%), and enrollment management (25%) higher education 

professionals (AACRAO, 2012b). Various titles were listed on the survey, ranging from 

associate provosts and institutional research personnel to associate registrars and 

admissions officers. However, the position descriptions of each fell into one of the 

following categories: (a) records and registration, (b) institutional research, (c) 

admissions, (d) student affairs, (e) enrollment services, (f) enrollment management, (g)
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student services, (h) retention and student success, (i) academics and (j) enrollment. If a 

survey respondent reported more than one title, the first title listed was used in the 

departmental descriptions described below in Table 2. Out of 171 respondents, only four 

respondents did not list a position on the survey.

Table 2

Percentages o f Respondent Positions (N=J71)

Position Percentage

Records and Registration 57.3

Enrollment Management 11.7

Institutional Research 5.8

Enrollment 5.3

Enrollment Services 4.7

Admissions 4.7

Academics 3.5

Student Affairs 1.8

Retention and Student Success 1.8

Student Services 1.2

Missing 2.3

Total 100.0
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Institution Descriptive Information 

The descriptive information displayed in this section outlines the institutional 

geographic locations (Table 3), Carnegie classifications (Table 4), and the reported 

enrollment management program (Table 5) and model (Table 6) percentages. This was 

done to not only describe the institutions responding to the survey but also to justify the 

sample characteristics for generalization to the population.

Table 3

Percentages of Geographical Institution Locations (N=171)

Geographic Location Percentage

Midwestern United States 32.2

Southeastern United States 24.0

N ortheastem United States 21.1

Southwestern United States 15.8

Northwestern United States 5.8

Non-Contiguous United States/Territories 1.2

Total 100.0
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Additionally, the Carnegie classification data showed the different types of institutions 

and their levels of academic offerings (Table 4).

Table 4

Percentages o f Institutions' Carnegie Classifications (N=l 71)

Carnegie Classification Percentage

Baccalaureate Colleges -  Diverse Fields 19.9

Master’s Colleges and Universities (large programs) 19.9

Baccalaureate Colleges -  Arts and Sciences 12.3

Research Universities (very high research activity) 9.9

Master’s Colleges and Universities (medium programs) 8.2

Research Universities (high research activity) 6.4

Theological Seminaries-Bible Colleges-Other Faith-Related 5.3

Doctoral Research 4.7

Schools of Art-Music-Design 4.1

Other Health Professions Schools 4.1

Master’s Colleges and Universities (small programs) 3.5

Medical Schools and Centers 1.2

Baccalaureate/Associate Colleges .6

Total 100.0
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Institutions also reported whether or not they had an established enrollment management 

(EM) program (Table 5).

Table 5

Percentages o f Institutions with and without EM Programs (N=171)

Enrollment Management Program Percentage

Enrollment Management Present 49.7
Enrollment Management Not Present 50.3

Total 100.0

Finally, institutions reported the types of models used for coordination and collaboration

among those that reported established enrollment management programs (Table 6).

Table 6

Percentages of Institutions with EM Models (N=80)

Enrollment Management Model Percentage

Division 53.7

Committee 18.8
Matrix 17.5
Coordinator 10.0

Total 100.0
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Findings

This section describes the statistical analyses used to answer the research 

questions concerning enrollment management and retention programs. Additionally, 

institutional retention and graduation rates will be explored in the context of whether or 

not enrollment management was established at the institution. This includes analysis of 

the various models used within the programs. Finally, reporting structures for enrollment 

management will be explored based on retention rate data.

Research Question 1: What departments are usually included in enrollment management 

programs?

The purpose of this descriptive question was to identify the departments that 

typically report to an enrollment management department. As organizational structures 

vary, it was important to report these data to establish consistency for those functions 

reporting to an enrollment management structure. Data to answer the research questions 

were gathered from the instrument questions concerning whether or not an enrollment 

management program was established (item #5) and what functional areas the person 

leading the program directly supervised (item #10). The survey also provided an other 

areas section (item #10) whereby respondents could identify additional departments that 

reported to enrollment management. In one case, a respondent listed an area that was 

described in the original departmental listing. In this case, the researcher moved the 

response to be listed among the original departmental listing instead of the additional 

comments section.
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The public and private institutions that reported an established enrollment 

management program were included in the analysis for this question (n=85). Several 

respondents did not answer this question on the survey; therefore the data used for 

analysis represented 68 responses. Graduate admission departments (a departmental 

option on the survey question #10) were excluded from data analysis because of the 

focus of this study on undergraduate enrollment management programs. Institutions 

could report one or several options; the information contained in Table 7 demonstrates 

the frequency institutions listed a particular function reporting to enrollment 

management. Admissions and financial aid departments were the ones most likely to be 

included in an enrollment management program, closely followed by enrollment-related 

marketing and admissions publications. Enrollment-related information technology and 

registration services followed behind. Retention programming fell lower on the 

departmental list.
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Table 7

Percentages o f Departments Included in EM Programs (N=68)

Department n Percentages

Undergraduate Admissions and Recruiting 63 92.6

Financial Aid 56 82.4

Enrollment-related Marketing 52 76.5

Recruiting Publications 52 76.5

Enrollment-related Information Technology 38 55.9

Registration 38 55.9

Retention Programs 28 41.2

Orientation 26 38.2

Student Affairs or Student Services 17 25.0

Career Planning and Placement 13 19.1

Academic Advising 10 14.7

Institutional Research 8 11.8

Academic Support Services / Learning Assistance 8 11.8

Counseling 5 7.4
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Those functional areas not listed in the original list supplied by the instrument 

were tallied for their responses from the other areas section. The researcher grouped the 

additional functional areas together based on similar responses from institutions. Highest 

frequencies occurred in student accounts and institutional marketing and publications. 

Table 8 displays the results of this portion of the question.

Table 8

Percentages o f Departments Included in EM Programs — Other Areas (N=19)

Functional Area n Percentage

Student Accounts 5 26.3
Overall Institutional Marketing and Publications 3 15.8
High School Outreach 2 10.5
Nontraditional Student Services 2 10.5
First-year Curriculum/Programs 2 10.5
Access Programs 2 10.5
Military/Veterans Programs 2 10.5
Athletic Resources 2 10.5
Study Abroad 1 5.3

One Stop Shop 1 5.3

Athletics 1 5.3
Transfer Student Services 1 5.3

Testing Center 1 5.3

Scholarships 1 5.3
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Research Question 2: What institutional retention strategies are utilized as part o f  

enrollment management organizational structures?

The purpose of this descriptive question was to identify the retention strategies 

associated with enrollment management programs. Data to answer the research questions 

were gathered from the instrument questions concerning whether or not an enrollment 

management program was established (item #5) and the enrollment management and 

retention practices section (items #12; 21-26).

The public and private institutions that had an established enrollment management 

program were included in the analysis for this question. Some respondents did not 

answer these questions on the survey; therefore the data used for analysis represented 

different total responses for each question (Total N was included in Table 9 for each 

question.). One respondent provided an answer in the comments section regarding the 

use of an early alert system. In this instance, the researcher included the respondent 

information in the percentage of those institutions using early alert systems.

For those institutions with an enrollment management program, the following 

retention strategies based on the survey are in regular practice as shown in Table 9. The 

ones with highest frequencies are orientation programs for new students and 

identification of students less likely to persist. For those institutions identifying student 

cohorts, almost all put special measures in place to help students succeed and persist.

Most institutions have someone coordinating retention efforts; however, those possessing 

a written retention plan represent less than half of the respondent institutions.
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Table 9

Percentages o f Institutions Reporting EM Retention Practices

Retention Practice N n Percentage

Orientation for New Students 54 53 98.1

Identification of Student Cohorts 
Less Likely to Persist 57 49 86.0

Special Measures in Place to Support 
Students Less Likely to Persist 55 46 83.6

Early Intervention Systems 55 36 65.5

Retention Coordinator in Place 77 48 62.3

Formal, Written Retention Plan 54 21 38.9

A review of the other retention practices (item # 26) that institutions listed on the 

survey included several items, ranging from assessment programs to study skills 

coursework. The researcher grouped the additional retention practices together based on 

similar responses from institutions. The highest frequency category in this section was 

the importance of advising and mentoring programs. Other items included working with 

consulting and software companies to address retention issues. Table 10 displays the 

percentages for other retention practices.
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Table 10

Percentages o f Institutions Reporting EM Retention Practices — Other Practices (N-17)

Retention Practice n Percentage

Advising Strategies/Mentoring Programs 7 41.2

Use of Consultants to Design/Administer Strategy 2 11.8

Use of Specialized Software for Persistence 2 11.8

Implementation of Study Skills Coursework 
or Specialized Program

2 11.8

First-Year Programs 1 5.9

Residential Learning Communities 1 5.9

Grant Writing for Special Retention Projects 1 5.9

Assessment of Current Retention Practices 1 5.9

Research Question 3: Is there a difference in first-year retention rates for institutions 

with and without an enrollment management program?

The purpose of this research question was to determine if there were differences 

in first-year retention rates between those institutions with and without a reported 

enrollment management program. The data used to answer this question came from the 

instrument questions concerning whether or not an enrollment management program was 

established at the institution (item #5), the amount of time the established program had



been present (item #6), and the institutional first-year retention rates. Because there was 

a mixture of respondents reporting retention data, the researcher used the IPEDS data that 

were linked with the survey results supplied from AACRAO. The IPEDS data ensured 

consistency and accuracy. The latest data available were 2011 reported institutional 

rates. These retention rates were based on first-time, full-time students entering in the 

fall of 2010 and persisting until the fall of 2011 (S. Barbett, personal communication, 

May 2, 2013). Only those institutions with an enrollment management program present 

for more than a year were included in the analysis for this question. In these cases, the 

institutions reporting an enrollment management program were changed to not having 

one present since the program had been established less than a year. Additionally, four 

institutions reported having an established enrollment management program, yet those 

institutions did not provide the program length. In these cases, the researcher removed 

those data from this portion of analysis.

An independent samples t-test was calculated to determine if there were 

differences in institutional retention rates based on whether or not an enrollment 

management program was established at the institution. The retention data represented a 

normal curve, seven missing values, and two outliers. The researcher carefully reviewed 

those data and determined that they represented actual retention values. Therefore, 

outliers were included in the final retention data. No significant difference was found (t 

[158] =1.36,/? > .05). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis; there was no 

difference in institutional retention rates based on whether or not an enrollment



management program was established. The mean retention rate of those institutions with 

an enrollment management program (M — 78.11, SD =11.99) was not significantly 

different from the mean retention rate of the institutions without an enrollment 

management program (M = 75.42, SD = 12.89). Public and private school data 

calculated separately also determined no significant differences. The same analysis 

without outliers confirmed this finding. Table 11 displays the /-test group statistics, and 

Table 12 displays independent samples /-test results for the entire data set.

Table 11

Retention Rate Group Statistics for Institutions with and without EM (N=160)

Group n Mean % Std. Deviation

EM Present 74 78.11 11.99

EM Not Present 86 75.42 12.89

Table 12

Independent Samples t-test for Comparison o f Retention Rates -  Institutions with and 
without EM (N=160)

t df Sig. (2-tailed) 95% Cl Lower 95% Cl Upper

1.36 158 .176 -1.22 6.60

Note: Equal variances assumed.
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Research Question 4: Are there differences in first-year retention rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models?

The purpose of this research question was to determine if there were differences 

in first-year retention rates among those institutions that reported using a coordination 

model. The data used to answer this question came from the instrument questions 

concerning the coordination model used at the institution (item #7), the amount of time 

the established program had been present (item #6), and the first-year retention rates. 

IPEDS 2011 retention data were also used. Only those institutions with a coordination 

model present for more than a year were included in the analysis for this question.

A one-way ANOVA was calculated to determine if there were differences in 

institutional retention rate among institutions reporting a coordination model. The 

retention data represented a normal curve, seven missing values, and two outliers. The 

researcher carefully reviewed those data and determined that they represented actual 

retention values. Therefore, outliers were included in the final retention data. No 

significant difference was found (F [3, 69] = .32,/? > .05). The researcher failed to reject 

the null hypothesis; there was no difference in retention rate among institutions using 

enrollment management models. Public and private school data calculated separately 

also determined no significant differences. The same analysis without outliers confirmed 

this finding. Table 13 displays the results of the ANOVA, and Table 14 displays the 

mean retention rates for the enrollment management models included in the entire data 

set.
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Table 13

ANOVA for Comparison o f Retention Rates — EM Models (N=73)

Sum of 
Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 144.10 3 48.03 .32 .811

Within Groups 10375.38 69 150.37

Total 10519.48 72

Note: Equal variances assumed.

Table 14

Mean Retention Rates among EM Models (N=73)

EM Model n Mean %

Coordinator 8 74.63

Committee 14 78.86

Matrix 13 78.92

Division 38 79.24

Note: The group sizes were unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes was used.
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Research Question 5: Is there a difference in six-year graduation rates for institutions 

with and without an enrollment management program?

The purpose of this research question was to determine if there were differences 

in six-year graduation rates between those institutions with and without a reported 

enrollment management program. The data used to answer this question came from the 

instrument questions concerning whether or not an enrollment management program was 

present at the institution (item #5), the amount of time the established program had been 

present (item #6), and the six-year graduation rates. Because there was a mixture of 

respondents reporting graduation data, the researcher used the IPEDS data that were 

linked with the survey results supplied from AACRAO. The researcher used the total 

cohort of graduation rates for those completing a credential within six years (or 150% of 

normal completion time). The latest data available were 2011 reported institutional 

graduation rates. These graduation rates were based on full-time freshmen students 

entering in the fall of 2005 and completing a degree at that institution within six years (S. 

Barbett, personal communication, May 2, 2013). Only those institutions with an 

enrollment management program present for more than seven years were included in the 

analysis for this question. In these cases, the institutions reporting an enrollment 

management program were changed to not having one present since it was less than 

seven years. Additionally, four institutions reported having an established enrollment 

management program, yet those institutions did not provide the program length. In these 

cases, the researcher removed those data from this portion of analysis.



An independent samples t-test was calculated to determine if  there were 

differences in six-year graduation rates based on whether or not an enrollment 

management program was established at the institution. The graduation data represented 

a somewhat normal curve, six missing values, and two outliers. A significant difference 

was found (t [160] = 3.39, p  = .001). The researcher rejected the null hypothesis in favor 

of the alternative hypothesis; there was a difference in six-year graduation rates based on 

whether or not an enrollment management program was established. The graduation rate 

mean of those institutions with an enrollment management program (M = 65.16, SD = 

18.78) was significantly higher than the graduation rate mean of the institutions without 

an enrollment management program (M = 52.05, SD = 19.52). The researcher calculated 

the effect size for the significant difference. Cohen’s d  = .54, a medium effect size, 

demonstrated that a fair amount of the variance can be explained by whether or not an 

enrollment management program was established at the institution. The same analysis 

without outliers confirmed this finding. Table 15 displays the group statistics, and Table 

16 displays the Mest results of this research question for the entire data set.

A comparison of public and private institution data revealed that the private 

institution data confirmed the significant difference mentioned previously in the answer 

to the research question, while the public institution data found no significant difference 

(t [55] = 1.83,/? > .05). Using only private institution data, a significant difference was 

found (t [103] = 2.74,p  = .007). The mean graduation rate of those institutions with an 

enrollment management program (M = 66.86, SD = 19.81) was significantly higher than
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the mean graduation rate of the institutions without an enrollment management program 

(M = 53.20, SD = 21.06). The same analysis without outliers confirmed this finding. 

Table 17 displays the private institution group statistics, and Table 18 displays the Mest 

results of this research question for the private institution data set.

Table 15

Graduation Rate Group Statistics for Institutions with and without EM (N=162)

Group n Mean % Std. Deviation

EM Present 31 65.16 18.78

EM Not Present 131 52.05 19.52

Table 16

Independent Samples t-test for Comparison o f Graduation Rates 
without EM (N= 162)

— Institutions with and

t df Sig. (2-tailed) 95% Cl Lower 95% Cl Upper

3.39 160 .001 5.46 20.75

Note: Equal variances assumed.
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Table 17

Graduation Rate Group Statistics for Institutions with and without EM — Private 
Institutions (N=105)

Group n Mean % Std. Deviation

EM Present 22 66.86 19.81

EM Not Present 83 53.20 21.06

Table 18

Independent Samples t-test for Comparison o f Graduation Rates — Private Institutions 
with and without EM (N=105)

t df Sig. (2-tailed) 95% Cl Lower 95% Cl Upper

2.74 103 .007 3.76 23.56

Note: Equal variances assumed.

Research Question 6: Are there differences in six-year graduation rates among 

institutions that use enrollment management models?

The purpose of this research question was to determine if there were differences 

in six-year graduation rates among institutions using a coordination model. The data 

used to answer this question came from the instrument questions concerning whether or 

not an enrollment management program was present at the institution (item #5), the 

amount of time the established program had been present (item #6), the coordination



119

model used (item #7), and the IPEDS graduation rates. Only those institutions with a 

coordination model present more than seven years were included in the data analysis for 

this question.

A one-way ANOVA was calculated to determine if there were differences in six- 

year graduation rates among institutions using a coordination model. The graduation data 

represented a somewhat normal curve, six missing values, and two outliers. The 

researcher carefully reviewed the graduation data and determined that they were actual 

graduation rates; therefore, those graduation data were used. No significant difference 

was found (F [3,25] = 2.23,p > .05). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis; 

there was no difference in six-year graduation rates among institutions using enrollment 

management models. The same analysis without outliers confirmed this finding. Table 

19 displays the results of this research question for the entire data set, and Table 20 

displays the graduation rate means for the enrollment management models.
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Table 19

ANOVA for Comparison o f Graduation Rates -  EM Models (N=29)

Sum of 
Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 2118.87 3 706.29 2.23 .110

Within Groups 7922.44 25 316.90

Total 10041.31 28

Note: Equal variances assumed.

Table 20

Mean Graduation Rates among EM Models (N-29)

EM Model n Mean %

Coordinator 3 49.00

Division 17 63.94

Matrix 3 69.33

Committee 6 79.83

Note: The group sizes were unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes was used.
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The homogeneity of variance assumption was not violated for this variable; 

however, the unequal nature of the group sizes led the researcher to complete additional 

analyses by combining the coordinator, matrix, and committee categories. An 

independent samples /-test determined no significant difference (/ [27] = -.77, p > .05) for 

the entire data set.

Private school data also confirmed no significant difference, though Levene’s test 

determined that the homogeneity of variance assumption was violated. For this reason, 

the researcher combined the coordinator and matrix models to determine if there were 

any differences. No significant differences were found (F [2, 17] = 1.77,/? > .05). The 

public school data could not be calculated separately because there were fewer than two 

groups: all reported coordination models present for longer than seven years were 

division models.

Research Question 7: Are there differences in first-year retention rates for enrollment 

management program final reporting structures?

The purpose of this research question was to determine if there were differences 

in first-year retention rates for enrollment management program final reporting structures 

(i.e. the direct report of the person charged with overseeing enrollment management at 

the institution). The data used to answer this question came from the instrument 

questions concerning whether or not an enrollment management program was established 

at the institution (item #5), the amount of time the established program had been present 

(item #6), the direct reports structure information regarding the person charged with
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overseeing enrollment management (item #11), and the IPEDS retention rates. Only 

those institutions with enrollment management present for more than a year were 

included in the analysis for this question. Five reporting structures were removed from 

the data set because the enrollment management program at those institutions was in 

place less than a year. Respondents chose from one of several final reporting structures, 

including (a) president, (b) chief academic officer, (c) chief student affairs officer, (d) 

chief business officer, (e) chief advancement officer, and (f) other. A comments section 

was listed underneath the question that detailed respondent information regarding titles. 

Three of the cases listing other were changed to chief academic officer because the title 

included provost.

A one-way ANOVA was calculated to determine if there were differences in 

institutional retention rates among final reporting structures. The retention data 

represented a normal curve, seven missing values, and two outliers. The researcher 

carefully reviewed those data and determined that they represented actual retention 

values. Therefore, outliers were included in the final retention data. No significant 

difference was found (F [3, 57] = 2.33, p  > .05). The researcher failed to reject the null 

hypothesis; there was no difference in retention rate among enrollment management final 

reporting structures. No responses yielded any data regarding a final reporting structure 

for chief advancement and chief business officers. Public and private school data 

calculated separately also determined no significant differences. The same analysis 

without outliers confirmed this finding. Table 21 displays the results of this research
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research question for the entire data set, and Table 22 displays the mean retention rates 

for each reporting structure.

Table 21

ANOVA for Comparison o f Retention Rates among Four Reporting Structures (N=61)

Sum of 
Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 842.24 3 280.75 2.33 .084

Within Groups 6877.50 57 120.66

Total 7719.74 60

Note: Equal variances assumed.

Table 22

Mean Retention Rates among Four Reporting Structures (N=61)

Final Reporting Structure n Mean %

Chief Student Affairs Officer 6 75.50

Other 6 76.33

President 27 76.44

Chief Academic Affairs Officer 22 84.00

Note: The group sizes were unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes was used.
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The homogeneity of variance assumption was not violated for this variable; 

however, the unequal nature of the group sizes led the researcher to complete additional 

analyses by combining the chief student affairs category and the other category. When 

those models were changed, there was a significant difference found (F [2, 58] = 3.54,p  

= .035). The researcher calculated the effect size for the significant difference. Eta 

squared =.11, demonstrating that 11% of the variance can be explained by the 

independent variable, the reporting structure. Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) post hoc test determined that the differences were between those enrollment 

management departments reporting to the president and chief academic affairs officers. 

Mean retention rates of enrollment management departments reporting to the chief 

academic affairs officer (M=84.00) were significantly higher than those reporting to the 

president (M=76.44). The same analysis without outliers confirmed this finding.

The researcher determined by independent samples r-tests that when combining 

models for the public data set, no significant differences were found even though more 

institutions had enrollment management departments reporting to the chief academic 

affairs officer. There was also no significant difference for the private data set even 

though more of those institutions had enrollment management programs reporting to the 

president. Table 23 displays the results of this research question for the entire data set, 

and Table 24 displays the mean retention rates for each reporting structure.
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Table 23

ANOVA for Comparison o f Retention Rates among Three Reporting Structures — 
Combined Reporting Structures (N=61)

Sum of 
Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 840.15 2 420.08 3.54 .035

Within Groups 6879.59 58 118.61

Total 7719.74 60

Note: Equal variances assumed.

Table 24

Mean Retention Rates among Three Reporting Structures — Combined Reporting 
Structures (N=61)

Final Reporting Structure n Mean %

Student Affairs and Other Combined 12 75.92

President 27 76.44

Chief Academic Affairs Officer 22 84.00

Note: The group sizes were unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes was used.
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Summary

The problem of low student retention and persistence led to the development of a 

study focused on the potential differences in institutional retention and graduation rates 

based on whether or not enrollment management programs and models were present.

The adapted survey was emailed to primary institutional contacts at four-year private and 

public AACRAO member institutions. The respondents included higher education 

professionals from primarily records and registration, enrollment management, 

institutional research, admissions, and enrollment departments. Institutions represented 

many geographic locations and Carnegie classifications. Approximately half of the 

institutions reported an established enrollment management program. All enrollment 

management models were presented, with the division and committee models 

representing the highest frequencies.

Data were cleaned, organized, and entered into SPSS 21 for data analysis.

Because private and public institutions may approach retention and persistence practices 

in different ways, all data analysis completed for the entire data set also involved an 

additional analysis for private and public data sets. Although there were no significant 

differences between the two types in the majority of the research questions, research 

question 5 detailed a difference related to the entire data set and the private data set only.

Answers to research question 1 confirmed a wide range of departmental structures 

that are in place for institutions reporting an enrollment management program, with 

admissions and financial aid being the primary component of most structures.
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Enrollment-related marketing and recruiting publications might be assumed as part of the 

structure; however, enrollment-related information technology was surprisingly high on 

the list of frequencies.

Research question 2 focused on the retention practices in place by those 

institutions with established enrollment management programs. Data revealed that 

retention programming was varied across enrollment management programs, ranging 

from early-intervention and support systems to orientation programs for new students.

The majority of respondents offered orientation programs for new students and identified 

students prone to dropout. Over half of institutions had someone coordinating retention 

efforts; however, less than forty percent had a formal, written retention plan.

Research question 3 focused on discovering any differences in first-year retention 

rates for those institutions with and without established enrollment management 

programs. No differences were found. Likewise, research question 4 used the same 

retention data to determine that there were no differences in first-year retention rate 

among institutions using enrollment management models to coordinate their efforts.

Research question 5 focused on determining differences in six-year graduation 

rates for those institutions with and without established enrollment management 

programs. A significant difference was found. Public and private data analyzed 

separately for this question discovered that the private institutions also confirmed the 

significant difference, while the public institutions did not.
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Research question 6 focused on the differences between enrollment management 

models and six-year graduation rates. No differences were found for the entire data set 

and for the separate analyses of private and public data. Changing unequal group sizes 

also yielded no significant differences.

The researcher used the retention and final reporting structures data in research 

question 7 to determine that there were no significant differences. When combining two 

categories of unequal group sizes, a significant difference was found between those 

institutions reporting to the president and the chief academic affairs officer. The chief 

academic officer reporting structure yielded higher mean retention rates.

The following chapter summarizes the findings and discusses them in light of the 

retention, persistence, and enrollment management literature reviewed in Chapter 2. 

Conclusions and implications are included for those items impacted by the significance of 

the study. Recommendations for future research are included whereby future scholars 

may build upon and adapt the study as necessary to better understand the relationship 

between retention, persistence, and enrollment management.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The problem of low student retention and persistence led to an investigation to 

determine whether institutional retention and persistence rates differ based on enrollment 

management programs and models at four-year private and public American Association 

of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO) member institutions. As 

such, this chapter provides an overview of the entire study, including the problem, 

purpose, and research findings. Major findings are described for applicable research 

questions; and the three main themes of retention and persistence research, organizational 

behavior research, and enrollment management research are reviewed so that 

contributions can be made to the current understanding within the retention and 

persistence literature. Conclusions, implications, and recommendations for future 

research are included to provide a summary of the educational leadership implications 

and possibilities for additional research within this field.

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to test whether retention and graduation rates differ 

based on enrollment management programs and models and to identify the retention 

strategies associated with such models. This is an important subject within higher 

education because low student retention and persistence rates continue to plague

129
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American higher education (Elkins, Braxton, & James, 2000; Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; 

Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). Additionally, there is a lack of research citing the 

higher education organizational behavior influence on persistence (Berger, 2001-2002, 

2002). One of those potential influences, enrollment management, may be a proposed 

solution to the problem of retention and persistence; however, there is a mixture of 

empirical evidence citing the effectiveness of the program (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; 

Smith, 2001).

Although there is a significant amount of research dedicated to the subject of 

retention and persistence, Tinto (2006-2007) believes that there is separation between 

what is known and what is actually implemented through retention programming in 

higher education. One major area includes that of institutional organizational behavior 

(Tinto, 2006-2007)—essentially how institutions impact students from a retention and 

persistence perspective. Currently, there is a lack of research dedicated to understanding 

the organizational behavior influence on persistence (Berger, 2001-2002,2002).

Berger’s studies (2000, 2001-2002, 2002) are the foundational literature within this area; 

while a few other authors have built upon his original research, this is still an area of 

great concern with relatively few empirical studies.

Although enrollment management, a relatively new program within higher 

education, may seek to retain students through their educational journey (Huddleston, 

2000; Hossler & Kalsbeek, 2008), there is a mixture of evidence citing the effectiveness 

of such programs (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001). The majority of the literature
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comes from the AACRAO journals or dissertations seeking to further understand the 

concept. Although a few significant findings have been detailed within the literature 

(Vander Schee, 1998, 2008, 2009), they were found within a subset of private 

institutions, providing the reasoning for a study with a larger population that could 

generalize results to a higher number of institutions.

Higher education personnel at private and public four-year, AACRAO member 

institutions in the United States completed a short survey to provide data to answer the 

research questions. The email survey was sent to the primary institutional contacts by the 

associate director of research at AACRAO. Data collection lasted approximately five 

weeks, with the survey sent out once with a reminder and a second time to those 

institutions that did not participate in the first data collection phase. After the completion 

of the data collection period, the researcher received a de-identified excel sheet from the 

associate director of research. After careful review and cleaning of the data, they were 

imported into SPSS 21 for data analysis.

A total of seven research questions were asked. Two of the questions focused on 

descriptive responses to several questions in the survey, namely the functional 

compositions of enrollment management departments and the retention strategies utilized 

by institutions possessing enrollment management programs. The admissions, financial 

aid, and enrollment-related marketing functional areas were common within enrollment 

management departments; however, the high number of institutions reporting enrollment-
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related information technology was an important finding for those implementing 

enrollment management departmental structures.

The data concerning retention programming displayed a mixture of results, 

ranging from institutions commonly implementing orientation programming and 

identifying students less likely to succeed. Additionally, many institutions reported that 

someone was at least coordinating the retention efforts at their institution. However, less 

than forty percent of institutions with enrollment management possessed a formal, written 

retention plan.

The other five research questions used inferential statistics to determine 

significant differences in retention and graduation rates depending on whether an 

enrollment management program was established at the institution and the types of 

models used in those enrollment management programs. An additional question focused 

on the enrollment management program final reporting structures and the corresponding 

institutional first-year retention rate. The researcher found no statistically significant 

differences among any of the first-year retention rate questions. There were no 

differences between institutions with and without enrollment management programs, the 

models they used, and the final reporting structures for enrollment management 

personnel. However, when smaller groups were combined (i.e. reporting structures for 

other and chief student affairs officer), the researcher confirmed a significant difference. 

Those institutions with enrollment management reporting to a chief academic affairs
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officer had significantly higher retention rates than those reporting directly to the 

president.

While the majority of the findings were not statistically significant, a major 

finding included the number of institutions reporting an enrollment management program 

and the models that were in place at institutions across the United States. Based on the 

literature, one may have projected that the number reporting enrollment management 

programs would have been higher and that there would have been fewer models 

represented. Additionally, another significant finding was related to the differences in 

six-year graduation rates between those institutions with and without enrollment 

management programs. The question regarding models and six-year graduation rates was 

not significant. Following a brief summary of the major findings, the results are further 

described in the discussion section for comparison with the literature presented in 

Chapter 2.

Discussion of Major Findings 

Although briefly mentioned in the previous section, the major findings of the 

study will be discussed in detail in this section. These findings provide information 

regarding several areas made apparent in the results of the study, including (a) enrollment 

management departmental composition, (b) institutional retention programming, (c) 

enrollment management programs and models, (d) enrollment management programs and 

first-year retention rates, (e) enrollment management programs and six-year graduation 

rates, and (f) enrollment management programs and final reporting structures.
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Enrollment Management Departmental Composition 

Understanding and implementing enrollment management can be a very detailed 

and cumbersome process, especially if multiple structural changes are made (Black,

2004; Bontrager, 2004; Kemerer, Baldridge, & Green, 1982). Bontrager (2004) suggests 

that the configuration of departments under enrollment management is an important 

consideration in the design of enrollment management. The author continues to suggest 

that the structure is different at every institution depending on the needs, functions, and 

resources at each organization (Bontrager, 2004). Practically speaking, if administrators 

are considering restructuring for an enrollment management department, they will likely 

want to know what departments typically report to enrollment management. Bontrager 

(2004) suggests that the majority of institutions usually include .admissions, financial 

aid, registrar’s offices, and orientation” (p. 15) and can eventually further encompass 

departments such as advancement and alumni relations. Kemerer and colleagues (1982) 

add that institutions must focus on several activities that closely align with the mission, 

such as “...program development, marketing, recruiting, admissions, financial aid, 

orientation, and retention” (p. 21). Additionally, Dolence’s (1989-90) work resembles a 

combination of Kemerer and colleagues’ (1982) comments and Bontrager’s (2004) 

departmental descriptions, while also including career services and institutional research.

The departments reported most frequently in research question 1 detailed the 

following functional areas: (a) admissions (92.6%); (b) financial aid (82.4%); (c) 

enrollment-related marketing and admissions publications (both 76.5%); (d) enrollment-
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related technology (55.9%); (e) and registration (55.9%). Retention departments 

followed closely behind, with approximately 41% of institutions reporting this functional 

area within the enrollment management department. Perhaps most striking within this 

list is the enrollment-related information technology reporting to enrollment 

management. One might speculate that the higher frequencies for this area reflect the 

increase in technology uses for recruitment. The enrollment management literature cited 

previously may not have been recent enough to fully capture this area, but it does make 

sense in conjunction with the high amount of institutions listing enrollment-related 

marketing and admissions publications reporting to the department of enrollment 

management. Many of the current recruitment strategies include the use of marketing 

materials with a strong focus on social media, texting, and an increased web presence.

Although an argument could be made for the majority of institutional departments 

reporting to an enrollment management structure, the functional structure must adapt 

according to the needs of the institution and the desired emphasis on enrollment and 

retention strategies (Bontrager, 2004). The author suggests that whatever the case at each 

institution, excellent communication across departmental lines must take place to ensure 

that enrollments are managed and served in the best way possible (Bontrager, 2004).

Institutional Retention Programming 

Tinto (2006-2007) believes that higher education research has focused on 

retention for a while now, and it continues to do so. Although institutions have gained a 

great deal of knowledge about what works and does not work in the retention area, Tinto
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(2006-2007) contends that there remains a distinct separation between what is known and 

what is actually implemented. The second research question focused on the retention 

practices that were in place at institutions using enrollment management. Some of the 

highest frequencies included: (a) orientation for new students (98.1%); (b) identification 

of students less likely to succeed (86.0%); and (c) special measures put in place to 

encourage retention efforts for those students (83.6%). Early-alert systems, a type of 

software put in place to lessen dropouts (Noel-Levitz, 2001-2002), represented more than 

half of the respondents (65.5%). Perhaps the most important finding relates to the 

identification of a smaller percentage of institutions reporting a formal, written retention 

plan (38.9%).

Vander Schee’s (2008) retention strategies assessment of the Council for 

Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU) institutions confirmed that only 60% of 

those institutions possessed “a formal documented retention program” (p. 212).

Although not the exact same descriptor, this study’s reported results of fewer than 40% of 

institutions using enrollment management possessed a formal, written retention plan.

One might speculate that resources are finite within higher education and that the lack of 

resources causes enrollment and retention personnel to take on additional duties (Vander 

Schee, 2008). This may leave a reduced amount of time to formulate written retention 

plans. However, this may also be one of the areas in which Tinto’s (2006-2007) work 

demonstrates that while institutions know a great deal about effective retention practices,
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there is a lack of emphasis on implementing strategies that assist in addressing the 

retention problem within higher education.

Vander Schee’s (2008) research also examined other areas of retention 

programming, such as different orientation programs for various entering student groups 

(i.e. new freshmen, transfers, etc.); personnel coordinating retention functions; early-alert 

systems; exit interviews; and a yearly evaluation of enrollment management effectiveness 

(Vander Schee, 2008). Although his study indicated that more institutions emphasized 

coordinating retention efforts, this aspect was not significantly related to increased 

retention rates. Conducting an evaluation of enrollment management did significantly 

contribute to increased retention rates; however, Vander Schee (2008) stated: “...the 

influence of having a number of retention strategies working together in concert has a 

greater cumulative effect than any particular retention strategy working in isolation” (p. 

215). Perhaps the results of this study demonstrate that institutions use a variety of 

methods to increase retention and persistence, and it is the combination of these strategies 

that make some retention programming more effective than others.

Enrollment Management Programs and Models 

Though enrollment management started in private institutions, it was quickly 

implemented within public institutions because of the need for increased revenues and 

steady enrollments. With an emphasis on the entire journey of a student—from entry 

through graduation—enrollment management has gained popularity within higher 

education over recent years (Bontrager, 2004; Henderson, 2001; Hossler & Anderson,
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institutions with and without an established enrollment management program and their 

corresponding retention and graduation rates. Based on information from Vander 

Schee’s (2009) study, the researcher expected that a higher number of institutions would 

have reported enrollment management on their campuses. Vander Schee’s study of 65 

CCCU institutions in 2009 confirmed that only 40% did not have an established 

enrollment management program. In comparison with the results in this study, 

approximately half reported having an established program at the institution. However, 

this study focused on private and public institutions, possibly leading one to conclude that 

private institutions are more likely to have these established programs than public 

institutions (Bontrager, 2004). Additionally, Vander Schee’s (2009) instrument did not 

ask for a self-reported answer for an established enrollment management program. The 

author determined this information from an instrument that was based on the five 

components in place from enrollment management theory. Having institutions self-report 

whether or not a program was established may have contributed to an increase or 

decrease in the number of institutions reporting enrollment management programs.

The same comparison remains true for the reported enrollment management 

models. Based on the information from several authors (Bontrager, 2004; Penn, 1999; 

Vander Schee, 2007), one would have expected to view the highest frequencies with the 

division model because of the increased focused on enrollments and revenue within 

higher education. The division model was the highest frequency reported model;
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however, other models were also well represented in this study. A comparison of Vander 

Schee’s (2007) study of CCCU institutions revealed that only 3.1% of the sample had the 

following models in place longer than five years: (a) 3.1% had a committee structure; (b) 

10.8% had a coordinator model; (c) 7.7% had a matrix system; and (d) 20.3% had a 

division model (His study included institutions also not reporting enrollment 

management; therefore, the percentages are smaller.). This study reflected that the 

coordinator model was the least used (10%), followed closely by the matrix (17.5%) and 

committee structures (18.8%). The division represented the highest number of models 

with over 50% of the enrollment management sample. Again, another instrument may 

have yielded different results.

Enrollment Management Programs and First-Year Retention Rates 

Research questions 3 and 5 focused on the differences in first-year retention rates 

based on whether or not an enrollment management program was established at the 

institution. A summary of Huddleston and Rumbough’s (1997) and Penn’s (1997) 

research determined that increased retention rates were not necessarily connected to 

enrollment management, although the majority of the literature surveyed reported the 

information without providing statistical analyses to determine if the two were 

significantly related. Penn mentioned that retention was a difficult goal to measure in the 

1999 study of public institutions’ enrollment management programs. Vander Schee’s 

(1998) dissertation determined that admissions yield and retention rates were the
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most likely to contribute to the establishment of an enrollment management program, 

although not significant at the .05 level (Vander Schee, 1998). Later studies confirmed a 

retention rate significance at the .05 level (Vander Schee, 2009, p. 9). Vander Schee’s 

(2009) latest study did not confirm this significant difference.

Vander Schee’s (1998) dissertation research confirmed higher retention rates in 

institutions with enrollment management programs; yet the opposite was true for the 

study completed in 2009. Neither were reported as statistically significant; however, the 

case for an established enrollment management program could be questioned based on 

the reported retention rates being slightly lower in institutions with enrollment 

management (Vander Schee, 2009).

Although there were significant findings in previous research, this study did not 

find any differences in first-year retention rates between those institutions with and 

without enrollment management programs. One may conclude, as Vander Schee (2009) 

did, that institutions may have a short-term view of implementing enrollment 

management planning and strategies. This may certainly explain why fewer institutions 

reported formal, written retention plans and why the significant differences were not 

discovered until a more long-term approach was established. This approach was evident 

in six-year graduation rate statistical analyses.

Research had not been previously conducted among enrollment management 

models to determine if there were differences in first-year retention rates. The literature 

states that institutions may move through the models much like a continuum, with the
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division model signifying ultimate support and resources for enrollment management 

efforts (Bontrager, 2004; Hossler & Anderson, 2005). Black (2004) concludes in his 

review of Bontrager’s (2004) work that the more an organization moves from the 

committee model to the division model, meeting of enrollment management goals should 

increase. Indeed, division models were reported in over 50% of the institutions with 

established enrollment management programs. However, none of the models contributed 

to any significant differences in first-year retention rates. Even after combining some of 

the smaller frequency models due to unequal group size for the analyses, there were no 

significant differences reported. Vander Schee (2009) stated in his marketing and 

enrollment management article that there is not necessarily a structure that fits every 

organization (a notion to which Bontrager [2004] would agree). One might consider that 

even though organizations have a certain model in place, each model may be carried out 

in a different format depending on the structure and culture of the institution. For 

example, one respondent commented on the enrollment management program survey 

question (item #5) that they had a certain model in place but it was not effective and 

meetings were held infrequently.

Enrollment Management Programs and Six-Year Graduation Rates 

Vander Schee (2009) concluded that there may be a short-term approach to 

enrollment planning, and perhaps that may explain why in some instances retention rates 

were not significantly related to first-year retention rates. If one assumes that position, it
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may explain why research question 5 found a significant difference in six-year graduation 

rates. Those institutions with enrollment management programs possessed significantly 

higher six-year graduation rates (M = 65.16, SD = 18.78) than those without enrollment 

management programs (M = 52.05, SD = 19.52). However, in a comparison of public 

and private data sets, only the private data set confirmed the significant difference. 

Perhaps this finding was related to the higher number of private institutions included in 

the study.

Vander Schee’s articles reported the most significant findings within this area, or 

as he termed it “persistence to graduation” (2008, p. 214). In the retention programming 

article (2008), an evaluation of enrollment management effectiveness combined with a 

longer length of time was a significant predictor of both retention and persistence rates.

In Vander Schee’s 2009 study focused on marketing and enrollment management, he 

discovered that “having the model of coordination component in place for more than five 

years also showed a significant difference in the retention to graduation rate at the .05 

alpha level (p < .01)” (p. 12). The graduation rate finding was also significant for the 

interaction between planning and retention programing (Vander Schee, 2009).

Building upon Vander Schee’s (2009) understanding, higher education 

administrators might best realize the results of enrollment management after several years 

of enrollment management implementation. Lee’s (2010) work summarized the 

problems that can occur when enrollment management is not implemented correctly, 

which certainly can contribute to its effectiveness. One may conclude that administrators
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interested in either establishing or assessing enrollment management effectiveness should 

exhibit patience and allow time for the right strategies to be adopted.

Enrollment Management Programs and Final Reporting Structures 

Research question 7 focused on first-year retention rates at institutions with 

enrollment management programs and the program’s final reporting structure. Hossler 

and Anderson (2005) posit that enrollment management organizational composition is 

important, but their work also concludes that the final reporting structure is equally as 

important. Huddleston and Rumbough’s (1997) study emphasized the differences in 

public and private reporting structures. Their study noted that public institution 

enrollment management departments usually report to an academic leader (vice president 

or provost level), while private institution enrollment management departments usually 

report to the president. This study did not discover any significant differences in 

retention rates based on reporting structure until the researcher combined the chief 

student affairs officer and other categories because of unequal group sizes. A significant 

difference was found in first-year retention rates between structures reporting to chief 

academic affairs officers (M=84.00) and those reporting to the president (M=76.44). The 

researcher also combined the models in the public and private separate data sets to see if 

the difference was related to the reporting structures in both types of institutions. An 

independent samples Mest confirmed no significant differences for each data set, even 

though public institutions had more instances of academic affairs reporting structures and



144

private institutions possessed higher frequencies of presidential reporting structures.

Based on these analyses, the public or private reporting structure may not make a 

difference. Additional research is needed to determine if various reporting structures 

influence institutional retention rates.

Conclusions

According to data from ACT (2011, 2013), retention and graduation rates at 

public and private institutions have been in a decline for years. Though gains have been 

made in private institution graduation rates over the past few years, four-year institutions 

as a whole have been spiraling downward for a while. For a multitude of reasons, higher 

education needs retention and persistence to increase. These concepts range from the 

costs associated with higher education student funding to the much needed revenue 

streams that continue the growth, expansion, and in some cases, survivability of 

institutions (Gardner, 1981; Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; Schneider, 2010). 

Even though these items are important, perhaps more significant are the problems 

associated with students not completing their degrees. Numerous studies cite the 

importance of student degree completion. These perspectives include the decreased 

social mobility opportunities and the difficulty in gaining jobs and becoming financially 

stable (Camevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2010; Jamelske, 2009; Kezar, 2004; Wilson, 2006).

The problem of low student retention and persistence provides a foundation for a 

perspective that might better understand the organizational behavior aspects that 

contribute to increased retention and graduation rates. Though little has been
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documented about an organization’s impact on student persistence, Berger’s writings 

(1997, 2000, 2001-2002, 2002) began and continued much of the work in this area so that 

institutions could better equip themselves with strategies to foster and support 

persistence. This study focused on one of those potential strategies—enrollment 

management—to determine if the organizational and structural concept contributed to 

differences in retention and graduation rates. The concept of enrollment management has 

a mixture of evidence citing its effectiveness (Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004; Smith, 2001), 

which is based on whether the organizational concept works, enrollment objectives are 

met, and the structure is implemented correctly.

The literature states that although enrollment management is a relatively new 

model within higher education, having started in the 1970s at Boston College, private and 

public institutions have quickly caught on to the concept of enrollment management 

planning and strategies (Bontrager, 2004; Helms, 2003; Henderson, 2001; Hossler & 

Anderson, 2005; Huddleston, 2000; Smith, 2001). As demonstrated from the findings in 

Chapter 4, enrollment management departments have various reporting structures, with 

admissions, financial aid, and enrollment-related marketing and admissions publications 

reporting the highest frequencies. For those institutions seeking to make structural 

changes or implement enrollment management programs or departments, the results of 

this study are particularly helpful. Additional consideration of the role of technology in 

recruitment and retention may spur leadership discussions regarding various 

organizational structures.
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The retention strategies used by institutions with enrollment management 

programs demonstrated that although orientations and retention coordinators are 

somewhat frequent, fewer institutions have a formal, written retention plan. This finding 

was particularly alarming in light of the emphasis within the literature on the planning 

portion of enrollment management (Vander Schee, 2009). It may be that an increased 

focus on a detailed retention plan would further engage campus colleagues and 

departments to collaborate in addressing retention and persistence issues.

Enrollment management programs, as evidenced by the findings in Chapter 4, do 

not necessarily influence first-year retention rates. Vander Schee’s (1998, 2008,2009) 

work demonstrates a few retention-related findings; however, his work also confirms that 

institutions may be more focused on student recruitment than the persistence of students. 

This may reflect the short-term approach he described within his research studies. Long

term enrollment management strategy development may explain why significant 

differences were found for six-year graduation rates based on whether or not an 

enrollment management program was established at the institution. This perspective 

certainly confirms Vander Schee’s (2008, 2009) research, in light of the number of 

significant findings related to persistence rates within enrollment management programs.

An interesting conclusion comes from the seventh research question concerning 

first-year retention rates and final reporting structures. The literature continually focuses 

on the importance of the enrollment management departmental and organizational
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structure (Black, 2004; Bontrager, 2004; Kemerer et al., 1982), including the final 

reporting structure of enrollment management (Hossler & Anderson, 2005). Although 

not necessarily attempted before in the literature, this study determined that when 

combining two groupings of responses to the survey question (item # 11), a significant 

difference was found in first-year retention rates between those institutions reporting to a 

chief academic affairs officer and those reporting to the president. A final conclusion for 

this aspect demonstrates that there may be some cause to further explore this concept 

before structural changes are made within organizations. This conclusion certainly 

agrees with the literature, in that reporting structure is important. However, one might 

assume that those enrollment management programs with vice presidents reporting 

directly to the president have more institutional support than those reporting to a chief 

academic affairs officer who then reports to the president (Black, 2004; Bontrager, 2004; 

Kemerer et al., 1982; Penn, 1999). Bontrager’s (2004) and Black’s (2004) work in 

enrollment management models description places emphasis on the authority of the 

person overseeing enrollment management. Lower-level models, such as enrollment 

management committees and coordinators, may lack the authoritative ability to effect 

change within the organization.

The combination of Tinto’s longitudinal model of institutional departure (1975, 

1987, 1993) and Pascarella’s general model for assessing change (1985) provided the 

theoretical framework for this study. This framework cited the importance of informal 

and formal academic and social integration into the institution, as well as the necessity of
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understanding the institutional environment and structures that impact the persistence of 

college students. These variables combine to explain portions of the existence of 

retention problems and why students may or may not persist depending on their 

interactions and involvement with the academic, social, and environmental systems 

within an institution.

In addressing the structural portion, enrollment management may be termed an 

organizational aspect of an institution with the ultimate goal of seeing a student from the 

beginning to the end of their educational experience (Huddleston, 2000). Tinto’s (2012) 

more recent writings focus on the concepts of organizational action, or activities that an 

institution will complete to increase the likelihood of student persistence. Based on this 

information, the theoretical framework not only explained the problem but also provided 

reasoning for some of the potential solutions for solving the problem. Though not 

apparent in first-year retention rates, the structure of enrollment management did produce 

differences in six-year graduation rates. Other structural implications may also be 

evident from this study’s conclusions, although additional research is needed before 

confirming final reporting structural differences. There may also be considerations for 

further analyses of enrollment management reporting structures whereby first-year 

retention rates are increased.

These conclusions from the findings and the application of the theoretical 

framework provide a somewhat solid foundation for understanding the potential 

advantages for an established enrollment management program at institutions. However,
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readers must keep in mind that despite several attempts to gather additional data from 

AACRAO member institutions, the results only confirm a representation of a subset of 

the population. Therefore, although results may be generalized to the population, the 

strength of this generalization may not be as strong as one might have hoped. 

Additionally, the small number of responses within Carnegie categories did not allow for 

an analysis of admissions selectivity due to extremely unequal group sizes. As 

recruitment may affect the retention of students, admissions selectivity measures may 

certainly impact the final conclusions within the study. Additional research is needed to 

further confirm or deny these conclusions.

Implications

Higher education has continued to find difficulty in addressing the retention and 

persistence problem within American institutions (Elkins et al., 2000; Huddleston, 2000; 

Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; Tinto, 2006-2007). Perhaps more than ever 

before educational leaders must be concerned with addressing these issues because of the 

increased governmental focus on completion and the societal implications for students 

not completing their degrees (Camevale et al., 2010; Jamelske, 2009; Kalsbeek & 

Hossler, 2010; Kezar, 2004; National Commission on Higher Education Attainment, 

2013; Tinto, 2006-2007; Wilson, 2006). As Tinto (2006-2007) concludes, the high 

number of retention studies communicates a great deal about what may help increase 

retention and persistence; however, the majority of institutions are not necessarily 

implementing these strategies. Certainly, what works at one institution may not work at
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another institution. However, the concepts and strategies may be tweaked in light of the 

culture and environment of each institution. Most importantly, institutions must care 

about the retention of students enough to attempt various solutions based on how the 

problem is identified at each institution. A willingness to be innovative and adaptive is 

crucial to survival in higher education and especially in addressing such pressing issues 

as retention and persistence.

This study’s results provide practical implications for higher education 

administrators, enrollment and retention managers, and higher education researchers. As 

such, the problem of low student retention and persistence is an educational leadership 

problem. It is one that must be solved through the development of strategies and 

organizational concepts that encourage and foster increased retention and persistence 

rates.

Higher education administrators should be aware of the implications of 

implementing enrollment management programs at their institutions. As financial 

resources are increasingly difficult to acquire, administrators must make wise decisions 

about implementing this structure. Although the short-term results of enrollment 

management did not discover any significant differences, the long-term results did 

confirm these differences in six-year graduation rates. Higher education personnel 

should conclude that making decisions about implementing and restructuring enrollment 

management departments requires input from campus educational leaders that have 

knowledge about the student culture, their struggles, and the ways that an enrollment
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management program may better serve students continuing their journeys in higher 

education. Presidents and other administrators must understand the implications of 

reporting structures and departmental compositions. Based on the structure and culture 

of the institution, appropriate personnel must make decisions about effective leading of 

enrollment and retention efforts regardless if an enrollment management program is 

established at the institution. Retention and persistence is everyone’s job at the 

institution, and it must receive high priority and focus on the president’s agenda.

Enrollment and retention managers will find the results of this study beneficial 

due to the wealth of information regarding enrollment management departmental 

compositions and the retention strategies noted for enrollment management programs. 

Retention managers may use this information to gauge the efforts currently in place at 

their institutions and adapt as necessary to offer other solutions to potentially increase 

retention rates. For those new to the field of enrollment, enrollment management, or 

retention programming, the results of this study appropriately guide new employees with 

a great deal of information about the field.

Although this study further built on the concepts of organizational behavior and 

structures that contribute to retention and graduation rates, higher education researchers 

will likely want to explore other organizational models that may contribute to increased 

retention and persistence rates. Although relatively new research areas within higher 

education, both organizational behavior and enrollment management would benefit from
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increased qualitative and quantitative research that assesses and evaluates these efforts at 

campuses across America.

Recommendations for Future Research 

Despite the immense amount of research dedicated to retention, there is still much 

to be known about the organizational behaviors that contribute to student persistence 

(Berger, 2001-2002). Additionally, although enrollment management has been cited in a 

great deal of literature, there is a lack of empirical evidence dedicated to the effectiveness 

of enrollment management. There is a mixture of results determining whether or not 

enrollment management is effective in not only reaching enrollment objectives (Smith, 

2001) but also implementing efforts that increase retention and persistence rates 

(Huddleston, 2000; Lee, 2010; Parnell, 2004). As such, there are a number of reasons 

that researchers must continue to expand research within these fields. It is only by 

continual analysis and evaluation of retention strategies and organizational concepts that 

institutions will gain valuable information that may contribute to increased retention and 

persistence rates.

The first recommendation for additional research is to replicate this study within 

the same population to potentially increase the response rate and be able to generalize to 

a wider number of institutions. This may allow for admissions selectivity measures to be 

included in the analyses. Second, additional research may be conducted with a different 

instrument, such as the instrument Vander Schee used (1998, 2009) in his studies of
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enrollment management. These institutions did not self-report whether an enrollment 

management program was established at the institution; rather, the survey questions 

gathered this information based on the departments and strategies in place at the 

institution. Third, researchers may want to replicate this study within another subset of 

institutions, such as two-year public or two-year private institutions. This approach may 

help researchers understand the specific programs and persistence strategies that are 

helpful for addressing some of the challenges inherent in these types of institutions. 

Fourth, a researcher may choose to incorporate various mixed methods approaches by 

gathering additional information from a qualitative perspective. This research may 

provide another perspective on the implementation of enrollment management and 

retention programming within these structures. Finally, this instrument also included 

some items that addressed the reporting structures for retention programming and the 

enrollment management planning concepts. Addressing these areas might also be helpful 

for institutions desiring additional information about the importance of enrollment 

management planning and retention program structures.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine whether retention and graduation rates 

differ based on enrollment management programs and models and to identify the 

retention strategies associated with such models. A survey was sent via email to four- 

year AACRAO member institutions. Data analysis revealed that there were a number
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of departments reporting to enrollment management with admissions, financial aid, and 

enrollment-related marketing and admissions publications reporting the highest 

frequencies. Enrollment-related information technology was not an expected finding, 

emphasizing the importance of technology in the recruitment and retention process. 

Additionally, retention strategies reported high frequencies of orientation programming, 

but less than forty percent of respondents reported a formal, written retention plan.

The researcher discovered no significant differences in first-year retention rates 

based on whether or not an enrollment management program had been established at the 

institution; however, a significant difference was found in six-year graduation rates. No 

enrollment management models contributed to significant differences for retention or 

graduation rates. A significant difference was found in first-year retention rates among 

final enrollment management reporting structures but only after responses were combined 

to even out the group size for the statistical analyses.

Conclusions and implications for educational leaders emphasized the importance 

of making informed decisions about establishing enrollment management programs in 

light of the culture and structure of die institution. Educational leaders must understand 

the importance of a long-term approach to enrollment management and retention 

strategies and encourage a structure that places emphasis on top-down leadership that will 

provide resources to enrollment professionals willing to be innovative in designing 

programs appropriate for student persistence. Further, suggestions were made for 

additional research within this field. Items such as mixed methods approaches, the



155

replication of the current study with other populations, and the use of a different 

instrument were a few of the recommendations. The research in this area must continue 

in order for institutions to address the problem and implement viable solutions to increase 

the retention and persistence of today’s college students.
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July 9, 2012 

Pam Jennings
Noel-Levitz Higher Education Consulting 

Dear Ms. Jennings,

This email is in response to our phone conversation on July 3, 2012, and our 
earlier email communication whereby we discussed the opportunity for me to use a 
portion of the Noel-Levitz National Enrollment Management Survey in my dissertation 
as part of a doctoral program in higher education at Mercer University in Atlanta, 
Georgia.

Thank you for the confirmation that you provided over the phone. However, the 
chair of my dissertation committee thought it best to have confirmation in writing to use 
all or part of the survey, any version of the survey, and adapt as necessary. As we 
discussed over the phone, I will properly cite Noel-Levitz in my dissertation and provide 
the organization with the results at the conclusion of my research.

Thank you for your understanding and willingness to help.

Sincerely,

Stacy Bartlett
Doctoral Candidate
Mercer University

Pam Jennings, Noel-Levitz

7/10/12__

Date
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31-Jan-2013 
Ms. Stacy Bartlett 
Mercer University 
Tift College of Education 
3001 Mercer University Dr.
Atlanta, GA

RE: Retention, Persistence, and Enrollment Management: An Exploration of 
Organizational Models (H1301021)

Dear Ms. Bartlett:
Your application entitled: Retention, Persistence, and Enrollment Management: An 
Exploration of Organizational Models
(H1301021 was reviewed by this Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects 
Research in accordance with Federal
Regulations 21 CFR 56.110(b) and 45 CFR 46.110(b) (for expedited review) and was 
approved under Category 7 per 63 FR 60364.

Your application was approved for one year of study on 31-Jan-2013. The protocol 
expires 31-Jan-2014. If the study continues beyond one year, it must be re-evaluated by 
the IRB Committee.

Item(s) Approved:
New Application

Please complete the survey for the IRB and the Office of Research Compliance. To
access the survey, click on the following
link: http://https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/K7CTT8R

Respectfully,
Ava Chambliss-Richardson, M.ED., CIP, CIM 
Member
Intuitional Review Board
Mercer University IRB & Office of Research Compliance 
Phone(478)301-4101 
Fax (478) 301-2329 
ORC_Mercer@Mercer.Edu

http://https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/K7CTT8R
mailto:ORC_Mercer@Mercer.Edu
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AACRAO is distributing this survey on enrollment management and retention 

practices and outcomes on behalf of a researcher* who is exploring the relationships of 
those practices and outcomes. We hope it will add to the body of knowledge on 
enrollment management by going back to the fundamental question of determining 
whether or not there are differences in retention and persistence rates based on enrollment 
management programs and models.

The results of the study will be made available to respondents, but your name or 
identity will not be revealed. In order to maintain confidentiality o f your records and 
complete anonymity, AACRAO will only provide the research data to the researcher; no 
names or institutions will be identifiable. Your contribution to this study is important and 
greatly appreciated. We anticipate it will take about 15 minutes.

*This survey is part of dissertation research by AACRAO member Stacy Bartlett, 
candidate in the education leadership program at Mercer University. Your participation in 
this survey serves as your consent to provide information related to enrollment 
management programs, models, and institutional retention and persistence data. A link 
about the survey and your consent is provided below.

(The link will go to a form with information about the purpose and hoped-for 
outcomes of the survey, risks, etc. — see below)

The purpose of this study is to test whether retention and graduation rates differ 
based on enrollment management programs and models and to identify the retention 
strategies associated with such models. This study may advance knowledge to understand 
how retention and persistence gains can be made within higher education. Specifically, 
understanding enrollment management programs and the associated retention strategies 
may provide knowledge whereby institutions create structures and environments to 
promote and encourage student success and degree completion. There are no risks to 
participants, and there is no compensation available for completion of the survey.

By submitting this survey, you are saying you have read this form or have had it 
read to you. You are also saying you understand the risks and benefits of this research 
study and that you know what you are being asked to do. The researcher will be happy to 
answer any questions you have about the research. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact Stacy at stacy.angel.bartlett@live.mercer.edu or 404-216-8680.

Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed study # (H1301021) 
and approved it on [31-Jan-2013].

If you have any questions about your rights or are dissatisfied at any time with any 
part of this study, you can contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board 
by phone at (478) 301-4101 or email at ORC_Research@Mercer.edu. If you experience an 
issue with completing this survey, please contact Lisa Rosenberg at rosenbergl@aacrao.org.

mailto:stacy.angel.bartlett@live.mercer.edu
mailto:ORC_Research@Mercer.edu
mailto:rosenbergl@aacrao.org
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Survey

Adapted with permission from the Noel-Levitz National Enrollment Management Survey
(2001-2002)

This survey is designed to collect information about undergraduate enrollment 
management practices and results. Graduate student information should not be included 
in this survey.

Position Title:
Institution:

PLANNING AND LEADING FOR ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT

1. Does your institution have a formal, written enrollment management plan?
() Yes ()  No

2. Does your institution's formal, written enrollment management plan include goals and 
objectives for:
A) Undergraduate admissions and recruiting ( ) Y e s ( ) N o
B) Financial aid ( )  Yes () No
C) Retention ()  Yes ( )  No
D) Enrollment-related marketing ( )  Yes ( )  No
E) Student mix (e.g., racial and ethnic diversity, geographic origin, gender, religious 
affiliation, etc.) ( ) Yes ( ) No
F) Net revenue () Yes ()  No

3. Is the president's senior staff (or cabinet) involved in setting the goals and objectives 
for your institution's enrollment management plan?
( ) Yes ( ) No

4. Which of the following senior level administrators are involved in setting the goals 
and objectives for your institution's enrollment management plan? (Check all that 
apply.)
[ ] Person responsible for undergraduate admissions and recruiting 
[ ] Person responsible for retention 
[ ] Person responsible for financial aid 
[ ] Person responsible for overall institutional marketing 
[ ] Person responsible for the institutional budget 
[ ] Other

ORGANIZING FOR RETENTION AND ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT

5. Does your institution have an enrollment management program? (An enrollment 
management program typically includes a planning portion, coordination model,
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marketing, recruitment and retention. These items must be working in collaboration 
to be recognized as an enrollment management program [Vander Schee, 2009].)
()  Yes ( ) No (If No, Skip to the Coordinating Retention Efforts Question)

Use this space if you wish to comment.

6. How long has your institution had an enrollment management program?
()  One year or less
( ) More than 1 year, up to 3 years 
( ) More than 3 years, up to 6 years 
( ) More than 6 years, up to 7 years 
( ) More than 7 years

Use this space if you wish to comment.

7. Which of the following enrollment management models is closest to the structure 
currently in place at your institution? Descriptions of each are included after their 
names (Bontrager, 2004; Kemerer, Baldridge & Green, 1982; Penn, 1999).
( )  Enrollment Management Committee -  A committee tasked to bring awareness to 
enrollment management concerns and issues that may include faculty and other key 
staff members/departments. There is usually no structural change made.
()  Enrollment Management Coordinator -  The coordinator is usually considered 
middle management and oversees admissions and potentially financial aid, but only 
monitors other areas as they interact with those departments.
( ) Enrollment Management Matrix — A matrix usually consists of a single 
administrator overseeing enrollment management functions. Some restructuring is 
usually necessary, but not in all cases.
( ) Enrollment Management Division — The division usually includes multiple 
enrollment management departments under one administrator of senior-level status 
directly reporting to the provost or president of the institution. Major restructuring is 
most often required.

Use this space if you wish to comment.

8. Is there an individual at your institution who has overall, direct responsibility for 
enrollment management? (Typically this individual oversees areas such as 
undergraduate admissions and recruiting, financial aid, enrollment-related marketing, 
registration, and / or retention programs.)
( ) Yes ( ) No (If No, Skip to the Coordinating Retention Efforts Question)
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9. What is the title of the person at your institution who has overall, direct responsibility 
for enrollment management?

) Vice president - of:...
) Associate/Assistant Vice president - of:...
) Dean - of:...
) Director - of:...
) Other - List title:....

10. What functional areas does this person directly supervise? (Check all that apply.)
] Undergraduate admissions and recruiting 
] Graduate admissions and recruiting 
] Financial aid
] Enrollment-related marketing 
] Recruiting publications 
] Institutional research 
] Enrollment-related information technology 
] Student affairs or student services 
] Academic advising
] Academic support services / learning assistance 
] Counseling
] Career planning and placement 
] Orientation 
] Registration 
] Retention programs 
] Other: - List other functional areas:...

11. What is the title of the person to whom this position (enrollment management) 
directly reports?
( ) President
() Chief academic affairs officer 
( ) Chief student affairs officer 
()  Chief administrative or business officer 
()  Chief advancement officer 
( ) Other -  List title:...

12. Has your institution designated an individual who has overall, direct responsibility for 
coordinating retention efforts?
() Yes ( ) No (If No, Skip to Retention Outcomes Section)
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13. What is the title of the person at your institution who has overall, direct responsibility 

for coordinating retention efforts?
( )  Vice president - of:...
( ) Associate/Assistant Vice president - of:...
( )  Dean - of:...
( ) Director - of:...
()  Other - List title:...

14. What functional areas does this person supervise (other than retention)? (Check all 
that apply.)
[ ] Enrollment management 
[ ] Student affairs or student services 
[ ] Academic advising
[ ] Academic support services / learning assistance 
[ ] Counseling
[ ] Career planning and placement 
[ ] Orientation 
[ ] Registration
[ ] Other: - List other functional areas:...

15. What is the title of the person to whom this position (retention) directly reports?
( ) President
( ) Chief enrollment management officer 
()  Chief student affairs officer 
()  Chief academic affairs officer 
()  Other -  List title:...

RETENTION OUTCOMES

FIRST-YEAR RETENTION: Report your institution's fall to fall retention rates for the 
following cohorts:
16. Percentage of fall 2010 first-time, full-time freshmen who returned in fall 2011:
17. Percentage of fall 2011 first-time, full-time freshmen who returned in fall 2012:

GRADUATION: Report your institution's graduation rates for the following cohorts:
18. Percentage of first-time, full-time freshmen who graduated in six years as reported on 

the EPEDS spring survey for 2012:
19. Percentage of first-time, full-time freshmen who graduated in six years to be reported 

on the IPEDS spring survey for 2013:

ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT / RETENTION PRACTICES

20. What percentage of applicants is admitted to your institution?
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21. Does your institution have a formal, written retention plan?

( ) Yes ( ) No

Use this space if you wish to comment.

22. Does your institution offer an orientation program for new students prior to when 
they first enroll for classes?
()  Yes ( )  No

23. Does your institution routinely identify student cohorts that are less likely to persist 
than your typical student?
()  Yes ()  No

Use this space if you wish to comment.

24. Are special measures put in place to support these students?
() Yes ()  No

Use this space if you wish to comment.

25. Does your institution have an "early intervention" system in place for all new 
students? (An "early intervention" system is an activity or group of activities that are 
intended to mitigate dropout proneness.)
()  Yes ()  No

Use this space if you wish to comment.

26. Are there other practices your institution uses to regularly retain students?
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