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ABSTRACT  

Urban community colleges educate many high-risk students who have hope of 

educational advancement and career enhancement; however, urban community colleges 

have low retention and persistence rates.  Student participation in campus clubs and 

organizations has been shown to be a contributing factor in both student retention and 

persistence at other institutions of higher education.  Understanding how student club and 

organizational involvement affects retention and persistence at urban community colleges 

will assist practitioners and student involvement leadership in their development of 

student clubs and organizations that include components representative of student 

success.  The results of this study will also advance the body of literature on student 

engagement. 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between student club 

and organizational involvement and student retention and persistence at two urban 

community college campuses located in North Texas.  More specifically, the study 

examined how the dependent variables of retention and persistence at urban community 

colleges are impacted by the following independent variables: the frequency of student 

involvement in student clubs and organizations, student perceived importance of student 

club and organization involvement, student satisfaction of involvement in student clubs 

and organizations, and hours spent in participation in clubs and organizations.  This study 

addressed the role of student involvement as it relates to retention and persistence at 

urban community colleges. 

This study had a sample size of 564 students from two urban community college 

campuses within the same community college district in the Metroplex region of Texas.  
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Secondary data from student responses on the 2014 Community College Survey for 

Student Engagement (CCSSE) and institutional data received from the urban community 

college district was used to conduct this study.  The data collected was analyzed using 

Pearson’s chi-square for independence and multinomial logistic regression analysis.  The 

data collected was used to address the five research questions that helped guide this 

study.  

The first four research questions were analyzed using the Pearson Chi Square 

independence test and sought to determine if there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, 

student importance, and hours spent and the dependent variables of retention and 

persistence.  A statistically significant relationship was not found between any of the 

independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student importance, and 

hours spent and the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  

 The fifth research question sought to determine if the independent variables of 

frequency of use, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent could best predict the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence.  The findings of the multinomial 

regression analysis indicated that none of the independent variables frequency of use, 

satisfaction, and importance were able to predict the dependent variables of retention and 

persistence.  All of the independent variables were statistically insignificant.  

 The findings of this study have implications and recommendations for community 

college administrators and student affairs practitioners in promoting student success for 

urban community college students; urban community college student affairs practitioners 

must find a system with which track involvement hours; urban community college 
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administrators must make sure to connect student satisfaction in and perceived 

importance of student clubs and organizations to other factors that may increase student 

retention and persistence.  Urban community college student affairs practitioners need to 

reevaluate the purpose of student clubs and organizations and make sure that the active 

student clubs and organizations align with the goals the urban community college is 

striving to attain. 

 Finally, further research is needed to explore the relationship between student 

clubs and organizations and student retention and persistence at the urban community 

college.  This study should be replicated at a non-residential community college that has 

differing characteristics than the two college campuses in this study.  In addition, this 

study should be repeated to include the different types of student clubs and organizations 

that students are able to join.  Additionally, this study should be reproduced with students 

in non-credit bearing courses.  Finally, this study should be extended to see how student 

demographic data affects the results.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

Urban community colleges are currently 4.3% of all community colleges (The 

Carnegie Foundation, 2010).  Urban community colleges are essential in providing 

solutions to a stagnant economy, increasing social mobility, and offering open door 

access to higher education for the majority of the economically disadvantaged urban 

residents of the United States (U.S.) (Padron, 2013).  According to the 2012 National 

Center for Education Statistics (NCES), approximately 2.3 million students enroll in 

urban community colleges, yet many are failing to return to college the following fall 

semester, and even fewer students are attaining stated goals of a degree, certificate, or 

transfer.  In fact, according to the 2012 graduation report, which is the most recent record 

on file, the percent of all first-time urban community college students in the U.S. who 

persisted to graduate in two years was only 8% of the 178,805 students in the 2008 

cohort, and those who were able to graduate in three years was only 15% (IPEDS, 2014).  

Nationally, urban community colleges have approximately 13 students per 100 who reach 

a level of completion (NCES, 2012).  A report commissioned by the American 

Federation of Teachers in Higher Education in order to discover students’ perceived 

barriers to success.  The study consisted of six nationwide student focus groups of high-

risk first- and second-year students from community colleges, technical colleges, and 

four-year colleges (Lake Research Partners, 2011).  The students in the focus groups 

cited barriers that included advising, cost, time, course offerings, and soft skills, all of 

which are consistent with other studies (ACT, Inc., 2012; Bahr, 2008; Bailey, Leinbach, 

& Jenkins, 2006; Lotkowski, Robbins, & Noeth, 2004) that also highlighted the lack of 
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student relationships both peer and faculty as contributing to students not persisting 

(Mechur Karp, 2011; Tinto, 2012a).   

The focus on student retention and persistence and factors that affect student 

retention and persistence rates is especially important, as community colleges in the U.S. 

currently exist in a stringent era of accountability (Dougherty, Hare, & Natow, 2009).  

Community colleges must show that they can meet the growing economic needs of a 

changing labor force and exist as part of the U.S. government’s plan to create a more 

educated and skilled workforce (Lothian, 2009; Obama, 2009).  As the U.S. government 

strives to cultivate world leaders in the areas of economics and educational attainment, 

many look to the community college as part of the solution, highlighting its essential role 

of responding to students’ academic and social needs (Lothian, 2009).  Researchers 

suggest that academic and social integration have positive effects on persistence and 

retention and result in increased autonomy, connection of academics with real world 

experience, and career networking  (Busseri & Rose-Krasnor, 2008; Case, 2011; Yin & 

Lei, 2007).  Retention and persistence are important not only for financial stability and 

for academic program sustainability, but also for the ability of community college 

students to have a positive experience, reach their academic goals, and become active 

members of the community workforce (Fike & Fike, 2008). 

President Barack Obama has responded on ways to increase the persistence and 

retention of students by creating the goal of having graduated 5 million additional 

Americans from community colleges by 2020 (Obama, 2009; U.S. White House, 2012).  

The strategies to do so include developing business partnerships, furthering educational 

partnerships, and increasing basic skills and student service options (Obama, 2009).  
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Under the scope of student services, previous research has shown that student 

involvement in clubs and organizations has shown to positively affect persistence and 

retention rates at both four-year institutions and rural and residential community colleges 

(Axelson & Flick, 2011; Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Simmons, 2013; Songer, 2011).   

 Previous studies on involvement in student clubs and organizations have consisted 

of research at four-year colleges and residential community colleges (Baker, 2008; 

Busseri & Rose-Krasnor, 2008; Case, 2011; Dugan, 2011; Fischer, 2007; Foubert & 

Grainger, 2006; Guiffrida, 2004; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 

2007; Kuk & Banning, 2010; Simmons, 2013;Witt, Witt, & Clark, 2012; Yin & Lei, 

2007).  The literature highlights various reasons that students at four-year colleges join 

student clubs and organizations, including career advancement or social engagement 

(Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).  Research done at four-year colleges indicated that 

students who did not have formal extracurricular and informal social interactions resulted 

in students who did not obtain a sense of connection, which led to many students 

choosing to leave their colleges (Baker, 2008; Fischer, 2007; Tinto, 2012b).  However, in 

other research on four-year colleges, students offered specific examples of rewarding 

experiences they had as members of campus professional organizations, which enhances 

field-specific knowledge and networking connections (Foubert & Grainger, 2006; 

Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007; Witt, Witt, & Clark, 2012).  Foubert and Grainger 

(2006) noted that the more students were involved in clubs and organizations, the greater 

their psychosocial development.  Webber, Krylow, & Zhang, (2013) noted that students 

involved in academic and social activities had higher grades than students who were not 

involved.   
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The studies at community colleges highlight many of the same findings as in four-

year institutions.  Karp and Hughes (2008) interviewed 44 students at two northwest 

community colleges.  The interviews focused on students who were in their second 

semester of college and refocused six months later in order to see whether or not the 

students returned.  The researchers noted that students who developed a sense of 

belonging within the community college had a higher rate of retention than those who 

were not integrated within the community college.  Another study conducted by Songer 

(2011) sought to understand how academic club involvement affected a student’s 

persistence to graduation at a North Carolina residential community college.  Songer 

(2011) had 864 students participate in the survey and noted that students who were 

involved in academic clubs were more likely to persist to graduation.  A study that 

involved 239 students who took the Community College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CCSEQ) and participated in predominately minority social organizations 

at 1 of 12 different community colleges noted that the higher the frequency and level of 

involvement with faculty and peers outside of the classroom, the higher the rates of both 

retention and persistence (Lundberg, 2014).  Lundberg (2014) stated that although 

community college students frequently had obligations outside of their college, the 

commitment to relationships with other students and faculty outside of the formal 

classroom seemed to produce a positive benefit. 

 In addition to increased persistence and retention, research noted that involvement 

in student organizations and clubs yields positive effects on student development and 

learning, such as a healthy development of self (Busseri & Rose-Krasnor, 2008), greater 

college satisfaction and academic success for minority students (Fischer, 2007), and 
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better clarifying purpose and life management (Foubert & Grainger, 2006).  Additionally, 

there has been an association shown between students who assume a leadership role 

within a student club and increased levels of a formulated purpose, academic 

involvement, life management, and participation in cultural events (Case, 2011; Yin & 

Lei, 2007).  Leadership responsibilities foster growth in planning, organizing, managing, 

and decision-making in students (Foubert & Grainger, 2006).  Numerous non-classroom 

experiences have the possibility to influence the prospected outcomes of college, 

especially those opportunities that necessitate continuing efforts and exchanges with a 

diverse community that includes faculty members and college administrators (Kuh, 

2012).   

Many researchers have investigated co-curricular and extracurricular activities 

associated with student learning and personal development but have neglected to explore 

the level of the students' involvement (Kuh, 2005; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & 

Hayek, 2006; Kuh, 2012).  The term “extracurricular activities” encompasses many areas 

of a college campus, such as athletics, intramural sports, academic clubs, social 

organizations, peer tutoring, and auxiliary department use (Axelson & Flick, 2011).  

Research needs to be more focused on specific types of activities and the level of student 

involvement in those activities in order to see clearly the impact of each area on student 

college success (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005).  According to Bailey and Alfonso (2005), 

further empirical research regarding community college students’ participation in clubs is 

needed.  Tinto (2012a) noted that there are many factors that affect community college 

student retention and persistence, but there is a lack of research on student campus life 

and its relation to retention and persistence.   
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The findings of the aforementioned studies on student engagement and campus 

interaction, specifically those studies related to student clubs and organizations, 

demonstrate a connection to retention and persistence.  However, institutional procedures 

must align with faculty and staff outlooks to understand non-classroom involvements as 

vital to the accomplishment of institutional and student goals in order to have true student 

success (Kuh, 2012).  As Astin (1999) stated, student involvement has both quantitative 

and qualitative attributes, advantages connected to the quality and quantity of student 

efforts, and effectiveness because of policy and practices that promote students' 

membership in activities.  Derby and Smith (2004) stated that student involvement could 

be evaluated in many ways; for example, involvement in clubs, residential living, or 

engaging faculty contact.  However, Derby and Smith (2004) summarized that it is 

essential that students are active members of the college, not passive observers.  This is 

also true at urban community colleges.  According to the Transfer and Retention of 

Urban Community College Students (TRUCCS) project, administrators stated that 

students needed ways to feel connected to the campus, and that involvement would most 

likely lead to retention (Hagedorn, Perrakis, & Maxwell, 2007). 

The significance of the large populations served at urban community colleges 

indicates the need to develop strategies that will help lead to student success.  Urban 

community colleges are at the center of the student success agenda; therefore, without an 

increase in student success, urban communities may have a shortage of skill laborers and 

a loss of global competitiveness (Hagedorn, 2004; Lassiter, Jr., 2013; Myran & Parsons, 

2013).  The definition of urban community colleges are community colleges functioning 

in the largest city areas connected to major urban thoroughfares.  In general, the area is 
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often comprised of a highly populated urban location and attached districts (The Carnegie 

Foundation, 2010).  According to the Carnegie Classification (2010), there are currently 

169 public urban community colleges in the U.S. Presently, of the 169 U.S. urban 

community colleges, 137 are community colleges with multiple campuses, and 32 are 

individual campus locations.  According to the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System (IPEDS), the most recent completed data on 158 of the 169 urban community 

colleges, in the 2011-2012 academic year, over 3.5 million students attended a Carnegie 

classified urban community college.  Additionally, in the estimated fall 2012 enrollment, 

the unduplicated headcount was over 2.5 million students for attendance at an urban 

community college (IPEDS, 2014).   

Lassiter, Jr. (2013) states that urban community colleges are uniquely positioned 

to collaborate with other organizations in economic and social transformation.  This 

positioning is essential in the ability of urban community colleges to “offer the promise 

of a better future for individuals, businesses, and the communities it serves” (Myran & 

Parsons, 2013, p. 8).  Urban community colleges need a total review of student services 

in order to understand how they may achieve student success through student 

involvement (Lassiter, Jr., 2013).  This study will add to the literature on student 

involvement as it relates to student participation in clubs and organizations at urban 

community colleges.  Furthermore, this study examined the relationship among different 

levels of student club involvement and the factors of involvement that predict student 

retention and persistence at urban community colleges.   
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Statement of the Problem 

  In Texas, urban community colleges enrolled over 85,000 new students in both 

2012 and in the previous academic year of 2011-2012; the total unduplicated headcount 

was over 520,000 students (IPEDS, 2014).  Texas urban community colleges had a 

retention rate of 56% for the incoming full-time fall 2011 class of 23,512 students.  The 

student retention rate for the fall 2011 part-time cohort was lower, at 43% of 29,427 

students, and the 2009 cohort graduation rate was 9% of 21,308 students (IPEDS, 2014).  

Retention and persistence rates have become more prominent in the public consciousness 

and with government officials since the release of the Spelling Commission Report, 

which was a report on the future of higher education (Cook & Hartle, 2011).  Urban 

community colleges must develop ways to address the low numbers of retention and 

persistence to help the millions of students who attend urban community colleges each 

academic year.  The nearly 2.5 million students who attend their local urban community 

college can affect the economic development of their communities by becoming 

employed members (Myran & Parsons, 2013).  As stated by Myran and Parson (2013), 

urban community colleges are the major educational institutions for careers in health, 

criminal justice, firefighting, automotive repair, computer information, law enforcement 

and security, graphic design, manufacturing, veterinary technology, welding, hospitality, 

and office management. 

According to the CCSSE, in the 2013 cohort of the 432,467 students who were 

surveyed, 18.6% were involved in student clubs and organizations and 31.8% of those 

involved expressed that they were somewhat or very satisfied with their involvement 

(CCSSE, 2013).  National studies showed that students who attended school part-time at 
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a community college had a lower graduation rate than their full-time student counterparts 

(Copeland, Tietjen-Smith, Waller, & Waller, 2008).  Often, students who commuted to 

urban colleges encountered academic and nonacademic issues not normally faced by their 

suburban or rural colleagues, which led to a sense of detachment on the part of those 

students (Clark, 2006).  Researchers indicated that detached students devoted inadequate 

time to their studies, were infrequently found on campus, did not partake in 

extracurricular activities, exhibited little to no contact with their faculty members or 

peers, and therefore did not persist to graduation (Axelson & Flick, 2011).  While it is 

clear that increasing student involvement in urban community colleges is essential, it is 

unclear exactly what factors predict student retention and persistence.  Given that, there is 

an 8.9% graduation rate of students within the north Texas urban community college 

district (IPEDS, 2012); this study will examine the involvement factors that predict 

student retention and persistence at the aforementioned urban community college district.   

Purpose of the Study  

 The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between student club 

and organizational involvement and student retention and persistence at two urban 

community colleges located in North Texas.  More specifically, the study examined how 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence at urban community colleges are 

impacted by the following independent variables: the frequency of student involvement 

in student clubs and organizations, student perceived importance of student clubs and 

organizations, student satisfaction with student clubs and organization, and hours spent in 

participation in clubs and organizations.  These variables support the Astin’s (1988) 

student involvement theory, which states that engagement should be measured both 
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quantitatively and qualitatively.  Given the overall purpose of this study, the following 

research questions were used: 

Research Questions 

1. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student frequency of use in student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

2. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student satisfaction of student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

3. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student perceived importance of student club involvement and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

4. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of hours spent participating in college-sponsored activities and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

5. Which of the independent variables of student frequency of use, student 

satisfaction, student perceived importance, and hours spent in participation 

best predict the dependent variables of student retention and persistence?    

Significance of the Study 

The retention and persistence rates of urban community college students remain 

important to not only administrators, but to the community at large.  Urban community 

colleges are facing tough accountability measures, declining funding, and record 

enrollments (Lassiter, Jr., 2013).  Many of the students who enter urban community 



Texas Tech University, Ayesha Hawkins, December 2015  

11  

colleges do not stay for more than a semester, and even fewer persist to complete a 

program or attain a degree (Goldrick-Rab, 2010).  Students who are actively involved are 

more likely to stay and to persist to graduation (Tinto, 2012a).  Students who choose to 

join clubs in their first year of college are able to create a foundation that will lead to 

continued student involvement later on, into which social campus engagements are built 

(Tinto & Pusser, 2006).   

Student engagement is one of the campus aspects that community colleges use to 

develop benchmark data for evaluating their institutions’ likelihood of students reaching 

student success (Chaves, 2006).  There are two types of student engagement to which the 

literature often refers: academic engagement and social engagement (Bailey & Alfonso, 

2005).  Academic engagement, or integration, refers to classroom interactions and 

consists of assessments relating to grades or other types of academic achievement.  

Alternatively, social engagement, or integration, relates to experiences outside of the 

classroom and extracurricular activities like student clubs and organizations (Bailey & 

Alfonso, 2005; ASHE-ERIC, 2007).  The focus of this study refers to social student 

engagement at the urban community college.  Research conducted at both four-year 

colleges (Fischer, 2007; Harper & Quaye, 2007) and two-year residential colleges (Bailey 

& Alfonso, 2005; Songer, 2011) indicated that students who joined student organizations 

and clubs or intermingled with faculty outside the classroom had higher retention and 

persistence rates.  Understanding how student club and organizational involvement 

affects retention and persistence at the urban community college can add to the body of 

literature for best practices in student engagement (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Lundberg, 

2014).   



Texas Tech University, Ayesha Hawkins, December 2015  

12  

This research contributes to the overall scholarly knowledge base of urban 

community college social engagement activities as it relates to student clubs and 

organizations by examining the predictive nature of student club involvement at urban 

community colleges on persistence and retention.  This study helped to provide a more 

in-depth comprehension of students clubs and organizations and student involvement on 

an urban community college campus by studying their correlation and predictability to 

retention and persistence.  The insights from this study may act as a catalyst for club 

improvements or formation of clubs at urban community colleges.  These influences may 

increase the rates of retention and persistence by creating structured environments for 

student involvement with the elements that demonstrate success.  This research study 

contributes to an enlargement in community college research driven by state legislatures 

and requiring justifications for appropriations, accreditation agencies, and other 

organizations focused on student success toward goal attainment.  This study is 

particularly significant to the field of the higher education administration overall, and 

more specifically to the specialty of student affairs and its practitioners at urban 

community colleges. 

Summary of Theoretical Framework 

 The theoretical framework that will guide this study is Alexander Astin’s student 

involvement theory (1984, 1999).  Astin outlined involvement as an intense engagement 

of physical and psychological energy that follows along a continuous range and includes 

both quantitative (e.g., frequency) and qualitative (e.g., satisfaction or importance) 

features.  Astin defined an engaged student as one who “devotes considerable energy to 

studying, spends much time on campus, participates actively in student organizations, and 
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frequently interacts with faculty members and other students” (p. 518).  In 1984, Astin 

was compelled to create a different model of student development and involvement 

because of the lack of consistency that he believed there to be in the student development 

literature of his time.  Astin (1999) highlighted four reasons for the creation of the theory 

of student involvement; first, he wanted a straightforward, effortless way to comprehend 

the theory; second, the theory included the requirement to clarify most of the amassed 

empirical information; third, the theory needed to include differing sources; and fourth, 

the theory needed a structure that would remain useful to researchers in directing 

inquiries and to college leaders and personnel in producing effective institutions of higher 

learning (Astin, 1999).   

 Many researchers and student development practitioners used Astin’s (1999) 

involvement theory as a theoretical framework for studying student engagement, 

including classroom engagement (Cole & Korkmaz, 2013), experiential learning as it 

relates to service (Leimer, Yue, & Rogulkin, 2009), and involvement in extracurricular 

activities (Case, 2011; Foreman & Retallick, 2013) and found that involvement as 

defined by Astin (1999) did create positive outcomes for students.  Astin’s theoretical 

framework aids in explaining observed knowledge about environmental influences on 

student development from a diversity of psychosocial and learning pedagogies by 

quantifying involvement by amount of energy placed forth by the student  (Foreman & 

Retallick, 2013). 

 Although the theory of involvement is well documented in retention and 

persistence research, the majority of the research was conducted at four-year colleges 

(Chavez, 2006).  However, student involvement in clubs and organizations on the urban 
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community college campus exhibits the two main constructs of effort and frequency that 

the involvement theory requires.  This study was based on Astin’s theory of involvement, 

and the theory was used to frame the research questions and the results of this study. 

Summary of Methodology 

 This study used a non-experimental, quantitative methodology to examine the 

predictive relationship between independent variables of frequency of involvement, 

satisfaction, perceived importance, and hours spent as it relates to student clubs and 

organizations and the dependent variables of retention and persistence rates.  This study 

included students who indicated no involvement in order to examine the impact of the 

variables on the results.  Retention was, for the purposes of this study, defined as the 

proportion of students in the cohort who continued on from one fall semester to the next 

(NCES, 2014).  Persistence was defined as the rate students who reached goal attainment, 

which, for this study, was a degree, certificate, or transfer to a four-year college (Reason, 

2009).   

 The use of secondary data was obtained from the CCSSE for the independent 

variables, and the research for the dependent variables was obtained from the Office of 

Institutional Research located at the urban community college district in which the 

proposed study took place.  This study examined two urban community college campuses 

in the same college district.  The data collected from the urban community colleges 

included student demographic data and student responses from the CCSSE, which 

included frequency of club involvement, importance of involvement, satisfaction of 

involvement, and hours spent participating.  The data also included whether or not 

students were retained for the following fall semester and if the student achieved goal 
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attainment.  The participants in this study all completed the CCSSE and included their 

college student identification number to match institutional records.  Four hundred and 

ninety-three students participated in this study.   

The use of Pearson’s chi-square presented the statistical significance between 

variables for research questions one through four, whereas multinomial logistic 

regression analyses was used to examine research question number five.  All data 

requested was contributed by the district office of institutional research in order to ensure 

that all student data was matched correctly.  The data was devoid of student identifying 

information before being received by the researcher. 

Assumptions 

This study has several assumptions, which are as follows: 

1. Both participating community colleges accurately tracked persistence and 

retention rates for all students; 

2. The student identification numbers used to pull the existing data was accurate 

for the current population of students;  

3. The data on the CCSSE captured the students’ engagement and involvement 

as indicated by the students; and   

4. Student responses were accurate on the survey. 

Study Limitations 

This study had the following limitations: 

1. The independent variables were measured as participants’ perceptions, not 

actual behaviors.  The rating of their involvement was based on how they 

perceived their involvement level and on impartial empirical data.   
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2. With the use of any instrument, the results were subject to the known 

reliability and validity of that instrument.  Although there has been 

information about the CCSSE‘s reliability and validity, the instruments may 

have had limitations in measuring what they claim to measure. 

3. Urban community colleges are a very heterogeneous population.  While the 

proposed study sample should have been quite diverse, the fact remains that 

certain segments of the population may not have been included. 

Study Delimitations 

This study had the following delimitations: 

1. This study was limited to one urban community college district within the 

state of Texas and two community colleges within that district.  Therefore, the 

generalization provided will consist of limitations for other campuses not 

wholly meeting the characteristics of the college campuses in the study.   

2. This study only included students who participated in the CCSSE and reported 

their student identification number.   

3. This study did not look at any other factors that could have contributed to a 

student’s failure or success in retention and persistence, including course 

enrollment and use of other student support services, such as advising, 

financial aid, or tutoring.   

Definition of Terms 

The following are definitions of key terms used throughout this study: 

American Association of Community Colleges (AACC):  The primary 

advocacy organization for the nation’s community colleges (AACC, 2013). 
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Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE): A survey 

administered to community college students that provides questions that assess 

institutional practices and student behaviors that are correlated highly with student 

learning and student retention (CCSSE, 2012). 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS):  The primary 

source for data on colleges, universities, and technical and vocational postsecondary 

institutions in the United States. 

National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES): The primary federal entity 

for collecting and analyzing data related to education. 

Persistence: An individual student’s perseverance to an objective or a goal; in 

this study it refers to graduation, transfer, or certificate attainment (Reason, 2009). 

Retention: The proportion of students who stay from a long semester to a long 

semester; for this study, it is fall to fall.  (NCES, 2014) 

Student club and organizations: Are student groups where membership is open 

to all curriculum students regardless of their academic concentration, and participation is 

voluntary (Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).   

Student engagement: The participation in academic activities and extra- and co-

curricular activities and the student’s identification with the college and acceptance of 

college values (Gonyea & Kuh, 2009). 

Student involvement: The amount of physical and psychological energy that the 

student devotes to the academic experience (Astin, 1999). 

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB):  Provides leadership 

and coordination for the Texas higher education system (THECB, 2014). 
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Urban community college: Community colleges serving the largest metropolitan 

areas anchored by major city centers.  Generally, the area of service comprises a high-

density city center and connected areas (Hardy & Katsinas, 2007; Myran & Parsons, 

2013). 

Summary 

This chapter introduced the national focus on community colleges accountability 

measures and focused on student retention and persistence.  Research indicated that 

student engagement remains one of the accurate predictors of student retention and 

persistence (Tinto, 2012a).  Recent research at residential colleges has shown that those 

students who involved themselves in student clubs and organization were more 

successful than those who did not become involved (Case, 2011; Foubert & Grainger, 

2006; Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007; Lin & Yi, 2007; Webber, Krylow, & Zhang, 

2013).  This study examined the relationship between student club involvement and 

retention and persistence as answered on the CCSSE.   

 The purpose of this study was to offer results that would be valuable to Texas 

urban community colleges and to other urban community colleges that are evaluating 

student engagement practices that include student clubs and organizations.  Outcomes 

from the study may contribute information that could lead to modification in how urban 

community colleges incorporate student clubs and organizations.  This study may reshape 

how urban community colleges use the CCSSE to review deeper levels of student 

engagement impact. 
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Organization of the Remainder of the Study 

Chapter II provides a review of the relevant literature related to community 

college overview, understanding the community college population, theoretical 

framework, student success, student engagement, and student clubs and organizations.  

Chapter III focuses on the methodology proposed for this study.  The data analyses and 

findings are presented in Chapter IV, and Chapter V will contain a discussion of the 

results, implications, and final recommendations. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 Chapter II presents a review of the literature on student club and organizational 

involvement in urban community colleges and on retention and persistence.  This chapter 

is organized into five broad sections with a concentration on urban community colleges; 

these sections are: (1) an overview of urban community colleges; (2) student engagement; 

(3) community college engagement assessments; (4) student success: persistence and 

retention, and (5) the theoretical framework that will guide this proposed research.  The 

purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between students’ club and 

organizational involvement and students’ retention and persistence at urban community 

colleges.   

Introduction  

Only 200 community colleges in the United States (U.S.) have residential housing 

opportunities, and the majority of those reside colleges are located in rural communities, 

while the remainders are located in suburban and urban locations (Cohen, Brawer & 

Kisker, 2014).  Urban community colleges currently make up 4.3% of all community 

colleges (The Carnegie Foundation, 2010), and they provide solutions to a stagnant 

economy, increase social mobility, and open a door to higher education for the majority 

of the economically disadvantaged urban residents of the U.S. (Padron, 2013).  However, 

nationally, urban community colleges have approximately only 13 students per 100 that 

reach a level of completion (NCES, 2012).  According to the graduation data in 2012, 

which is the most recent record on file, the percent of all first-time urban community 

college students in the U.S. who persisted to graduate in two years was only 8% of the 

178,805 students in the 2008 cohort, and those who were able to graduate in three years 
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made up only 15%.  (IPEDS, 2014).  The focus on student retention and persistence rates 

has become more important, as community colleges in the U.S. currently exist in a 

stringent era of accountability (Dougherty, Hare, & Natow, 2009).  Retention and 

persistence are important not only for financial stability and academic program 

sustainability, but also for the ability of community college students to have a positive 

experience, reach their academic goals, and become active members of the community 

workforce (Fike & Fike, 2008). 

Previous research showed that student involvement in clubs and organizations 

positively affects persistence and retention rates at both four-year institutions and rural 

and residential community colleges (Axelson & Flick, 2011; Foubert & Grainger, 2006; 

Simmons, 2013; Songer, 2011).  However, there seems to be a lack of student campus 

engagement at the urban community colleges, and that requires student affairs 

professionals at the urban community college to purposefully engage students and keep 

them connected to the college and the learning process (Cohen, Brawer & Kisker, 2014).   

Urban Community Colleges 

 Location plays a major role in the types of programs offered at the local 

community college and the type of students who attend the local community college.  In 

2005, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s Basic Classifications 

provided multiple classifications for colleges that offered an associate degree (The 

Carnegie Foundation, 2010).  Before 2005, the classification system only consisted of 

one class for all types of community colleges (Hardy & Katsinas, 2007; The Carnegie 

Foundation, 2010).  Based on the Carnegie classification, which recalibrated in 2010 

using the 2005 constraints, there are currently 169 public urban community colleges in 
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the U.S.  Of the 169 urban community colleges, which constitute 4.3% of all community 

colleges, 137 are multi-campus community colleges and 32 are single campus locations 

(The Carnegie Foundation, 2010).  The phrase “urban community college” refers for the 

purpose of this review to community colleges serving the largest metropolitan areas 

anchored by major city centers, like Dallas, Texas, for example.  Generally, the area of 

service comprises a high-density city center and connected areas (Hardy & Katsinas, 

2007; Myran & Parsons, 2013). 

 Urban community colleges have confronted changes in technology, business, 

government, and demographics throughout the decade; therefore, urban community 

colleges demand an innovative and transformative model to meet every changing socitial 

needs (Lassiter, Jr., 2013).  The urban community college remains for many students the 

only chance to obtain the knowledge needed to gain a competitive advantage for jobs in 

which a company attaches importance to a global perspective (Harder, 2010; Lassiter, Jr., 

2013; Myran & Parsons, 2013).  The Organization for Economic Development and 

Cooperation (OEDC) is an international organization that ranks 65 participating 

developed nations and their involvement with the Program for International Student 

Assessment (PISA).  The PISA program looks at the math, science, and reading skills of 

students worldwide (OPEC, 2012).  The PISA analyst noted that students in the U.S. who 

reside in socioeconomically disadvantaged schools tend to be exceptionally deprived of 

the basic academic resources (OPEC, 2012); therefore, a direct correlation between low 

scores and socioeconomically disadvantaged locations was demonstrated (OPEC, 2012).  

In the U.S., students who lived in urban areas did not perform better than students who 

lived in rural locations.  However, according to OPEC (2012), the opposite was true in 
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most other countries—the urban students outperformed the rural students on the PISA.  

For a nation with 80% of its population regarded as living in an urban area, this disparity 

is substantial (Census Bureau, 2010). 

With the research information on peer practices and notably accepted and 

successful methods, urban community colleges could measure their internationalization 

endeavors and could move forward to create offerings to help students attain increase 

their skills on an international basis (Harder, 2010).  Urban community colleges must 

reimagine how they do business as an institution; otherwise, careers will remain vacant or 

vanish for absence of capable employees, and the U.S. will no longer be able to hold its 

competitive edge in a global environment (Harder, 2010; Lassiter, Jr., 2013; Myran & 

Parson, 2013).  The urban community college has educated the majority of first-

generation college students, students who are economically disadvantaged, minorities, 

and adult learners (Mellow & Heelan, 2008; Pardon, 2013).   

Urban Community College Mission   

As the world continues to become more connected, globalization compels urban 

community colleges to develop to meet the changing educational needs of their students 

in addition to their surrounding communities (Lassiter, Jr., 2013; Smith & Ayers, 2006).  

Researchers stated that this need to globalize happened with constrained funding, 

increased accountability measures, and a demand to provide developmental education 

classes for increased numbers of non-college ready students (Barnes & Slate, 2010; 

McClenney, McClenney, & Peterson, 2007; McClenney, 2004).  There are greater 

numbers of ethnic and minority students enrolled in urban community colleges compared 

to their four-year counterparts; student engagement is a concern for all students, but 
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especially for these at-risk students due to their low graduation rates (McClenney, 2004).  

It is imperative that all urban community colleges, no matter how varied the location and 

population, understand how best to engage their students if they are to succeed in their 

missions.   

The open access mission of many urban community colleges expresses the 

foundation from whence they grew.  Many historical researchers suggested that 

community colleges’ open access missions assisted students who benefited from a 

completed post-secondary education, regardless of their status, income, ethnicity, or age 

(Cohen, Brawer & Kisker, 2014; Mellow & Heelan, 2008; Townsend & Dougherty, 

2006).  Researchers who have sought to understand the development of the urban 

community college’s purposes cited the importance of the open access mission (Shannon 

& Smith, 2006; Wang & Pilarzyk, 2007).  The purposes of the urban community college 

have continued to expand over the years (Hagedorn, 2004); they include many mission 

concepts and ideas influenced by changing political and economic climates (Cohen, 

Brawer & Kisker, 2014; Mellow & Heelan, 2008; Townsend & Dougherty, 2006).  

Generally agreed upon themes of the urban community college missions include transfer 

attainment, programmatic or vocational training, adult education, and current remedial 

education (Hagedorn, 2004; Wang & Pilarzyk, 2007).   

 Supporters of urban community colleges emphasized that these organizations tend 

to provide more affordable tuition, make possible the opportunity to transfer once a 

student feels academically sound, and offer vocational certifications or associate degrees, 

which train students for specific industry occupations (Miller, Pope, & Steinmann, 2005).  

Many researchers stated that urban community colleges often serve a vital role for some 
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student populations, particularly minorities and first generation college students 

(Hagedorn, 2004; Mullins, 2012; Myran & Parsons, 2013).  Urban community colleges 

are not without criticism, though.  They are organizational structures that often delay the 

academic ambitions of under-prepared students (Hagedorn, Cypers, & Lester, 2008).  

Researchers noted that, on average, the results of students who originally started their 

higher education careers through an urban community college, specifically—a 

community college generally—seemed to trail behind students who started immediately 

at a baccalaureate institution of higher education (Anderson, Alfonso & Sun, 2006; Long 

& Kurlaender, 2009; Tovar & Simon, 2006). 

Urban Community College Students  

 Urban community colleges’ student profiles reflect the general demographics for 

community colleges overall (Myran & Parsons, 2013).  Many urban community college 

students are older individuals who have either returned for further education or started 

their postsecondary education at a later stage in life.  Adult learners, those aged 25 years 

and older (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014), accounted for 42% of all urban community 

college students (IPEDS, 2014).  The urban community college mission of continuing 

education remains one of the most immediate and adaptable ways to sustain the desires of 

the adult learner and the local neighborhood (Hagedorn, 2005; Mellow & Heelan, 2008).  

Comprehension of why adult students persist or dropout of college remains imperative to 

the urban community college administrators as they seek to effectively meet the learners' 

varied list of educational requirements, which could fluctuate from enhanced job 

readiness, high school equivalency accomplishment, or retraining for a new occupation 
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(Hagedorn, 2005).  Adult enrollment at the urban community college makes up nearly 

half of the student population, and many of the students are female. 

 In 2012-2013, nearly 57% of all urban community college students were female 

and 43% were male, which was fairly consistent among all community colleges (AACC, 

2013; IPEDS, 2014).  In the 2012 enrollment cycle, all community colleges reported 

enrollment among female full-time students at 39% and part-time female student 

enrollment at 61% (IPEDS, 2013; St. Rose, 2013).  However, in the same period, full-

time enrollment of female students at four-year institutions constituted 76% percent of 

the student population, and part-time enrollment of female students was 24% percent (St. 

Rose, 2013).  Urban community colleges provided the women who enrolled with helpful 

schedules and accessible student services that allowed non-traditional students to attend 

courses and meet outside of school obligations (Dayton, 2005; Mullins, 2010; St. Rose, 

2013).  A high percentage of female students are single mothers and/or working mothers 

who seek to utilize the childcare provided by their institutions (Dayton, 2005; St. Rose, 

2013).  These childcare services, coupled with the promise of better future employment, 

make an urban community college education appealing for these women; however, less 

than half of all community colleges have childcare options on campus (St. Rose, 2013).  

Urban community colleges not only have a high percentage of female students, but many 

students are racial minorities, as well.   

Minorities have made gains in college enrollments; however, their level of actual 

degree attainment remains low (Greene, Marti, & McClenney, 2008).  The data states that 

approximately 60% of Asian and 42% of Caucasians, compared to 32% of African 

American and 24% of Hispanic, 18- to 24-year-olds are enrolled in institutions of higher 



Texas Tech University, Ayesha Hawkins, December 2015  

27  

education (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012).  At the urban community college, 54% of all 

students are classified as minority students (Myran & Parsons, 2013).  Studies recently 

reported that African American and Hispanic students who began at urban community 

colleges were least likely to finish, at the very least, an associate degree within six years 

(Bailey, 2005; Iloh & Toldson, 2013).  African American and Hispanic urban community 

college students exhibited a lower rate of transfer to four-year colleges and universities 

than Asian and Caucasians students, and they attained their bachelor's degree at a 

decreased rate (Hagedorn, 2004; Hagedorn, Cypers, & Lester, 2008; NCES, 2012).  The 

representation of minorities in higher education remains further hindered by minority 

students’ higher dropout and non-completion rates; subsequently, minority students have 

a reduced level of enrollment in graduate and professional education programs.  Many of, 

urban community college students can only able to attend college part-time, regardless of 

race.   

Sixty-five percent of urban community college students enroll as part-time, 

leaving only 35% attending full-time (IPEDS, 2014).  Research stated that urban 

community college students have many obligations outside of the classroom, such as 

work and family commitments (Myran & Parsons, 2013).  Urban community colleges’ 

part-time students are most likely to be Hispanic, female, older, and married (Copeland, 

Tietjen-Smith, Waller, & Waller, 2008).  National studies showed that students who 

attend school part-time and enroll in a community college, especially an urban 

community college, have a lower graduation rate than their full-time student counterparts, 

especially in completion of a bachelor's degree or higher (Copeland, Tietjen-Smith, 
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Waller, & Waller, 2008).  The urban community college needs to find ways to encourage 

students to become engaged in order to increase retention and persistence. 

Student Engagement 

The topic of student engagement includes many different topics, both academic 

and social in nature.  For each intuition of higher learning, there must be a clear and 

concise definition when focused on research or assessment.  The general definition of 

student engagement is, “participation in academic activities, extra and co-curricular 

activities, and the student’s identification with the college and acceptance of college 

values” (Gonyea & Kuh, 2009).  Gonyea and Kuh (2009) suggested that student 

engagement represents both the time and the drive students devote to academically 

focused activities, and the exertion institutions of higher education devote to effective 

educational practices.  They also said that engagement involves features of student 

actions and institutional implementations that colleges and universities can control 

(Gonyea & Kuh, 2009). 

Widespread investigations on student engagement consistently propose that 

student engagement is impactful in educational results such as increased learning, 

persistence in college, and graduation (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  There are 

considerable variances in the institutional missions, environmental characteristics, and 

student populations of the vast array of two-year colleges.  The research on urban 

community colleges and student engagement is limited, and oftentimes it can only focus 

on specific segments on the population (Ingram & Gonzalez-Matthews, 2013).  

Nevertheless, urban community college administrators look for opportunities to adopt 
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best practices and expand their current student engagement systems with new and 

emerging pedagogies (Hagedorn, Perrakis, & Maxwell, 2007).   

Academic Student Engagement 

Learning communities.  One of the emerging patterns in student engagement is 

the creation of learning communities.  Learning communities do more than co-enroll 

students around a subject or premise; they alter the style in which students understand the 

course and in which they are educated (Tinto, 2000; Visher, Schneider, Wathington, & 

Collado, 2010).  Researchers suggested that this form of classroom organization 

necessitates students to work jointly in some form of cooperative group and to become 

committed to, and undeniably accountable for, the knowledge of both group and 

classroom peers (Laanan, Jackson, & Stebleton, 2013; Visher, Schneider, Wathington, & 

Collado, 2010).  In this approach, students must connect through not only the 

understanding of the course, but also the experience of learning within the course (Zhao 

& Kuh, 2004).  Learning communities do not represent a “cure all” for student learning 

(Tinto, 2000); as with all pedagogies, there are inevitable parameters on their success.  

There will be students who do not like the group learning experience, and some 

professors who find joining forces with other instructors and college professionals to be 

perplexing (Tinto, 2000; Zhao & Kuh, 2004).  Nevertheless, there are increasing signals 

to endorse learning communities, because student application enhances student learning 

and persistence, and it enriches the faculty’s professional lives (Laanan, Jackson, & 

Stebleton, 2013; Tinto, 2000; Zhao & Kuh, 2004).   

Recent studies on learning communities conducted at urban community colleges 

focused on developmental students.  Schnee (2014) conducted a three-year long study at 
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a urban community college, located in the northwest U.S., that had developmental 

English students who were co-enrolled into an introduction to psychology course and a 

student development course.  The study noted that 12 of the 15 participants were able to 

persist to graduation; those students attributed the integrated support of the learning 

community to their success (Schnee, 2014).  However, at a Florida urban community 

college, researchers noted that there was not a statistically significant difference in 

developmental students enrolled in a learning community and those who were not 

enrolled (Weiss, Visher, & Wathington, 2014).  Another study conducted at a southern 

California urban community college observed that learning communities seemed to work 

for students in higher-level developmental reading and English courses, but not those in 

lower level developmental course (Barnes & Piland, 2013).  Urban community college 

administrators are mindful that the first interaction—literally within the first couple 

minutes, hours, and days on campus, or even prior to the start of the semester—is when 

several of the extremely susceptible new college students become overwhelmed and 

merely vanish (Visher, Schneider, Washington, & Collado, 2010). 

Orientation courses.  One of the first experiences that new college students may 

participate in is an orientation course.  The possible relationship between student 

orientation and student retention, especially within the community college segment, has 

long been disregarded (Derby & Smith, 2004).  The objective of most orientation courses 

is to assist in students’ adjustments to life on the community college campus (Shupp, 

2014).  A successful orientation course encourages students to encounter other students, 

learn about the many unique departments and services offered on campus, and to 
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establish individual objectives, all while assisting them in comprehending the best 

methods with which to accomplish these goals (Derby & Smith, 2004).   

One study conducted at two urban community colleges in the northeast part of the 

U.S., which interviewed 44 students about their experience in their orientation course, 

found that the course was paramount for the return of those students the next semester 

(O'Gara, Karp, & Hughes, 2009).  A quantitative study conducted at an urban community 

college in Virginia had 143 students participate in the college orientation course and 

found that students in the course had a higher retention rate and higher grades than 

students who did not partake in the course (Hollins, 2009).  Two additional urban 

community colleges’ studies, one in Indiana and the other in Arizona, also found a 

correlation in students between involvement in a first year experience courses and high 

retention rate and grades (Cornell & Mosley, 2006; Smith, Sungtaek, & Bone, 2008).  

Involvement in an orientation program or course might permit students to appreciate their 

campus in more enjoyable ways, and in this way support students in making the essential 

physical and emotional connection to their campus (Derby & Smith, 2004).   

Faculty involvement.  Interactions with the faculty help students develop 

academic strategies, which can be used in the future (Kazmi, 2010).  Though retention 

remains the business of all college personnel, faculty members play an important role 

within the community college due to the low number of students who participate in out-

of-classroom activities (Tinto, 2012b).  However, faculty member participation remains 

inadequate: therefore, the maximum potential of a faculty member’s effect on student 

retention and persistence may not be reached (Kazmi, 2010; Tinto, 2006).  A study that 

evaluated 2,500 student answers from the Transfer and Retention of Urban Community 
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College Students (TRUCCS) survey found that faculty interactions with all students, but 

minority students in particular, were mostly limited to the classroom, with few students 

seeking out-of-class interactions (Chang, 2005). 

Social Engagement   

There is no denying that the importance of what goes on in the classroom at the 

urban community college has a direct impact on student success and, therefore, on 

student engagement strategies that a particular urban community college can implement.  

However, social engagement has also been linked to higher student persistence and 

retention rates (Astin, 1999; Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Baker, 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, & 

McClendon, 2004; Hu, 2011; Kinzie & Pennipede, 2009; Kuh, 2012; Marti, 2009; Tinto, 

2012a ).  If community college administrators fail to include student affairs in their 

student engagement plans, they miss a crucial part in developing the whole student 

(Frost, Strom, Downey, Schultz, & Holland, 2010).   

New student orientation.  Orientation to college is not only performed in a 

semester course, but oftentimes as a one-day program filled with information for new 

students, as well.  One of the points of the daylong orientation is to introduce a new 

student to the community college campus (Martinez, 2010).  A study conducted in the 

urban community college district in north Texas, performed a quantitative analysis of 464 

urban community college students and found that the retention rate was higher in those 

who attended the orientation program (Martinez, 2010).  Another study, involving 1,232 

students at a suburban community college, concluded that, although there was no 

difference in retention for the first semester, students who participated in the new student 

orientation had higher grades and greater second-semester retention (Roueche, 2011).  
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Campus facilities.  Urban community colleges can provide an engaging setting 

by providing their students with experiences that the students could not have otherwise.  

In the area of student engagement, important advances have been made to grasp the 

influence certain aspects have on the student experience.  The development of purpose-

built informal social learning spaces, like those found in student unions, as a strategy for 

enhancing student engagement has become more widespread (Joch, 2008).   

A study conducted at an Australian university found that social learning spaces 

could contribute to improved student engagement by the encouragement of active 

learning, social interaction, and a sense of belonging amongst traditionally transitory 

students (Matthews, Andrews, & Adams, 2011).  This study proposed that student 

intentions were a contributing factor to students' perceptions of social learning spaces 

(Matthews, Andrews, & Adams, 2011).  Another study reviewed how certain community 

colleges in the U.S. used campus spaces to attract students and found that campus 

administration felt the need to expand or create space in order to improve the first-

engagement activities on campus; for example, registration (Wong, 2007).  One report 

studied the student retention outcomes at three community colleges in the U.S.: a 

suburban school, an urban school, and a rural school.  The researcher stated that the new 

campus facilities that the community colleges had built had a positive impact on student 

retention, as reported by campus administration (Joch, 2008).   

Academic advising.  When looking for and at successful student outcomes 

outside of the classroom, urban community college professionals need to look closely at 

academic advising.  Community college academic advisors works carefully with students 

to confer about the academic and professional consequences of placement exam scores, 
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assist with course selection, provide information about the requirements and hurdles 

associated with student goals, and advise based on academic record (Allen, Smith, & 

Muehleck, 2013).  Bahr (2008) suggested that academic advising remains important to 

community college students’ odds of success, particularly for students who have 

academic deficiencies.  For students who do not perform well academically, even the 

probationary process requires additional academic advising (Bahr, 2008).   

Student Clubs and Organizations 

 Community colleges now grasp that retention and robust student engagement 

involve interplay concerning both academics and non-academic elements.  Elements of 

both student persistence and institutional retention need to be addressed in policies and 

plans in order to ensure success (Lotkowski, Robbins, & Noeth, 2004).  College students 

who create interpersonal connections with faculty members have a greater level of 

academic improvement (Tinto, 2012b).  Athletics, clubs, organizations, and other 

extracurricular activities create advantages outside of the gratification they afford to 

students, and these recreational involvements contribute to students’ individual 

evolvement, both in social groups and academically (Lawhorn, 2008).  They may 

influence students in the advancement of their educational and professional objectives.  

Student clubs and organizations are means that allow the forming of interpersonal 

relationships (Lawhorn, 2008; Tinto, 2012b).  Researchers in one study noted students 

who partake in official student clubs and organizations exhibit a greater likelihood of 

completion of their chosen major at both two-year colleges and four-year colleges (Frost, 

Strom, Downey, Schultz, & Holland, 2010).   
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Research done at a four-year college concerning involvement in student 

organizations pointed to positive outcomes on student development and learning for 

students who participate (Webber, Krylow, & Zhang, 2013).  The literature highlighted 

various reasons that students at four-year colleges join student clubs and organizations; 

for instance, career advancement or social engagement (Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 

2007).  Research done at four-year colleges indicated that students who do not have 

formal extracurricular and informal social interactions do not obtain a sense of 

connection, resulting in many students’ choice to leave college (Baker, 2008; Fischer, 

2007; Tinto, 2012b).  However, in other research on four-year colleges, students offered 

specific examples of rewarding experiences they had garnered as members of campus 

professional organizations; experiences that included gaining field-specific knowledge 

and creating networking connections (Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Holzweiss, Rahn, & 

Wickline, 2007; Witt, Witt, & Clark, 2012).  Foubert and Grainger (2006) noted that the 

more students were involved in clubs and organizations, the greater their psychosocial 

development.  Webber, Krylow, & Zhang, (2013) noted that students involved in 

academic and social activities had higher grades than students who were not involved.   

The studies at community colleges highlight many of these same findings.  Karp 

and Hughes (2008) interviewed 44 students who were in their second semester at one of 

two northwest U.S. community college and then again six months later to see whether or 

not the students had returned; the researchers noted that students who developed a sense 

of belonging within the college had a higher rate of retention then those who were not 

integrated into the college.  Songer (2011) sought to understand at a North Carolina 

residential community college how academic club involvement affected a student’s 
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persistence to graduation.  Songer (2011) had 864 students participate in a survey, and the 

results noted that students who were involved in academic clubs were more likely to 

persist to graduation.  A study that involved 239 students, who took the Community 

College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CCSEQ) and participated in predominately-

minority social organizations at 1 of 12 different community colleges, noted that higher 

frequency and level of involvement with faculty and peers outside the classroom yielded 

higher rates of both retention and persistence (Lundberg, 2014).  Lundberg (2014) stated 

that although community college students frequently have obligations outside of college, 

the commitment to time in relationships with other students and faculty outside the 

formal classroom seems to be beneficial. 

In addition to increased persistence and retention, researchers noted that 

involvement in student organizations and clubs yields positive effects on student learning 

and development, such as that of a healthy self (Busseri & Rose-Krasnor, 2008); greater 

college satisfaction and academic success for minority students (Fischer, 2007); and a 

better clarified sense of purpose and life management (Foubert & Grainger, 2006).  

Additionally, assuming a leadership role within a student club has been shown to be 

associated with increased levels of formulated purpose, academic involvement, life 

management, and participation in cultural events (Case, 2011; Yin & Lei, 2007).  

Leadership responsibilities foster growth in planning, organizing, managing, and 

decision-making in students (Foubert & Grainger, 2006); and numerous non-classroom 

experiences have the possibility to influence the prospected outcomes of a college 

student, especially those involvements that necessitate continuous efforts and exchanges 
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with a diverse community, including faculty members and college administrators (Kuh, 

2012).   

Many researchers have investigated co-curricular and extracurricular activities 

associated with student learning and personal development but have neglected to explore 

the level of the students' involvement (Kuh, 2005; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & 

Hayek, 2006; Kuh, 2012).  The term “extracurricular activities” encompassed many areas 

of a college campus, such as athletics, intramural sports, academic clubs, social 

organizations, peer tutoring, and auxiliary department use; research needs to be more 

focused on specific types of activities and the level of student involvement in those 

activities in order to clearly see the impact that each area has on the success of students 

(Bailey & Alfonso, 2005).  According to Bailey and Alfonso (2005), further empirical 

research in regards to community college students’ participation in clubs is needed.  Tinto 

(2012a) noted that there are many factors that affect community college student retention 

and persistence, but there is a lack of research on student campus life and its relation to 

retention and persistence.  According to the Transfer and Retention of Urban Community 

College Students (TRUCCS) project, administrators stated that students need ways to feel 

connected to the campus, and that that connection would most likely led to retention 

(Hagedorn, Perrakis, & Maxwell, 2007).  Urban community colleges may benefit from 

student club awareness, increased student involvement, the creation of clubs more 

attractive to students in order to increase their retention and persistence numbers.  There 

have also been studies that looked at the variation of student club involvement, for 

example: frequency of involvement, hours spent participating, how satisfied students 
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were with the club, the overall importance of being involved in a student club, and the 

type of club involvement.   

Frequency and hours spent.  Researchers now remain attentive to which types 

of specific activities, and which levels of involvement within those activities, create 

success.  For example, Hu (2010) noted that a greater amount of social engagement led to 

an improved possibility of persistence, while a greater amount of academic engagement 

led to a decrease in the possibility of persistence.  One study expanded on this concept 

and stated that researchers tend to look at membership in student organizations and focus 

on the numbers of clubs rather than the amount of time spent or passion of involvement 

(Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009).  Students who undertook a leadership role within 

a campus student club or organization showed an association with improved levels of 

formulated purpose, academic involvement, life management, and participation in 

cultural events.  Leadership responsibilities foster growth in planning, organizing, 

managing, and decision-making in students (Pedersen, Yager, & Yager, 2012).  This 

study helped to establish and broaden the thought that not all engagements function 

equally, and that social and academic student engagement needs to be studied at the 

urban community college. 

Satisfaction.  Most studies on college and student clubs give the involvement in 

student clubs a brief overview and do not look closely at the types of students who are 

involved in those clubs and organizations.  Many times in research studies, club and 

campus organizational involvement remains a simple question of yes or no (Dugan, 

2011).  Based on the data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Freshman (NLSF), 

first-year students at four-year colleges and universities, regardless of racial background 
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and ethnicity, who participate in both formal extracurricular activities with faculty 

members and informal social activities with their peer groups report more satisfaction 

with their college, which leads to greater retention rates (Fischer, 2007); students who do 

not have formal extracurricular and informal social interactions are more likely to leave 

their college (Baker, 2008; Fischer, 2007; Tinto, 2012b). Another NLFS-based study, 

which also looked at four-year college and university students, stated that although 

involvement and satisfaction in extracurricular activities in the form of clubs and 

organizations helps in retention, different types of club and organization interaction 

create either a negative or positive impact on students’ grade point averages (Baker, 

2008).   

Importance.  Studies established that college students who take part in campus 

professional organizations describe their scholastic experience as enriching, and they 

remain better prepared for effective conversion from an academic environment to a 

working environment (Tinto, 2012a).  Students have offered specific examples of 

rewarding experiences they have had as members of campus professional organizations 

and the importance of that involvement, such as the opportunity to network (Foubert & 

Grainger, 2006; Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).  Research outcomes point to 

several differences in regard to reasons for student clubs and organizations participation 

and examples of specific beneficial experience, such as professional networking, social 

engagement, and leadership development (Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Holzweiss, Rahn, 

& Wickline, 2007; Webber, Krylow, & Zhang, 2013).  However, there exist studies that 

noted that students who involve themselves in student clubs and organizations tend to 

exhibit higher retention and persistence levels, but lower grade point averages (GPAs)  
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(Case, 2011, Guiffrida, 2004; Yin & Lei, 2007).  Student clubs and organizations provide 

different motivations and different levels of importance for different students (Holzweiss, 

Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).   

Club types.  Student clubs and organizations do not remain homogenous in 

nature; many colleges continue to see the growth of highly specialized clubs and 

organizations.  Student clubs and organizations that are social in nature are defined, for 

the purpose of this study, as those not sponsored by academic colleges or departments, 

such as racial and ethnic identity organizations and special interest clubs, like Gaming 

Club (Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).  Student clubs and organizations that are 

academic in nature are defined, again for the purpose of this study, as those clubs and 

organization directly related to an academic department or academic subject, which in 

most research includes honor societies (Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).  The other 

student club and organizational types are student governance organizations and campus-

wide leadership organizations.  The definition of student government for this study came 

from Freidson and Shuchman’s 1955 study (as cited in May, 2010), when the researchers 

stated that student government is an organization that, through its constitution, represents 

the entire student body.  The last student club and organizational type found in research is 

recreational, intramural, or club sports.  Sports clubs were not defined as regular social 

clubs, academic department clubs, or, officially, recognized athletics, but many students 

choose to engage in these types of organizations (Kampf & Teske, 2013).  There have 

been various studies in the last decade that have looked at particular college populations 

and student clubs and organizations and their influence on retention and persistence. 
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Several studies looked at student success of African Americans in predominately-

Caucasian institutions of higher educations.  These studies explained that their success 

might vary on the purpose and structure of the student organization on the campus 

(Guiffrida, 2004; Harper & Quaye,2007; Simmions, 2013).  Other studies looked at the 

success rate of students involved in academically-focused clubs.  Those studies reported 

that involvement in the club remained positively related to retention and persistence, but 

those findings did not translate into higher GPAs (Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007; 

Songer, 2011; Witt, Witt, & Clark, 2012; Yin & Lei, 2007).  One other recent article 

looked at the influence of religious collegiate clubs along with other clubs with regards to 

male and female students at a religiously-affiliated liberal arts college.  That researcher 

found that women benefit from greater involvement more so than men, but the study 

implied that it is due to the lower levels of enrollment (Case.  2011).   

Urban community colleges that see the significance of student engagement in 

regards to student success will create every chance to engage students, both in and out of 

the classroom, from the day they enroll to the day they reach their educational and career 

aspirations.  The three important factors that predict academic success among college 

students, regardless of ethnicity, are perceptions of campus comfort, social support, and 

academic self-efficacy (Gloria & Ho, 2003).  The value of a student feeling a sense 

belonging is not limited; the need to feel as part of the campus community is central in 

managing degree attainment among returning students (Chaves, 2006; Dayton, 2005).   

Community College Engagement Assessments  

 Nearly 60% of students with freshman standing in U.S. higher education 

institutions attend a community college (U.S. Department of Education, 2012).  Since so 
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many students begin there, it is vital that community and technical colleges become 

proactive in assessing not only the first-year experience on their campus, but also the 

experiences of all students, whatever their educational goals (Ouimet, 2003).  American 

colleges operate in an environment of accountability, and they must justify their existence 

and need for funding at almost every budget cycle.  Accrediting agencies increase 

requirements for efforts done to improve student learning (Lassiter, Jr., 2013).  

Congressional leaders call for increased accountability and transparency in higher 

education; business leaders worry about the growing gaps between workforce needs and 

the numbers of Americans actually prepared for the available jobs (McClenney, 2004).  

Student retention and persistence remain in common use as a means of institutional 

accountability.   

Most institutions of higher education use such instruments as the National Survey 

of Student Engagement (NSSE) and the College Student Experiences Questionnaire 

(CSEQ) to evaluate the level of student engagement at their individual college or 

university.  For the community colleges, the Community College Survey of Student 

Engagement (CCSSE), the Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE), and the 

Student Satisfaction Inventory created by Noel-Levitz are used.  These assessments on 

engagement allow urban community colleges to benchmark their students’ aggregate 

scores in a host of areas against those of students in similar institutions as a way of 

probing for areas needing improvement.  It is not an overstatement to say that the NSSE 

and the CCSSE are what most professors and collegiate administrators automatically 

think of whenever they hear the term “student engagement” (Axelson & Flick, 2011).  

Typically, the information on these assessments is as an effective gauge of institutional 
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excellence and thought to be more significant than other types of engagement 

assessments.  These instruments of evaluation have developed into an even more crucial 

component in the last decade, as more attention is paid to accountability in higher 

education (Lassiter, Jr., 2013).   

Community College Survey of Student Engagement  

 Community colleges are not exempt from the culture of accountability, and 

student engagement seems to help lead to potential student success, especially when 

looking across the diverse populations that the community colleges serve (Kuh, 2012).  

Since the inception of the American community college, accessibility has remained the 

cornerstone.  Community colleges in the U.S. enroll an unbalanced amount of first-

generation students, low-income students, and students of color, and these institutions 

have been influential in giving these traditionally underserved student populations the 

chance to engage in higher education (McClenney, McClenney, & Peterson, 2007).   

In 2001, America’s community colleges had the opportunity to start using a 

student engagement survey uniquely created to serve their needs—the Community 

College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE); this is the community college 

counterpart to the four-year student engagement commonly referred to as the NSSE.  

According to the CCSSE website, “It provides information on student engagement, a key 

indicator of learning, and therefore of the quality of community colleges.  The survey is a 

versatile, research-based tool appropriate for multiple uses” (CCSSE, 2012).   

In a study conducted that used all the community colleges in the state of Florida—

which included rural, suburban, and urban community colleges—researchers sought to 

determine whether or not the CCSSE was a reliable accountability measure for retention 
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(Roman, Taylor, & Hahs-Vaughn, 2010).  Roman, et al. (2010) found that, although the 

findings were aligned with CCSSE validation studies, more studies need to be conducted 

before the CCSSE retention data can be used as an official state accountability measure.  

Another study used 261 of the 279 colleges’ CCSSE information from 2007 to explore 

the relationship between the CCSSE and the nationally reported graduation data, which 

confirmed previous research, which said that the CCSSE and student engagement are 

valid measures for persistence (Price & Tovar, 2014).   

Survey of Entering Student Engagement  

 The Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) was established in 2007 to 

meet the need in community colleges to assess proactively a student’s first experience 

with engagement activities (SENSE, 2014).  The SENSE is used by community colleges 

to comprehend where students are successful, and where they are unsuccessful; it is 

another tool for progress as community colleges endeavor to increase retention and 

persistence (Oriano-Darnall, 2008).  In the fourth or fifth week of the semester, the 

SENSE is administered to capture student impressions (SENSE, 2014).  This is important 

because research done in studies showed that nationally, 14% of all first-time college 

students in the U.S. leave after the first semester (Oriano-Darnall, 2008).  After the pilot 

and first national release of the test in 2009, the SENSE developed six benchmarks that 

community colleges can use to evaluate first experience engagement activities.  The 

benchmarks are as follows: early connections, high expectations and high aspirations, 

clear academic pathways, effective track to college readiness, engaged learning, and 

academic and social support networks (Oriano-Darnall, 2010). 
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 The newness of the SENSE means that academic research about the benchmarks 

is still developing.  However, one unpublished dissertation looked at the SENSE report 

nationally, including all 22 community colleges that participated in the 2007 pilot launch 

of the SENSE, and noted that, although the study was focused on Hispanic students, there 

were significant differences in engagement (Napoles, 2009).  Napoles (2009) noted that 

returning students had a higher level of engagement, which was also true for full-time 

students, and that there were many different levels of engagement depending on other 

factors, such as gender, age, and course enrollment.   

Student Satisfaction Inventory 

 The Noel-Levitz organization created the Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) in 

1994 to gauge not only students’ engagement levels, but also their overall satisfaction 

with their college experience.  There exist three versions of the SSI: one specialized for 

community, junior, and technical colleges; one designed for four-year private and public 

institutions; and a third created for two-year career and private colleges (Noel-Levitz, 

LLC, 2014).  It normally takes students 25-30 minutes to finish the hard-copy edition of 

the survey.  Nationwide benchmarking data for each of the particulars and scales of the 

survey are specific to the type of higher education institution (Noel-Levitz, LLC, 2014).  

Student answers gathered over three academic school years encompass the nationwide 

assessment group.  The researchers compare the mean satisfaction score for an individual 

college with the mean score from the nationwide group, and then the researcher 

emphasizes those significant items that are statistically different (Noel-Levitz, LLC, 

2014).  This analysis permits higher education institutions to decide if their students are 

considerably more or less satisfied than other students across the nation (Bryant, 2006).  
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While the use of the SSI is not as prevalent as that of the CCSSE, many large rural 

community colleges and suburban community colleges have conducted research using the 

SSI.  This instrument may be beneficial for urban community colleges in addition to the 

CCSSE.   

Student Success: Retention and Persistence 

The right pathway to success for those students who struggle academically both 

inside and outside the classroom is a challenge that higher education professionals are 

learning how to manage (ACT, Inc., 2012).  There can be no true discussion of student 

success without a conversation the definition of college student success.  For years, it has 

been important in higher education to ask what specific factors influence student 

advancement toward attainment of academic goals.  “College success” could mean any 

one of a list of diverse results for any person.  However, college success is normally 

thought to be comprised of satisfactory grades, retention toward a degree, and fulfillment 

of productive life skills (Kim, Newton, Downey, & Benton, 2010).  Success at the 

community college is too problematic to outline because of the diverse nature of urban 

community colleges.  As urban community colleges have several missions and purposes, 

characterizations of success can include personal accomplishments, job retraining, 

completion of a certificate or associate’s degree, or transfer to a four-year college 

(Townsend & Dougherty, 2006).  Historically, urban community college students accrue 

credits without the completion a specific degree, transfer before their program is finished, 

lose credits through the transfer process, attend on a part-time basis due to family and 

work obligations, or exit college only to return years later to complete their degree; all of 

these options leads to low graduation rates (Anderson, Alfonso, & Sun, 2006).  Because 
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of this, the percent of urban community college students who do not graduate within a 

traditional period does not necessarily constitute and accurate measurement of student 

success or the lack thereof (Nitecki, 2011).  College success is crucial to students because 

it validates that they are living up to the expectation to attain desired learning outcomes, 

and therefore it increases their odds of meeting long-standing personal and occupational 

goals.  Students' academic success is important to the institution because it demonstrates 

the accomplishment of its mission to educate and prepare students for life beyond college 

(Kim, Newton, Downey, & Benton, 2010).  For the urban community college 

professional focused on student engagement, the failure to retain students might suggest 

an institution's inability to meet student requirements (Hagedorn, 2006).  A crucial step in 

assisting the urban community college student is to discern how individual characteristics 

such as attitudes, behaviors, and dispositions can be identified and used to produce a 

successful student outcome (Hagedorn, Perrakis, & Maxwell, 2007).   

 For many years, student retention or student departure was viewed solely as the 

result of a student's singular characteristics, abilities, and motivation (Zapata Maldonado, 

Rhoads, & Buenavista, 2005).  Students who did not continue were deemed incapable 

and not as ambitious.  The inability to endure and persist remained the students' failure, 

not the failure of the institution (Tinto, 2006).  In the early 1970s, the understanding of 

retention altered to a wider view, which encompassed the responsibility of the 

institutional environment (Tinto & Pusser, 2006).  Studies made strong connections 

between the collegiate environment and student retention (O‘Keeffe, 2013).  Earlier 

research on student retention and persistence led to continued research by Astin, 

Pascarella, and Terenzini.  Their findings moved the emphasis to the significance of 
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student interaction and participation, which related to several other student educational 

results besides student retention, as well (Tinto, 2006).   

When looking to define retention and, subsequently, persistence, the urban 

community college needs to take into consideration endpoints, such as certificates 

attained, degrees received, and the amount of graduates produced; student factors such as 

gender, age, and, course of study; and the institutional environment, which incorporates 

various aspects, such as curriculum, faculty members, and peer groups (Fike & Fike, 

2008).  Studies suggested that it is not enough simply to view higher education’s 

institutional retention and persistence rates; there remains a need to consider the college 

readiness of the institution's students (Barnes & Slate, 2010; James & Okpala, 2010).  

College readiness consists of the level of preparation a student needs in order to be ready 

to enroll and succeed without remediation in a credit-bearing course at a two-year or 

four-year institution, trade school, or technical school (ACT , 2013).  Additionally, 

college readiness is directly related to readiness in the workforce (ACT, 2007).  Another 

study linked the variation in degree and certificate attainment rates among colleges to 

diversity of the students who enrolled, and it found that African Americans and Hispanics 

were the least prepared for college (Bound, Lovenheim, & Turner, 2010).  The 

examination of raw retention rates unfairly penalizes those institutions that admit under-

prepared students and rewards undeserved credit to those institutions that are highly 

selective in their admission process (Bailey, Leinbach, & Jenkins, 2006).   

Theories of Persistence and Retention  

 In many studies, the words “retention” and “persistence” function interchangeably 

(Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011).  For the purpose of clarity in this study, 
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retention is defined as an organizational occurrence that allows colleges and universities 

the ability to keep students (Reason, 2009).  College and university retention rates, the 

proportion of students in a definite cohort who stay, exist as a measure of a college or 

university’s institutional quality (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011; Reason, 2009).  

Persistence differs, as it is an individual measurement; students persist to an objective.  

That a student’s final objective may or may not consist of graduation from college 

initiates another significant difference between the two concepts, which plays a key role 

in research (Reason, 2009). 

 The research on student attrition, retention, and persistence is extensive.  To many 

researchers, it consists of the most extensively reviewed topics in higher education over 

the past three decades (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011; Reason, 2009; Tinto & 

Pusser, 2006).  Research on the experience of underrepresented and low-income students 

in two-year colleges and four-year institutions of higher education has produced great 

enhancements to the study of attrition, retention, and persistence (Tinto & Pusser, 2006).   

Student Departure Theory.  In Vincent Tinto’s student departure theory (1988), 

he recognizes three main causes for student departure: the student is unprepared 

academically, the student fails to set his or her academic and career goals, and the 

student’s incapability to become or stay integrated in the academic and social experiences 

of the institution (Tinto, 1988).  Tinto's model asserts that, in order to persist, students 

need integration into formal academic experiences, informal academic experiences 

outside of the classroom, conversations, and formal extracurricular activities, such as 

joining clubs and organizations, as well as informal social interactions, such as 

connecting with those in a peer group (Tinto, 1988; ASHE-ERIC, 2007).  Tinto's theory 
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of student departure is the most frequently cited theory for explaining student departure 

and has attained high prominence in the field of higher education by those who have 

studied retention and persistence (ASHE-ERIC, 2007; Braxton, 2014; Demetriou & 

Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011; Swail, 2004).  Although Tinto’s model has been reinforced, 

criticized, and amended over the last 30 years, it has significantly influenced how 

researchers and practitioners view undergraduate retention and persistence to graduation 

(Swail, 2004).   

Guiffrida (2004) observed that researchers have acquired considerable 

comprehension regarding connections between cultural norms, motivational orientation, 

academic achievement, and persistence; however, these advances were not incorporated 

into Tinto's theory.  Most of the empirical literature investigating Tinto's revised model of 

student departure focused on the perceptual aspects of academic and social integration, 

but ignored measures of actual behaviors (Guiffrida, 2004).  While some agree with the 

inclusion of cultural factors, other studies noted that even with cultural inclusion, the 

theory still did not account for external communities and racial biases (Merriweather 

Hunn, 2008).  Tinto (2006) concurred that higher education researchers have come to 

recognize the difficulty in finding feasible implementations from studies focused on race, 

ethnicity, and gender. 

Differences between two- and four-year colleges, such as the larger proportion of 

non-traditional students in community colleges, made the Tinto model unsuitable 

(Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004).  Braxton et al. (2004) noted that Tinto’s model 

lacks empirical data to support its historic use in retention, attrition, and persistence 

research.  When the theroy was reviewed against 13 propositions for empirical viability, 
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Braxton et al. (2004) theorized that changes to the model need to include a framework for 

residential students and a framework for urban communiry college students (Braxton, 

2014; Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004).  The soundness of Tinto's theory remains 

an undefended question in liberal arts colleges and two-year colleges and across various 

racial and ethnic groups.  Tinto’s theory best describes its validity as it relates to urban 

community colleges as challenging.  Nonetheless, Tinto's theory gains partial support in 

some community colleges and commuter four-year colleges (Braxton, Hirschy, & 

McClendon, 2004). 

Tinto’s theory of student retention continues as an influential theory significant to 

the study of retention and persistence in higher education; conversely, usages of 

motivational theories when researching college student retention and persistence have, 

for the last decade, conveyed various innovative and fascinating insights into retention, 

attrition, and persistence study and research.  In particular, practitioners, especially 

academic advisors, have been interested in attrition theories like Tinto’s theory 

(Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011). 

Theoretical Framework  

In 1984, Astin was compelled to create a different model of student development 

and involvement because he felt there was a lack of consistency in the student 

development literature of his time.  Astin (1999) expressed the reason for the theory of 

student involvement and highlighted his four reasons for creating a new theory: first, he 

wanted a straightforward, easy-to-comprehend theory; second, the theory included the 

requirement to clarify most of the amassed empirical information; third, the theory 

included differing sources; and fourth, the theory had a structure useful to researchers in 
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directing inquiries and to college leaders and personnel in producing effective institutions 

of higher learning.  Student involvement relates to the extent of physical and 

psychological energy that students devote to their academic experience (Astin, 1999).  

Involvement theory suggests that it involves not only the expending of physical and 

psychological energy, but also the expending of diverse quantities of energy (Astin, 

1999).  For example, a highly immersed student invests high quantities of energy in 

studying, is frequently located on campus, has a high degree of involvement in student 

clubs or organizations, and intermingles with faculty members and peers on a consistent 

basis.  In contrast, a detached student devotes an inadequate amount of time to studying, 

is infrequently found on campus, does not partake in extracurricular activities, and 

exhibits little to no contact with faculty members or peers (Axelson & Flick, 2011).  

Additionally, involvement has both quantitative and qualitative attributes, has advantages 

connected to the quality and quantity of student efforts, and is effective because of policy 

and practices that promote students' membership in activities (Derby & Smith, 2004).  

Astin (1999) stated, "The theory of student involvement argues that a particular 

curriculum, to achieve the effects intended, must elicit sufficient student effort and 

investment of energy to bring about the desired learning and development" (p. 522).  

College leaders and faculty members need to comprehend those organizational policies 

and practices, as well as note the total time students spend in their academic activities and 

realize that resolutions affecting nonacademic concerns unequivocally affect student 

energies (Astin, 1999).  For countless numbers of students, the college classroom remains 

the main, and possibly only, location where they have contact with other students and 
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faculty.  If the involvement does not transpire in the classroom, it may not happen 

elsewhere on campus (Tinto, 2012a). 

Derby and Smith (2004) suggested that the student involvement theory could 

offer solutions to how a possible connective relationship might occur between orientation 

events and student retention for community college students.  Student involvement 

denotes the total of physical and psychological energy that a student dedicates to the 

complete academic experience (Astin, 1984).  Student Involvement theory, as Astin 

(1984) continued, “Suggests that as students increase their physical and emotional 

investment on their college campus, their rate of retention increases” (p. 528).  Many 

researchers and student development practitioners have used Astin’s (1999) involvement 

theory as a theoretical framework for student engagement research study, including 

classroom research (Cole & Korkmaz, 2013), research on experiential learning as it 

relates to service (Leimer, Yue, & Rogulkin, 2009), and research on extracurricular 

activities (Case, 2011; Foreman & Retallick, 2013) and have found that involvement as 

defined by Astin (1999) did create positive outcomes for students.  Astin’s theoretical 

framework aids in explaining observed knowledge about environmental influences on 

student development from a diversity of psychosocial and learning pedagogies by 

quantifying involvement as amount of energy placed forth by the student  (Foreman & 

Retallick, 2013). 

Although the theory of involvement is well documented in retention and 

persistence research, the majority of the research was conducted at four-year colleges 

(Chavez, 2006).  However, student involvement in clubs and organizations on the urban 

community college campus exhibit the two main constructs—effort and frequency—that 
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the involvement theory requires.  This study used Astin’s theory of involvement as a 

framework for the results on how involvement in student clubs and organizations affected 

the retention and persistence of students at urban community colleges.  The focus of 

Astin’s involvement theory for this study was to look at the quantifiable attributes and the 

qualitative aspects of involvement.  The independent variables of frequency and hours 

spent in this study are quantifiable and showed how much energy or effort the student put 

into participating in clubs and organizations.  The independent variables of satisfaction 

and importance are qualitative and noted how the student felt about participating in 

campus clubs and organizations.  Astin’s theory of involvement includes two postulates 

on which the study focused.  The first postulate is, “The amount of student learning and 

personal development associated with any educational program is directly proportional to 

the quality and quantity of student involvement in that program” (Astin, 1999, p. 519).  

This postulate was the framework used to develop the research questions that guided this 

study.  The second postulate is, “The effectiveness of any educational policy or practice 

is directly related to the capacity of that policy or practice to increase student 

involvement” (Astin, 1999, p. 519).  This postulate was used to frame the discussion and 

recommendation sections of this study and for the implications regarding practitioners 

focused on student engagement at the urban community college.  

Summary 

 The level of community college retention and persistence of students remains the 

more frequently used measurement to assess the success of a community college mission 

(Mellow & Heelan, 2008).  The American Association of Community Colleges (2012) 

warned that employing only retention and persistence levels can be misleading and not 
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demonstrative of a community college when the students may transfer to another 

institution or may have reached their academic goal without receiving a degree or a 

certificate.  Unmistakably, the emphasis should evolve to an assessment of the 

approaches employed to engage the extensive diversity of students who enroll in an urban 

community college.  Faculty members play a critical role in the engagement of the urban 

community college student; faculty members include students formally in the classroom 

(Tinto, 2012a), but research authenticates the significance of informal professor and 

student collaborations at their institution (Astin, 1999; Axelson & Flick, 2011; Tinto, 

2012a).  College extracurricular activities remain a way to integrate both academically 

and socially at urban community colleges (Baker, 2008).  This can consist of student 

involvement in student clubs or organizations.  Urban community college supported clubs 

and organizations can develop a personalized way to tackle the extensive diversity in 

community college student populations.  Urban community colleges can make possible 

the academic and social integration of students in conjunction with affording an 

opportunity for informal collaborations with faculty members outside of the classroom—

which reseachers have highly suggested as a result of community college studies (Kuk & 

Banning, 2010). 

 More research is needed on student participation in campus clubs and 

organizations at urban community colleges.  Current research still shows gaps in the 

literature, and there are areas of student campus involvement that still need to be 

investigated (Hatch, 2012).  In the last decade, only one study looked at the overall 

relationship between student clubs and organizations and retention and persistence.  

However, that study only looked at academic career clubs at a rural residential 
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community college.  One of the largest gaps in research is the lack of empirical research 

related to student clubs and organizations at the urban community college in connection 

with retention and persistence.  Tinto (2012a) states that urban community colleges, due 

to their high rate of attracting students with split priorities, the traditional residential 

model of campus engagement may not exhibit benefits due to the students’ lack of time.  

This study examined the impact of student club and organizational involvement on 

retention and persistence rates at the urban community college. 

  



Texas Tech University, Ayesha Hawkins, December 2015  

57  

CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 

Chapter III presents the methodology that was used to address the research 

questions for this study.  The research design, participants, data collection, study setting, 

instruments, and data analysis are described in detail.  The purpose of this quantitative 

study was to examine the impact of student participation in student clubs and 

organizations on student retention and persistence at urban community colleges.   

Research Questions 

There were five research questions that guided this study: 

1. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student frequency of use in student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

2. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student satisfaction of student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

3. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student perceived importance of student club involvement and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

4. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of hours spent participating in college-sponsored activities and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

5. Which of the independent variables of student frequency of use, student 

satisfaction, student perceived importance, and hours spent in participation 

best predict the dependent variables of student retention and persistence? 
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Research Design 

The research approach for this study was to gain better knowledge of how the 

independent (predictor) variables of frequency of student involvement, student 

satisfaction, student perceived importance, and number of hours spent in clubs and 

organizations may predict the levels of retention and persistence at two northern Texas 

urban community college campuses.  This study used a quantitative methodology, which 

consisted of testing theories by investigating the connection between variables (Creswell, 

2014).  Quantitative research “is an approach for testing objective theories by examining 

the relationship among variables” (Creswell, 2014, p. 4).  A quantitative approach 

supports researchers who value structure, generalization, the ability to duplicate results, 

and the ability to use data in statistical procedures (Creswell, 2014).  This study used a 

non-experimental design.  A non-experimental design is used to describe currently 

existing characteristics, such as relationships (Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  In addition, 

in a non-experimental design the researcher does not manipulate the independent 

variables (Laerd Statistics, 2013b).   

This study examined the statistically significant relationships among the 

independent variables of frequency, importance, satisfaction, and hours spent and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence.  Stating that a relationship is statistically 

significant is saying that there is a correlation between variables that is not due to a 

sampling error (Ocher, 2005).  Ocher (2005) states, “determining the degree of such a 

relationship would provide insights into the nature of world problem solving ability” (p. 

38).  Orcher (2005) also states that researchers who are studying statistical significance 

are looking to see that “the relationship is sufficiently reliable and that it is unlikely that it 
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was created by a sampling error” (p. 60).  Statistically significant research is most often 

used by researchers in one of three ways: determining (a) the probability or the chance 

that something will happen, (b) whether or not the evidence or scores are reliable and 

locally validated with the test, and (c) whether or not the “difference between the two 

group scores are attributed to something other than chance” (Griffee, 2004, p. 29).   

This study also included a predictive research question, which was designed to 

study the predictive quality of the relationships between variables (Johnson & 

Christensen, 2012).  A predictive question was appropriate for this study because it 

investigated the relationships between variables and the ability to predict outcomes 

(Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  The principle behind predictive research is that the 

degree to which the independent (predictor) variable predicts the dependent (outcome) 

variable allows the researcher to make a prediction with some level of confidence about 

the value of the dependent (outcome) variable based on the value of the independent 

(predictor) variable (Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  Specifically, this study examined the 

predictive nature between the four categorical independent (predictor) variables of 

frequency, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent and the dichotomous dependent 

(outcome) variables of retention and persistence.   

Study Setting   

 The two urban community colleges campuses chosen for this research study are in 

a community college district located in the Metroplex region of the state of Texas 

(THECB, 2014).  The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) assigns 

each higher education institution in the state to a geographic region; there are 16 counties 

and 17 community colleges in the Metroplex region (THECB, 2014).  The proposed 
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district gained permission to establish itself as an institution of higher learning by a 1965 

countywide election (“District”, 2014).  The district college campuses are accredited by 

the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACS-

COC), and hold membership in the following organizations: Texas Association of 

Community Colleges, Association of Texas Colleges and Universities, and the American 

Association of Community Colleges (“District”, 2014).   

Campus A.  Campus A has a Carnegie classification of “medium-sized urban 

two-year public college.”  Total 2013 spring enrollment of Campus A was 10,789 

(“District”, 2014).  At this campus, the current student demographics breakdown is as 

follows: 7,037 (65.2%) female students, 3,752 (34.8%) male students.  The racial 

demographics are as follows: 3,920 (36.3%)  Hispanic students, 523 (4.8%)  

Asian/Pacific Islander students, 55 (.50%)  American Native students, 3,403 (31.5%)  

African American students, 39 (.40%) non-residential students, 95 (.90%) multiracial 

students, 2,433 (22.6%)  Caucasian/White students, and 321 (3.0%) students did not 

identify a race.  The average age of the students at Campus A is 28.  The breakdown of 

enrollment status is as follows: 8,805 (81.6%) part-time students and 1,984 (18.4 %) full-

time students (“District”, 2014).   

Campus B.  Campus B has a Carnegie classification of “public two-year large 

urban campus.”  The total Spring 2013 enrollment of Campus B was 11,962 (“District,” 

2014).  At this campus, the current student demographics breakdown is as follows: 6,988 

(58.4%) female students and 4,974 (41.6%) male students.  The remaining racial 

demographics are as follows: 3,729 (31.2%)  Hispanic students, 1336 (4.8%)  

Asian/Pacific Islander students, 69 (.60%)  American Native students, 2,185 (18.3%)  
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African American students, 43 (.4%) non-residential students, 112 (.90%) multiracial 

students, 4,123 (34.5%)  Caucasian/White students, and 365 (3.1%) students did not 

identify a race (“District,” 2014).  The average age of the students at Campus B is 27.  

The breakdown of enrollment status is as follows: 9,822 (82.1%) part-time students and 

2,140 (17.9 %) full-time students (“District,” 2014). 

Participants 

The participants for this study were students who took the Community College 

Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) at the two urban community college campuses, 

and who also chose to register their student identification number on the CCSSE.  The 

student identification numbers were not provided to the researcher, and were only needed 

to align the dependent variable outcomes with the correct student before the data was 

submitted to the researcher.  According to the community college data, the Campus A 

data sample consisted of 487 non-duplicated students who took the CCSSE, and the 

Campus B data sample consisted of 465 non-duplicated students who took the CCSSE.   

Sample 

 Prior to data collection for this study, approval from the Texas Tech University 

Human Subjects Protection Board and the study institutions’ Institutional Review Boards 

(IRB) was sought.  The researcher only requested the use of students who provided their 

student identification number on the CCSSE.  This study did request the status of all 

students who participated in the CCSSE—currently enrolled, no longer enrolled, and 

those who reached goal attainment of a degree, certificate, or transfer to a four-year 

college.  The data received only consisted of the retention and persistence status of each 

student and the CCSSE raw, un-coded data.  The researcher requested the data be 
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submitted in a Microsoft Excel worksheet.  The researcher also requested that all data be 

de-identified and that all participants be randomly assigned a number.  The researcher 

coded all data numerically for statistical analysis in IBM SPSS.  The data required 

additional organization as the researcher needed to submit a detailed request for data 

from the district office of the Office of Institutional Research, Planning and 

Effectiveness.   

Variables 

As part of this study, the four independent (predictor) variables, frequency of use, 

satisfaction of involvement, importance of involvement, and hours spent being involved, 

were put into a Likert scale combined in a matrix design on the CCSSE.  The two 

dependent (outcome) variables were put on a nominal scale of yes or no.  Researchers to 

classify frequency may use nominal data and dichotomous answer can only have two 

responses (Orcher, 2005).  All the variables were recoded numerically in order to run the 

appropriate statistical analyses.   

Dependent Variables 

Achievement of retention.  This variable was one of the dependent variables that 

the independent variables questions tried to predict.  Retention is the proportion of 

students who stay from a long semester to a long semester; for this study, it was fall to 

fall (NCES, 2014).  This data was obtained from the district office of institutional 

research, and was found by aligning student identification numbers with the students’ 

survey responses and then de-identifying the information before it was sent to the 

researcher.  The answer was dichotomous with either a yes or a no.   
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Achievement of persistence.  This variable was one of the dependent variables 

that the independent variables questions were trying to predict.  Persistence is an 

individual student’s perseverance toward an objective or a goal; in this study, it was 

graduation, transfer, or certificate attainment (Reason, 2009).  This data was obtained 

from the district office of institutional research, and was found by aligning student 

identification numbers with the students’ survey responses and then de-identifying the 

information before it was sent to the researcher.  The answer was dichotomous with 

either a yes or a no. 

Independent Variables  

Frequency of use in student organizations.  Respondents were asked to rate 

their frequency of use as it relates to student organizations.  Respondents had four 

answers to choose from: often, sometimes, rarely/never, and do not know/not applicable.   

Satisfaction with student organizations.  Respondents were asked to rate their 

satisfaction of their experience with student organizations.  Respondents were given four 

answers to choose from: very, somewhat, not at all, and not applicable.   

Importance of student organizations.  Respondents were asked to rate the 

importance of student organizations.  Respondents were given three options to choose 

from: very, somewhat, and not at all.   

Hours spent in student organizations.  Respondents were asked to rate how 

many hours in a typical week they spend participating in college-sponsored activities 

focused on organizations.  Respondents were given six different hour ranges: none, 1-5 

hours, 6-10 hours, 11-20 hours, 21-30 hours, and more than 30 hours.  
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Table 1: Explanation of Study Variables 

Variable Type Variable Name Variable 
Explanation 

Response Choices 

Dependent Retention Retention is the 
proportion of 
students who stay 
from a long 
semester to a long 
semester, for this 
study it is Fall to 
Fall.  (NCES, 
2014) 

Yes or No 

Dependent Persistence Persistence is an 
individual student 
persist to an 
objective or a goal 
in this study it 
graduation, 
transfer, or 
certificate 
attainment 
(Reason, 2009). 

Yes or No 

Independent Frequency of Use to rate their 
frequency of use 
as it relates to 
student 
organizations 

often, sometimes, 
rarely/never, and do 
not know/not 
applicable 

Independent Satisfaction  rate their 
satisfaction with 
their experience 
with student 
organizations 

very, somewhat, not at 
all, and not applicable 

Independent Importance rate the importance 
of student 
organizations 

very, somewhat, and 
not at all 

Independent Hours Spent rate how many 
hours in a typical 
seven-day week do 
they spend doing 
participating in 
college-sponsored 
activities focused 
on organizations 

none, 1-5 hours, 6-10 
hours, 11-20 hours, 
21-30 hours, and more 
than 30 hours 
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Data Collection 

The source of data collection for this study consisted of secondary data sources.  

Secondary data is data that someone other than the researcher collected (McGinn, 2008).  

The data for the independent (predictor) variables came from the CCSSE, located in 

Appendix A, and, from it, the researcher used the questions 13i-1 frequency, 13i-2 

satisfaction, 13i-3 importance, and10c hours spent.  The additional information regarding 

the dependent (outcome) variables of retention and persistence were gathered from the 

institutions’ district offices of institutional research.   

Instrument  

 Urban community college administrators can use the information gathered from 

data tools like the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) to 

benchmark their student engagement strategies (CCSSE, 2004).  Proponents of the 

CCSSE feel its most significant contribution has been the development of five 

fundamental standards of successful educational practice in community colleges (Greene, 

Marti, & McClenney, 2008; Marti, 2009).  These are the main standards: active and 

collaborative learning, student effort, academic challenge, student-faculty interaction, and 

support for learners (CCSSE, 2012).  These standards permit urban community colleges 

to measure and examine their execution in areas that are vital to their objectives.  

Furthermore, it allows urban community colleges to make suitable and valuable 

assessments between the workings of their own college and that of groups of community 

colleges comparable in size, location, student population, and other determined variables.  

The five standards encompass student engagement items from the CCSSE, and they 

indicate what the CCSSE finds as the most significant aspects of the student experience.  
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These ingrained collegiate practices and student behaviors are some of the more 

influential contributors to successful teaching, learning, student retention, and student 

success (McClenney, 2004).   

Using the CCSSE comparative data allows community colleges to be preemptive 

in shaping academic and social situations and therefore in generating ideal circumstances 

for engagement (Saenz et al., 2011).  Urban community colleges that are trying to 

promote engagement could use the data provided in tools like the CCSSE to remove the 

perception of engagement by collegiate professionals and bring into focus the realities of 

students’ outlooks and thoughts about their college.  Researchers stated that reports done 

through the CCSSE are the best indirect assessment of the student learning process and 

student engagement (Kuh, 2005; Reynolds, 2007).   

The information in these surveys is not only good for setting the standard and 

reviewing the student engagement policies, but it can also be used in comparative studies, 

such as how institutions rate on important statistics related to teaching, learning, and 

retention.  The CCSSE’s use of random sampling means student respondents usually 

mirror the population of students in contributing colleges in terms of gender, race and 

ethnicity, and other attributes (McClenney, 2006).  McClenney (2006) stated that “a large 

and growing body of research shows that active and collaborative learning, student 

faculty interaction, high expectations, time on task, and regular, prompt feedback on 

academic performance are all important factors in promoting learning and student 

development”  (p.48).  Inside the “member’s only” part of the CCSSE website, urban 

community college administrators can use an interactive data-search tool to produce 

unique reports.  These reports help urban community college administrators compare 
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their own college's performance, standards, and individual points to any other cluster of 

colleges; for instance, to all other large urban colleges, all of the contributing colleges in 

the state or accrediting area, or a self-determined contemporary array of several or more 

institutions (McClenney, 2006).  Equipped with these informational outcomes, urban 

community colleges have a chance to acquire methodical confirmation about their 

students' educational experiences, observe distinctions among several students' 

experiences, look at successful educational programs, create marks for quality, and use 

their fresh understanding to emphasize and improve efforts to advance student success 

(McClenney, 2006).   

There have been many studies and analyses released on the validity of the CCSSE 

and the eventual Community College Student Report (CCSR).  The most recent study 

that focused on hours spent in college-sponsored activities and organization was 

conducted by Huang & Chang (2004), and it included 627 college students at 14 

institutions of higher education in Taiwan.  Huang & Chang (2004) stated that students 

should be involved in campus-sponsored activities to increase overall development.  In a 

recent study conducted in regards to student organizations and student frequency, 

satisfaction, and perceived importance was conducted by Washburn & Miller (2004), and 

it included students involved in a women’s technology club.  Washburn & Miller (2004) 

noted that the transforming the women in technology club from a faculty-run club to a 

student-run club would add to involvement, satisfaction, and retention of technologically 

minded female students.  These analyses found that the CCSR is a consistent instrument 

that remains useful in influencing institutional management concerning teaching 

methods, campus design, and institutional values.  Furthermore, these analyses create 
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paradigms while remaining beneficial for examination with community college students 

(Marti, 2009).  For now, the CCSSE is an instrument that helps to make that comparison 

and transformation a reality (Marti, 2009).   

Institutional Data 

 In addition to responses to the CCSSE, institutional data that is reported to the 

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) was collected.  All Texas 

institutions of higher learning that qualify for state funding must present institutional 

reports every semester.  The information that institutions of higher education submit 

includes, but is not restricted to, data concerning students, classes, faculty, graduation, 

building usage, and developmental education success.  The institutional data requested 

for this study consisted of the students’ retention status, which is defined in this study as 

the return of a student to the institution from one long semester to the next (NCES, 2012).  

The student retention data from fall semester to fall semester was obtained.  Additionally, 

student persistence information, which is defined as a student reaching goal attainment, 

(Reason, 2009) was requested.  The persistence data for the May 2014 school year was 

obtained.  This information included a variety of persistence data, including degree 

attainment, certificate attainment, and transfer to a four-year college.  This institutional 

data was only requested for the students who took the CCSSE.  The information from the 

CCSSE was matched with the institution’s retention and persistence data using student 

identification (ID) numbers.  Each institution matched the CCSSE data with institutional 

data using student ID numbers, which were removed prior to researcher access.  
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Data Analysis 

 The data was collected in Microsoft Excel from Campus A and Campus B. The 

data was then cleaned by removing all the student respondents who did not answer all 

four questions related to the independent variables and removed all student respondents 

who did not attend the colleges in the fall of 2013.  Then the data sets from both colleges 

were combined. The information collected was entered into IBM’s SPSS system.  The 

data collected needed conversion to numerical values since it was collected as categorical 

variables in ordinal scales.  For better statistical analysis, IBM’s SPSS needs all the 

information to be coded in numbers assigned by the researcher.  The CCSSE data was 

coded according to the CCSSE codebook, which is located in Appendix B.  The 

researcher performed an analysis for demographics including, age, race, gender, marital 

status, GPA, enrollment status, and hours spent commuting to provide descriptive 

statistics on the demographic data.  Descriptive statistics remain one of the best ways to 

introduce data, as suggested by Creswell (2014).  Additionally, according to the 

American Psychological Association (APA) (2010), the use of descriptive statistics adds 

to a more accurate understanding of the study’s participants and ability to generalize 

results.  The types of descriptive statistics used for this study were percentages and 

measures of central tendency.  Central tendency is a “single numerical value that is 

considered the most typical of the values of quantitative variables” (Johnson & 

Christensen, 2012, p. 525).  The type of central tendency measurement used in this study 

was the calculation of the mean.  Mean is the average of the items (Field, 2013).   

  Research questions one through four were analyzed using the Pearson’s chi 

square test of independence to test the statistical significance of relationships between the 
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independent variables of frequency, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence.  The use of Pearson’s chi-square test of 

independence was necessary to establish whether relationships between two categorical 

variables were statistically significant (Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  The test was 

appropriate because the association was only being established between one group of 

categorical independent variables and one group of categorical dependent variables 

(Field, 2013).  There are two major expectations for the use of Pearson’s chi-square: (a) 

the two variables being tested must be categorical, and (b) the two categorical variables 

must be independent groups (Laerd Statistics, 2013a).  All the independent variables in 

this study were categorical data and the type of categorical data was ordinal.  Ordinal data 

is categorical data that has two or more groups but has a set order or rank (Laerd 

Statistics, 2013b).  Each independent variable had the Pearson’s chi-square test 

performed on each of the dependent variables.  The Pearson’s chi-square is useful in 

analyzing Likert scales as independent variables, as only the dependent variables must be 

dichotomous (Stevenson, 2013).  The Pearson’s chi-square test was conducted to 

establish statistical significance between the independent variables and the dependent 

variable of retention and then once more for the dependent variable of persistence. 

The fifth research question used a multinomial logistic regression analysis with 

the four independent (predictor) variables, which included frequency of use, importance, 

satisfaction, and hours spent in student organizations, in order to determine the best 

predictor of the dependent (outcome) variable of retention.  Multinomial logistic 

regression analysis is a variation of binary logistic regression analysis.  Logistic 

regression is a predictive regression analysis used when the dependent (outcome) 
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variables are categorical and dichotomous (Field, 2013).  The use of a multinomial 

logistic regression analysis design is appropriate when wanting to predict the value of a 

dependent (outcome) variable that is categorical, dichotomous, and based on the value of 

two or more independent (predictor) variables (Boston University School of Public 

Health, 2013; CDC, 2014).  Multinomial logistic regression analysis can use nominal or 

categorical ordinal data, as often found in Likert scales, as independent (predictor) 

variables (Grace-Martin, 2008).  This multinomial logistic regression analysis was 

conducted again with the four independent (predictor) variables, which included 

frequency of use, importance, satisfaction, and hours spent in student organizations in 

order to determine the best predictor for the dependent (outcome) variable persistence.   

Validity and Reliability 

  The information received from the district office must follow THECB guidelines 

for institutional reporting.  The THECB has a manual that informs all institutions of 

higher education of the definitions and requirements as it relates to data.  The title of the 

manual is Reporting and Procedures Manual for Texas Community, Technical, and State 

Colleges (THECB, 2014).  The data validity and reliability remains high due to the 

double review performed by the institution itself as well as a review by the THECB 

before the data is made public (2014). 

 The Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) conducted a 

validation study in 2006.  The results of the study concluded that there is a relationship 

between student engagement and community college retention and persistence 

(Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2012).  The CCSSE also provides 

an annotated bibliography for validation studies conducted on each of the questions in the 
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survey, which also strengthens its reliability.  There is a reliability report for the 

Community College Student Report, from which the CCSSE was created, that 

determined that the questions used are reliable for research (CCSSE, 2007).  One other 

validation and reliability study was conducted by Angell (2009) to test the CCSSE’s five 

benchmarks at a local level.  Angell (2009) noted that at a local level three of the five 

benchmarks remained valid with a smaller sample size.  The researcher conduct a 

Cronbach’s alpha to test the reliability of the instrument.  The Cronbach’s alpha is the 

most common test of reliability for scales (Field, 2013). For the Likert Scales used from 

the CCSSE in this study the Cronbach’s alpha scale is .7. A Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

rating of .7 or higher indicates that the scale is reliable (Field, 2013).  

Summary 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the impact of student 

participation in student clubs and organizations on student retention and persistence at the 

urban community college.  More specifically, this study examined the predictive nature, 

as well as the statistical significance, among the independent variables, as conceptualized 

by four independent (predictor) variables, including the frequency of involvement, hours 

spent in weekly participation in the student club, student perceived importance of 

involvement, and student satisfaction with involvement and the two dependent variables 

of student retention and persistence.  This study included the CCSSE student responses 

and retention and persistence data from two urban community college campuses in 

northern Texas.  The primary purpose of this study was to determine the predictive 

connection between participation in student clubs and organizations and its effect on 

student retention and persistence at the urban community colleges.  These insights may 
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act as a catalyst for club improvements or formation of clubs at Texas urban community 

colleges and have a positive effect on student retention and persistence. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 

 Chapter IV presents the findings of this quantitative study.  The process used to 

collect the data, the data analysis procedures, and the results of the data analysis for each 

research question are provided.  

Restatement of Purpose of Study and Research Questions 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the impact of student 

participation in student clubs and organizations on student retention and persistence at 

urban community colleges.  For the purposes of this study, retention was defined as the 

proportion of students who stay from one long semester to another long semester; this 

study used fall semester to fall semester (NCES, 2014).  For this study, persistence was 

defined as an individual student’s perseverance toward an objective or a goal; for this 

study, it was graduation, transfer, or certificate attainment (Reason, 2009). 

 The following five research questions guided this study: 

1. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student frequency of use in student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

2. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student satisfaction of student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

3. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student perceived importance of student club involvement and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 
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4. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of hours spent participating in college-sponsored activities and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

5. Which of the independent variables student of frequency of use, student 

satisfaction, student perceived importance, and hours spent in participation 

best predict the dependent variables of student retention and persistence?    

Summary of Research Design 

 After Texas Tech University Human Research Protection Program approval was 

granted (see Appendix D), data collection for this study began.  The setting for this study 

was two community college campus within the same district located in north central 

region of the state of Texas.  The study institutions will be referred to as Campus A and 

Campus B.  The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (n.d.a) classified 

both campuses as medium size colleges (full-time equivalent enrollment of 2,000-4,000) 

and urban-serving institutions.  

 The data used for this study is classified as secondary data.  Secondary data 

consists of data that someone other than the researcher collected (McGinn, 2008).  The 

two community college campuses each previously attained the data by use of the 

Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), administered in the spring 

semester of 2014, and submitted the results to the CCSSE according to the CCSSE 

protocol, located in Appendix B.  The community colleges’ offices of intuitional research 

also indicated on the submitted data whether the students were retained from fall 

semester to fall semester and whether the students persisted to graduation, certificate 

attainment, or transfer to a four-year university.  Retention and persistence information 
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was tracked according to the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board’s (THECB) 

Reporting and Procedures Manual for Texas Community, Technical, and State Colleges 

(THECB, 2013) and is located in Appendix C. 

 The procedures used to obtain the secondary data from the community college 

campuses began with an email request that was sent to each office of institutional 

research and included the request of their institution’s participation in this research study, 

as well as the availability of the 2014 CCSSE data and the student retention and 

persistence data.  In addition, the community colleges were sent a description of the study 

and a request for the institution’s de-identified raw CCSSE data and the retention (fall to 

fall) and persistence (graduation, certificate, or transfer to a four-year college) rates for 

those students who provided their student identification numbers on the CCSSE.  Only 

Campus A required proposal submission to their Institutional Review Board (IRB) for 

review and approval.  Campus A’s  IRB approved participation in the study, and each of 

the institutional representatives who were contacted agreed to provide the requested de-

identified CCSSE raw data and the retention and persistence of the students who 

provided their student identification numbers.  Prior to the transmission of the data to the 

researcher, each representative de-identified the data by removing all personally 

identifiable information.  

Summary of Data Collected 

 The CCSSE survey records, among other things, student perceptions of 

involvement, helpfulness of college services, and demographic data (CCSSE, 2012).  All 

CCSSE surveys are pen-and-paper-based and administered to students through a random 

selection of credit classes during the spring academic semester, which is February 
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through April (CCSSE, 2012).  The number of students the CCSSE requires in a survey 

set in order to reduce sampling errors is between 600-1,200 students, depending on the 

size of the campus (CCSSE, 2012).  Washburn and Miller (2004) conducted a research 

study to assess the validity of the survey question 13i, in this study the independent 

variables were frequency of use, satisfaction, and importance, and Huang and Chang 

(2004) conducted a research study on survey question 10c,  in this study the independent 

variable was hours spent in participation, and both determined that the CCSSE has shown 

a correlation and assessed that the CCSSE was a valid instrument to assess student 

engagement as it relates to those questions. Because the students may have taken more 

than one course where the CCSSE was administered, the institutions removed all 

duplicated students by matching student identification numbers.   

The community college institutional retention and graduation rates are required in 

accordance with THECB guidelines for institutional reporting.  The THECB manual, 

Reporting and Procedures Manual for Texas Community, Technical, and State Colleges, 

informs all institutions of higher education of the definitions and requirements as it 

relates to data submitted to the state (THECB, 2014).  The reporting guidelines that relate 

to the data for this research are taken from the Graduation Report: CBM009 (THECB, 

2014), located in Appendix C.  The persistence data was not separated into different types 

of goal attainment for this study and was submitted for this study as a dichotomous yes or 

no answer.  Before institutions submitted the de-identified CCSSE data to the researcher, 

each of the institutions’ representatives matched the retention and persistence of each 

student who included their student identification number.   
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Screening of Secondary Data 

  The CCSSE files provided by each study institution included the CCSSE 

responses, retention data, and persistence data for all students who provided their student 

identification numbers on the survey.  The total number of students submitted for 

inclusion in the study was 952, with Campus A providing 487 students, and Campus B 

providing 465 students.  Afterwards, the data was sorted, and students who did not attend 

the community college in the 2013 fall semester prior to the administering of the CCSSE, 

along with those who did not answer all four independent variables, were removed.  

Campus A had 247 students and Campus B had 317 students for a combined 564 

students.  

 The characteristics of the dataset are presented in Table 2.  The data set contained 

344 (61%) full-time students and 219 (38.8%) part-time students.  The self-reported 

grade point average (GPA) of A- to B+ (191, 33.9%) was the most frequently reported, 

while a B was the second highest reported (23.6%), and the listing of no GPA had the 

lowest response rate (0.9%).  Three hundred and forty-seven (61.5%) of the students were 

female, 212 (37.6%) were male, and there were five students who did not respond.  The 

age range of 18 to 19 (150, 26.6%) was the highest reported, followed by 20 to 21 (137, 

24.3%), 22 to 24 (91, 16.1%), 30 to 39 (72, 12.8%), 25 to 29 (69, 12.2%), 50 to 64 (21, 

3.7%), 40 to 49 (21, 2.7%), 64+ (6, 1.1%), and there were three people who did not 

respond.  The majority of students indicated that they were not married (477, 84.6%), 

while 83 (14.7%) stated they were married; four did not respond.  Hispanic (273, 48.4%) 

had the highest response rate, followed by White (129, 22.9%), Black (88, 15.6%), Asian 

(52, 9.2%), Other (17, 3%), Native American (1, .2%), and four did not respond.  The 
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majority of the students reported that they commute to and from campus one to five hours 

during a week (371, 65.8%), the second-highest reporting was 6-10 hours per week (98, 

17.4%), then 11-20 hours (45, 8%), no hours (33, 5.9%), 21-30 hours (11, 2%), and 

finally, 30+ hours (6, 1.1%) .   

Table 2: Characteristics of the Data Set 

Characteristics  Frequency Percent 

Enrollment    

 Part-time 219 38.8% 

 Full-time 344 61.0% 

 No Answer 1 .2% 

GPA Letter Range    

 Pass/Fail 6 1.1% 

 No GPA 5 .9% 

 C- or lower 12 2.1% 

 C 31 5.5% 

 B- to C+ 104 18.4% 

 B 133 23.6% 

 A- to B+ 191 33.9% 

 A+ 79 14.0% 

 No Answer 3 .5% 

Age Range    

 18 to 19 150 26.6% 

 20 to 21 137 24.3% 

 22 to 24 91 16.1% 

 25 to 29 69 12.2% 

 30 to 39 72 12.8% 

 40 to 49 15 2.7% 

 50 to 64 21 3.7% 

 64+ 6 1.1% 
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Characteristics  Frequency Percent 

Age Range    

 No Answer 3 .5% 

Sex    

 Male 212 37.6% 

 Female 347 61.5% 

 No Answer 5 .9% 

Married    

 Yes 83 14.7% 

 No 477 84.6% 

 No Answer 4 .7% 

Race    

 

Native 

American 1 .2% 

 Asian 52 9.2% 

 Black 88 15.6% 

 White 129 22.9% 

 Hispanic 273 48.4% 

 Other 17 3.0% 

 No Answer 4 .7% 

Commuting Hours a 

week    

 0 33 5.9% 

 1-5 Hours 371 65.8% 

 6-10 Hours 98 17.4% 

 11-20 Hours 45 8.0% 

 21-30 Hours 11 2.0% 

 30+ Hours 6 1.1% 

N = 564    
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The descriptive statistics for the sample set is located in table 3.  The standard 

deviation is important because it measures the variation, or how spread out the data 

values are, and the mean is important because it finds the averages of the data provided 

(Field, 2013).  Table 3 shows that the means and standard deviations for the independent 

variables are as follows: Enrollment—mean of 1.61 and standard deviation of .488; 

Hourly Commute—mean of 1.38 and standard deviation of .870; GPA—mean of 6.17 

and standard deviation of 1.373; age—mean of 3.88, and standard deviation of 1.746; 

gender—mean of 1.62 and standard deviation of .486; married—mean of 1.85 and 

standard deviation of .356 and race—mean of 5.11 and a standard deviation of 1.274.    

Table 3: Sample Characteristics Descriptive Statistics 

 N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation 
Enrollment Status 563 1 2 1.61 .488 
Commute to college 564 0 5 1.38 .870 
GPA 561 1 8 6.17 1.373 
Age 561 2 9 3.88 1.746 
Gender 559 1 2 1.62 .486 
Married 560 1 2 1.85 .356 
Race 560 1 7 5.11 1.274 
 

The demographics and sample characteristics for gender and race were also test to 

note if they were statistically significant to the dependent variables of retention and 

persistence using the Pearson’s chi-square test.  This study found that they were not 

found to have a statistically significant relationship.  The value of the chi-square test for 

race and retention was 8.825 and would have needed to have been greater than 11.07, 

with the df =5 at a p=.05 confidence level, in order to have demonstrated a statistically 

significant relationship.  The value of the chi-square test for race and persistence was 
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3.850 and would have needed to have been greater than 11.07, with the df =5 at a p=.05 

confidence level, in order to have demonstrated a statistically significant relationship.  

The chi-square test for gender and retention was 2.111 and would have needed to have 

been greater than 3.84, with the df =1 at a p=.05 confidence level, in order to have 

demonstrated a statistically significant relationship.  The chi-square test for gender and 

persistence was 2.215 and would have need to have been greater than 3.84, with the df =1 

at a p=.05 confidence level, in order to have demonstrated a statistically significant 

relationship. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

 The results of the data analysis processes were reported using descriptive 

statistics, independence testing, and regression analysis.  Descriptive statistics remain one 

of the best ways to introduce data, as suggested by Creswell (2014).  Additionally, 

according to the American Psychological Association (APA) (2010), the use of 

descriptive statistics adds to a more accurate understanding of the study’s participants and 

the ability to generalize results.  The types of descriptive statistics used for this study 

were percentages, measures of central tendency, and measures of variability.  Central 

tendency is a “single numerical value that is considered the most typical of the values of 

quantitative variables” (Johnson & Christensen, 2012, p. 525).  The types of central 

tendency measurements in this study were the calculation of the mean and mode.  The 

mean is the average of the items, and the mode is the item that appears most often (Field, 

2013).  The measure of variability is “a numerical index about the dispersed data” 

(Johnson & Christensen, 2012, p. 530).  The measure of variability used in this study was 

standard deviation.  The range is the quantified distribution of items in the data (Field, 
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2013).  Standard deviation is the measure of average error, or variance, within the same 

units (Field, 2013). 

  Research questions one through four were analyzed using the Pearson’s chi 

square test of independence to test statistically significance relationships between the 

independent variables of frequency, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence.  The use of Pearson’s chi-square test of 

independence is necessary to establish whether or not relationships between two 

categorical variables are statistically significant (Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  A chi-

square test was appropriate because the association had only been established between 

one group of categorical independent variables and one group of categorical dependent 

variables (Field, 2013).  There are two major expectations for the use of Pearson’s chi-

square: (a) the two variables being tested must be categorical, and (b) the two categorical 

variables must be independent groups (Laerd Statistics, 2013a).  All the independent 

variables in this study were categorical data and the type of categorical data was ordinal.  

Ordinal data is categorical data that has two or more groups but has a set order or rank 

(Laerd Statistics, 2013b).  Each independent variable had the Pearson’s chi-square test 

performed on each of the dependent variables.  The Pearson’s chi-square is useful in 

analyzing Likert scales.  The dependent variables must be dichotomous; but the 

independent variables do not need to be dichotomous (Stevenson, 2013).  The Pearsons’ 

chi-square test was conducted to establish statistical significance between the 

independent variables and the dependent variable of retention and then once more for the 

dependent variable of persistence. 
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The fifth research question used a multinomial logistic regression analysis with 

the four independent (predictor) variables, which included frequency of use, importance, 

satisfaction, and hours spent in student organizations to determine the best predictor of 

the dependent (outcome) variable of retention.  Multinomial logistic regression analysis is 

a variation of binary logistic regression analysis.  Logistic regression is a predictive 

regression analysis used when the dependent (outcome) variables are categorical and 

dichotomous (Field, 2013).  The use of a multinomial logistic regression analysis design 

is appropriate for predicting the value of a dependent (outcome) variable that is 

categorical, dichotomous, and based on the value of two or more independent (predictor) 

variables (Boston University School of Public Health, 2013; CDC, 2014).  Multinomial 

logistic regression analysis can use nominal or categorical ordinal data, such as the data 

often found in Likert scales, as independent (predictor) variables (Grace-Martin, 2008).  

This multinomial logistic regression analysis was conducted again with the four 

independent (predictor) variables, which included frequency of use, importance, 

satisfaction, and hours spent in student organizations in order to determine the best 

predictor of the dependent (outcome) variable persistence.   

Findings 

Relationship Between Frequency of Use and Retention and Persistence 

 Research question one sought to determine if there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variable frequency of use by having respondents 

choose from four answers: do not know/not applicable = 0, rarely/never = 1, sometimes = 

2, or often = 3.  These responses were analyzed using Pearson’s chi-square test for 

independence.  The respondents’ answers were compared to the dependent variable of 
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retention and once again with the dependent variable of persistence, both with a variable 

choice of yes = 1 and no = 2.  The majority of students (259, 45.9%) responded that they 

rarely or never used student clubs and organizations.  The next largest response was “do 

not know/not applicable” (181, 32.1%), followed by “sometimes” (88, 15.6%), and 

finally, “often” (36, 6.4%).  Table 4 shows the frequency of the student responses to the 

survey question choices.  In Tables 5 and 6, the findings for the independent variable of 

frequency of use and the dependent variable of retention are presented.  In Tables 7 and 

8, the findings for the independent variable of frequency of use and the dependent 

variable of persistence are presented.  

Table 4: Frequency of Use: Student Organizations 

Response a Frequency Percent 
 0 181 32.1 

1 259 45.9 
2 88 15.6 
3 36 6.4 

N = 564    
aBased on CCSSE coding structure the lower the number, the lower the range. 

Frequency of Use and Retention.  Of the 564 students included in the study, 401 

(71.1%) did return to the colleges for the following 2014 fall semester.  The remaining 

163 (28.9%) students did not return for the following 2014 fall semester.  Out of the 

students who responded “not applicable,” 129 (22.9%) returned for the 2014 fall semester 

and 52 (9.2%) did not.  Of the students who responded “rarely/never,” 184 (32.6%) 

returned for the 2014 fall semester and 75 (13.3%) did not.  Of the students who 

responded “sometimes,” 64 (11.3%) returned for the 2014 fall and 24 (4.3%) did not.  

Finally, of the students who responded “often,” 24 (4.3%) returned for the 2014 fall 
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semester and 12 (2.1%) did not.  The results of how the students answered the survey 

question and their corresponding level of retention are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5: Student Responses- Frequency of Use and Retention 

Response  Returned Did Not Return 
Not Applicable    
 Count 129 52 
 Percent of Total 22.9 9.2 
Rarely/Never    
 Count 184 75 
 Percent of Total 32.6 13.3 
Sometimes    
 Count 64 24 
 Percent of Total 11.3 4.3 
Often    
 Count 24 12 
 Percent of Total 4.3 2.1 
Total    
 Count 401 163 
 Percent of Total 71.1 28.9 
N = 564    

 

The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence, which is used to determine 

statistical relationship between categorical data (Field, 2013), found that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of frequency of use 

(not applicable/unknown, rarely/never, sometimes, often) and the dependent variable of 

retention (was retained or was not retained).  The chi-square test results for frequency of 

use and the dependent variable of retention are presented in Table 6.  The value of the 

chi-square test was .461 and would have needed to have been greater than 7.81, with the 

df =3 at a p=.05 confidence level, in order to have demonstrated a statistically significant 

relationship.  In addition, for this variable to have been highly significant, the 
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significance outcome would have needed to have been p< .05, and the significance level 

was almost 1, which indicated low significance levels.  The Likelihood Ratio verified the 

validity of the chi-square output by producing similar results.   

Table 6: Pearson’s Chi-Square- Frequency of Use and Retention 

 Value df Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square .461a 3 .927 

Likelihood Ratio .453 3 .929 

N = 564    
ap= .05 level 

Frequency of Use and Persistence.  Of the students included in the study, 475 

(84.2%) did not reach a level of persistence (graduate, certificate, transfer to a 

university).  The remaining 89 (15.8%) students did reach persistence.  The results of 

how the students answered the survey question and their corresponding level of retention 

are presented in Table 6.  Out of the students who responded “not applicable,” 26 (4.6%) 

persisted and 155 (27.5%) did not persist.  Of those student who responded 

“rarely/never,” 46 (8.2%) persisted and 213 (37.8%) did not persist.  Of the students who 

choose their frequency of use to be “sometimes,” 12 (2.1%) persisted and 76 (13.5%) did 

not persist.  Of those students who responded “often,” 5 (0.9%) persisted and 31 (5.5%) 

did not persist.  Table 7 contains the data results.  

Table 7: Student Responses- Frequency of Use and Persistence 

Response  Persisted  Did Not Persist  

Not Applicable    

 Count 26 155 

 Percent of Total 4.6 27.5 
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Response  Persisted  Did Not Persist  

Rarely/Never    

 Count 46 213 

 Percent of Total 8.2 37.8 

Sometimes    

 Count 12 76 

 Percent of Total 2.1 13.5 

Often    

 Count 5 31 

 Percent of Total 0.9 5.5 

Total    

 Count 89 475 

 Percent of Total 15.8 84.2 

N = 564    

 

The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence found that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of frequency of use 

(not applicable/unknown, rarely/never, sometimes, often) and the dependent variable of 

persistence (reached goal attainment or did not reach goal attainment).  The value of the 

chi-square test was 1.438 and would have needed to have been greater than 7.81, with the 

df =3 at a p=.05 confidence level, in order to have shown a statistically significant 

relationship.  In addition, for this variable to be highly significant, the significance 

outcome would have needed to have been p< .05, and the significance level was greater, 

at .697.  The Likelihood Ratio verified the validity of the chi-square output.  The chi-

square results for frequency of use and the dependent variable of persistence are 

presented in Table 8.  
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Table 8: Pearson’s Chi-Square- Frequency of Use and Persistence 

 Value df  Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square 1.438a 3 .697 

Likelihood Ratio 1.436 3 .697 

N = 564    
ap= .05 level 

Relationship Between Student Satisfaction and Retention and Persistence 

 Research question number two sought to determine if there was a statistically 

significant relationship between the independent variable of student satisfaction and the 

dependent variable of retention and once again with the dependent variable of 

persistence.  Student respondents chose from four possible responses for the independent 

variable of student satisfaction, which were: not applicable = 0, not at all = 1, somewhat 

= 2, and very = 3.  The dependent variables for retention and persistence were both code 

yes = 1 and no = 2.  These responses were analyzed using Pearson’s chi-square test for 

independence.  The majority of students, 316 (56%), responded that this question was not 

applicable to them.  The next most selected response what “somewhat” (123, 21.8%), 

followed by those who responded “very” (69, 12.2%).  The least chosen response was 

“not at all” (56, 9.9%).  Table 9 shows the frequency of the student responses to each 

survey answer.  In tables 10 and 11, the relationship between the independent variable of 

student satisfaction and the dependent variable of retention is shown.  Tables 12 and 13 

present the data for the relationship between the independent variable of student 

satisfaction and the dependent variable of persistence. 
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Table 9: Student Satisfaction: Student Organizations 

Response a Frequency Percent 
 0 316 56.0 

1 56 9.9 
2 123 21.8 
3 69 12.2 

N = 564    
aBased on CCSSE coding structure the lower the number, the lower the range 

Relationship Between Student Satisfaction and Retention.  Of the students 

included in the study, 401 (71.1%) did return to the colleges for the following 2014 fall 

semester.  The remaining 163 (28.9%) students did not return to the colleges for the 

following 2014 fall semester.  Of those students who responded “not applicable,” 227 

(40.2%) returned and 89 (15.8%) did not return.  Of those who responded “not at all,” 39 

(6.9%) returned and 17(3%) did not return.  Of the students who responded “somewhat,” 

88(15.6%) returned and 35 (6.2%) did not return.  Of the students who responded “very,” 

47 (8.3%) returned and 22 (12.2%) did not return.  The results of how the students 

answered the survey question and their corresponding level of retention are presented in 

Table 10. 

Table 10: Student Responses- Satisfaction and Retention 

Response  Returned Did Not Return 

Not Applicable    

 Count 227 89 

 Percent of Total 40.2 15.8 

Not at All    

 Count 39 17 

 Percent of Total 6.9 3.0 
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Response  Returned Did Not Return 

Somewhat    

 Count 88 35 

 Percent of Total 15.6 6.2 

Very    

 Count 47 22 

 Percent of Total 8.3 12.2 

Total    

 Count 401 163 

 Percent of Total 71.1 28.9 

N = 564    

 

The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence stated that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of student 

satisfaction (not applicable, not at all, somewhat, very) and the dependent variable of 

retention (was retained or was not retained).  The value of the chi-square test was .452 

and would have needed to have been greater than 7.81, with the df =3 at a p=.05 

confidence level, in order to have demonstrated a statistically significant relationship.  In 

addition, for this variable to be significant, the significance outcome would have needed 

to have been p< .05, and the significance level was almost 1, which indicated that the 

relationship significance was low.  The Likelihood Ratio verified the validity of the chi-

square output.  The chi-square test results for frequency of use and the dependent variable 

of retention are presented in Table 11.  
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Table 11: Pearson’s Chi-Square- Student Satisfaction 

 Value df Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square .452a 3 .929 

Likelihood Ratio .446 3 .931 

N= 564    
ap= .05 

Relationship Between Student Satisfaction and Persistence.  Of the students 

included in the study, 475 (84.2%) did not reach a level of persistence or goal attainment 

(graduate, certificate, transfer to a university).  The remaining 89 (15.8%) students did 

reach a level of persistence or goal attainment.  Of those students who responded “not 

applicable,” 54 (9.6%) returned and 262 (46.5%) did not return.  Of those who responded 

“not at all,” 7 (1.2%) returned and 49 (8.7%) did not return.  Of the students who 

responded “somewhat,” 18 (3.6%) returned and 105 (18.6%) did not return.  Of the 

students who responded “very,” 10 (1.8%) returned and 59 (10.5%) did not return.  The 

results of how the students answered the survey question and their corresponding level of 

retention are presented in Table 12.   

Table 12: Student Responses- Satisfaction and Persistence 

Response  Persisted  Did Not Persist 

Not Applicable    

 Count 54 262 

 Percent of Total 9.6 46.5 

    

Not at All    

 Count 7 49 

 Percent of Total 1.2 8.7 
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Response  Persisted  Did Not Persist 

Somewhat    

 Count 18 105 

 Percent of Total 3.2 18.6 

    

Very    

 Count 10 59 

 Percent of Total 1.8 10.5 

Total    

 Count 89 475 

 Percent of Total 15.8 84.2 

N = 564    

 

The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence found that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of student 

satisfaction (not applicable, not at all, somewhat, very) and the dependent variable of 

retention (was retained or was not retained).  The value of the chi-square test was 1.068 

and would have needed to have been greater than 7.81, with the df =3 at a p=.05 

confidence level, to have demonstrated a statistically significant relationship.  In addition, 

for this variable to have been significant, the significance outcome would have needed to 

have been p< .05.  The significance level was greater for this test, which indicated that 

the strength of significance was low.  The Likelihood Ratio verified the validity of the 

chi-square output.  The chi-square test results for frequency of use and the dependent 

variable of retention are presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13: Pearson’s Chi-Square – Student Satisfaction and Persistence 

 Value df Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square 1.068a 3 .785 

Likelihood Ratio 1.092 3 .779 

N = 564    
ap= .05 

Relationship Between Student Importance and Retention and Persistence  

Research question three sought to determine if there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variable of student perceived importance, for which 

respondents had three choices: not at all = 1, somewhat = 2, and very = 3, and the 

dependent variable of retention and the dependent variable of persistence, which were 

both indicated by yes = 1 or no = 2.  These responses were analyzed using Pearson’s chi-

square test for independence.  The majority of the students responded “somewhat” (220, 

39%).  The next highest response was “not at all” (187, 33.2%).  The least number of 

students responded “very” (157, 27.8%).  Table 14 shows the frequency of the student 

responses to the survey question.  In tables 15 and 16, the relationship between the 

independent variable of student importance and the dependent variable of retention are 

presented.  Tables 17 and 18 present the relationship between the independent variable of 

student importance and the dependent variable of persistence.  
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Table 14: Student Importance: Student Organizations 

Response a Frequency Percent 

 1 187 33.2 

2 220 39.0 

3 157 27.8 

N = 564    
aBased on CCSSE coding structure the lower the number, the lower the range 

Relationship Between Student Importance and Retention.  Of the students 

included in the study, 401 (71.1%) did return to the colleges for the following 2014 fall 

semester.  The remaining 163 (28.9%) students did not return to the colleges for the 

following 2014 fall semester.  Of those students who responded “not at all,” 132 (23.4%) 

returned and 55 (9.8%) did not return.  Of the students who responded “somewhat,” 157 

(27.8%) returned and 63 (11.2%) did not return.  Finally, of those students who 

responded “very,” 112 (19.9%) returned and 45 (8%) did not return.  The results of how 

the students answered the survey question and their corresponding level of retention are 

presented in Table 15.  

Table 15: Student Responses- Importance and Retention 

Response  Returned Did Not Return 

Not at All    

 Count 132 55 

 Percent of Total 23.4 9.8 

    

Somewhat    

 Count 157 63 

 Percent of Total 27.8 11.2 
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Response  Returned Did Not Return 

Very    

 Count 112 45 

 Percent of Total 19.9 8.0 

    

Total    

 Count 401 163 

 Percent of Total 71.1 28.9 

N = 564    

 

The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence stated that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of student 

importance (not at all, somewhat, and very) and the dependent variable of retention (was 

retained or was not retained).  The value of the chi-square test was .036 and would have 

needed to have been greater than 5.99, with the df =2 at a p=.05 confidence level, to have 

indicated a statistically significant relationship.  In addition, for this variable to have been 

significant, the significance outcome would have needed to have been p< .05, and the 

significance level was almost 1, which indicated little significance.  The Likelihood Ratio 

verified the validity of the chi-square output by calculating similar results.  The chi-

square test results for student perceived importance and the dependent variable of 

retention are presented in Table 16. 

Table 16: Pearson’s Chi-Square- Importance and Retention 

 Value df Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square .036a 2 .982 
Likelihood Ratio .036 2 .982 
N = 564 564   

ap = .05 
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Relationship between Student Importance and Persistence.  Of the students 

included in the study, 475 (84.2%) did not reach a level of persistence or goal attainment 

(graduate, certificate, transfer to a university).  The remaining 89 (15.8%) students did 

reach persistence or a level of goal attainment.  Out of those students who responded “not 

at all,” 33 (5.9%) returned and 154 (27.3%) did not return.  Of the students who 

responded “somewhat,” 35 (6.2%) returned and 185 (32.8%) did not return.  Finally, of 

those students who responded “very,” 21 (3.7%) returned and 136 (24.1%) did not return.  

Table 16 displays the results of how the students answered the survey question and their 

corresponding level of retention.  

Table 17: Student Responses- Importance and Persistence 

Response  Persisted Did Not Persist 

Not at All    

 Count 33 154 

 Percent of Total 5.9 27.3 

Somewhat    

 Count 35 185 

 Percent of Total 6.2 32.8 

    

Very    

 Count 21 136 

 Percent of Total 3.7 24.1 

Total    

 Count 89 475 

 Percent of Total 15.8 84.2 

N = 564    
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The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence found that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of student 

importance (not at all, somewhat, very) and the dependent variable of persistence 

(graduate, certificate, transfer to university).  The value of the chi-square test was 1.176 

and would have needed to have been greater than 5.99, with the df =2 at a p=.05 

confidence level, to have demonstrated a statistically significant relationship.  In addition, 

for this variable to have been significant, the significance outcome would have needed to 

have been p< .05, and the significance level of .555 was greater, which showed little 

significance.  The Likelihood Ratio verified the validity of the chi-square output by 

calculating similar results.  The chi-square test results for student perceived importance 

and the dependent variable of retention are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18: Pearson’s Chi-Square- Importance and Persistence 

 Value df Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square 1.176a 2 .555 

Likelihood Ratio 1.192 2 .551 

N = 564 564   
ap = .05 

Relationship Between Hours Spent and Retention and Persistence 

Research question number four sought to determine if there was a statistically 

significant relationship between the independent variable of hours spent weekly 

participating in student activities, including student organizations, which had six range 

options from which to choose: none = 0, 1-5 hours = 1, 6-10 hours =2, 11-20 hours = 3, 

21-30 hours = 4, and 30+ hours = 5  and the dependent variable of retention and the 

dependent variable of persistence, both with answers yes = 1 and no = 2.  These 
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responses were analyzed using Pearson’s chi-square test for independence.  Table 19 

shows the frequency of the student responses to the survey question.  In tables 20 and 21, 

the relationship between the independent variable of hours spent in weekly participation 

and the dependent variable of retention is shown.  Tables 22 and 23 present the 

relationship between the independent variable of hours spent in weekly participation and 

the dependent variable of persistence. 

Table 19: Hours Spent:  Student Activities 

Responsea Frequency Percent 

0 442 78.4 

1 91 16.1 

2 15 2.7 

3 9 1.6 

4 3 0.5 

5 4 0.7 

N= 564   
aBased on CCSSE coding structure the lower the number, the lower the range 

Relationship Between Hours Spent and Retention.  Of the students included in 

the study, 401 (71.1%) did return to the colleges for the following 2014 fall semester, and 

163 (28.9%) students did not return to the colleges for the following 2014 fall semester.  

Out of those students who responded “none,” 320 (56.7%) returned and 122 (21.6%) did 

not return.  Of those who responded “1-5 hours,” 65 (11.5%) returned and 26 (4.6%) did 

not.  Of the students who responded “6-10 hours,” 7 (1.2%) returned and 8 (1.4%) did not 

return.  Of the students who chose “11-20 hours,” 6 (1.1%) returned and 3 (.5%) did not 

return.  Of the students who chose “21-30 hours,” 1 (.2%) returned and 2 (.4%) did not 

return.  Of the students who selected “30+ hours,” 2 (.4%) returned and 2 (.4%) did not 
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return.  The results of how the students answered the survey question and their 

corresponding level of retention are presented in Table 20. 

Table 20: Student Responses- Weekly Hours Spent and Retention 

Response  Returned Did Not Return 

None    

 Count 320 122 

 Percent of Total 56.7 21.6 

1-5 hours    

 Count 65 26 

 Percent of Total 11.5 4.6 

6-10 hours    

 Count 7 8 

 Percent of Total 1.2 1.4 

11-20 hours    

 Count 6 3 

 Percent of Total 1.1 0.5 

    

21-30 hours    

 Count 1 2 

 Percent of Total 0.2 0.4 

30+ hours    

 Count 2 2 

 Percent of Total 0.4 0.4 

Total    

 Count 401 163 

 Percent of Total 71.1 28.9 

N = 564    
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The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence stated that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of hours spent 

weekly (none, 1-5, 6-10, 11-20, 21-30, 30+) and the dependent variable of retention (was 

retained or was not retained).  The value of the chi-square test was 7.760 and would have 

needed to have been greater than 11.07, with the df = 5 at a p=.05 confidence level, to 

have demonstrated a statistically significant relationship.  In addition, for this variable to 

have been significant, the significance outcome would have needed to have been p< .05, 

and the significance level was slightly greater, which showed significance was not as 

strong.  The Likelihood Ratio verified the validity of the chi-square output by calculating 

similar results.  The chi-square test results for student perceived importance and the 

dependent variable of retention are presented in Table 21. 

Table 21: Pearson’s Chi-Square- Weekly Hours Spent 

 Value df Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square 7.760a 5 .170 

Likelihood Ratio 6.976 5 .222 

N= 564    
ap= .05 

Relationship Between Hours Spent and Persistence.  Of the students included 

in the study, 475 (84.2%) did not reach a level of persistence or goal attainment 

(graduate, certificate, transfer to a university), and the remaining 89 (15.8%) students did 

reach persistence or a level of goal attainment.  Of those students who responded “none,” 

71 (12.6%) persisted and 371 (65.8%) did not persist.  Of those students who responded 

“1-5 hours,” 14 (2.5%) persisted and 77 (13.7%) did not persist.  Of the students who 

responded “6-10 hours,” 0 (0%) persisted and 15 (2.7%) did not persist.  Of the students 
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who chose “11-20 hours,” 1 (.2%) persisted and 8 (1.4%) did not persist.  Of the students 

who chose “21-30 hours,” 2 (.4%) persisted and 1 (.2%) did not persist.  Of the students 

who selected “30+ hours,” 1 (.2%) persisted and 3 (.5%) did not persist.  The results of 

how the students answered the survey question and their corresponding level of retention 

are presented in Table 22. 

Table 22: Student Responses- Weekly Hours Spent and Persistence 

Response  Persisted Did Not Persist 

None    

 Count 71 371 

 Percent of Total 12.6 65.8 

    

1-5 hours    

 Count 14 77 

 Percent of Total 2.5 13.7 

    

6-10 hours    

 Count 0 15 

 Percent of Total 0.0 2.7 

    

11-20 hours    

 Count 1 8 

 Percent of Total 0.2 1.4 

    

21-30 hours    

 Count 2 1 

 Percent of Total 0.4 0.2 

    

    



Texas Tech University, Ayesha Hawkins, December 2015  

103  

Response  Persisted Did Not Persist 

30+ hours    

 Count 1 3 

 Percent of Total 0.2 0.5 

    

Total    

 Count 89 475 

 Percent of Total 15.8 84.2 

N = 564    
 

The Pearson’s chi-square test for independence found that there was not a 

statistically significant relationship between the independent variable of hours spent 

weekly (none, 1-5, 6-10, 11-20, 21-30, 30+) and the dependent variable of persistence 

(graduate, certificate, transfer to university).  The value of the chi-square test was 9.097 

and would have needed to have been greater than 11.07, with the df = 5 at a p=.05 

confidence level, to have demonstrated a statistically significant relationship.  In addition, 

for this variable to have been significant, the significance outcome would have needed to 

have been p< .05, and the significance level was slightly greater, which indicated little 

significance.  The Likelihood Ratio verified the validity of the chi-square output by 

calculating similar results.  The chi-square test results for student perceived importance 

and the dependent variable of retention are presented in Table 23. 

Table 23: Pearson’s Chi-Square-Weekly Hours Spent and Persistence 

 Value df Significance 

Pearson’s Chi-Square 9.097a 5 .105 

Likelihood Ratio 9.486 5 .091 

N= 564 564   
ap= .05 
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Best Predictor Variables for Retention and Persistence 

 Research question five sought to determine which of the four independent 

variables if frequency of use, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent best predicted 

students’ retention and persistence rates.  These responses were analyzed using 

multinomial regression.  The mean and standard deviation were found for each of the 

independent variables of frequency of use, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent.  The 

use of descriptive statistics added to a more accurate understanding of the study’s data 

and the ability to generalize results (APA, 2010).  Based on the CCSSE coding system, 

located in Appendix B, the lower the number the more negative the responses, as they 

relate to the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, and student 

importance.  For the independent variable of hours spent weekly in student participation, 

according to the CCSSE coding system, the lower the number, the lower the number of 

hours a student participated weekly.  The standard deviation is important because it 

measures the variation, or how spread out the data values are, and the mean is important 

because it finds the averages of the data provided (Field, 2013).  Table 23 shows that the 

means and standard deviations for the independent variables are as follows: frequency of 

use—mean of .96 and standard deviation of .856; student satisfaction—mean of .90 and 

standard deviation of 1.123; student importance—mean of 1.95 and standard deviation of 

.780; and student hours spent in weekly participation—mean of .32, and standard 

deviation of .757.  
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Table 24: Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables 

 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Frequency of Use 564 .96 .856 

Satisfaction 564 .90 1.123 

Importance 564 1.95 .780 

Hours Spent 564 .32 .757 

 
Best Predictor Variables for Retention.  A multinomial logistic regression 

analysis, the results of which are located in Table 25, was performed to determine if any 

of the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student perceived 

importance, and hours spent could be used to predict the dependent variable of retention.  

The multinomial logistic regression indicated that none of the four independent variables 

(frequency of use, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent) were statistically significant 

predictors of the dependent variable retention; none of the independent variables were p < 

.05.  

The independent variable of frequency of use response of “not applicable” had a 

significance level of .951; the response of “rarely/never” had a significance level of .979; 

the response of “sometimes” had a significance level of .550; and the response of “often” 

was used as the parameter.  The independent variable of student satisfaction response of 

“not applicable” had a significance level of .740; the response of “not at all” had a 

significance level of .862; the response of “somewhat” had a significance level of .856; 

and the response of “very” was used as a parameter.  The independent variable of student 

importance response of “not at all” had a significance level of .511; the response of 

“somewhat” had a significance level of .726; and the response level of “very” was used 

as the parameter.  The independent variable of hours spent response of “none” had a 
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significance level .315; the response of 1”-5 hours” had a significance level of .387; the 

response of “6-10 hours” had a significance of .883; the response of “11-20 hours” had a 

significance level of .562; the response of “21-30 hours” had a significance level of .663; 

and the response “30+ hours” was used as the parameter.   

Parameters with significant negative coefficients (B) decrease the likelihood of 

that response category in respect to the reference category.  Parameters with positive 

coefficients (B) increase the likelihood of that response category.  The odds ratio, Exp B, 

indicates that if ExpB >1, then the odds of occurrence increase with this response.  All 

confidence levels were calculated at p = .05.  Table 25 presents the multinomial results 

for each independent variable and the range responses for those variables.  

Table 25: Multinomial Regression Analysis for Retention 

Retentiona  B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

FREQUENCY OF USE=0 .032 .518 .004 1 .951 1.033 

FREQUENCY OF USE=1 .013 .486 .001 1 .979 1.013 

FREQUENCY OF USE=2 .287 .480 .357 1 .550 1.332 

FREQUENCY OF USE=3 0b . . 0 . . 

SATISFACTION=0 .133 .401 .110 1 .740 1.142 

SATISFACTION=1 .079 .457 .030 1 .862 1.083 

SATISFACTION=2 .068 .372 .033 1 .856 1.070 

SATISFACTION=3 0b . . 0 . . 

IMPORTANCE=1 -.184 .280 .432 1 .511 .832 

IMPORTANCE=2 -.090 .256 .123 1 .726 .914 

IMPORTANCE=3 0b . . 0 . . 

HOURS SPENT=0 1.037 1.032 1.010 1 .315 2.821 

HOURS SPENT=1 .895 1.034 .749 1 .387 2.448 

HOURS SPENT=2 -.167 1.139 .022 1 .883 .846 

HOURS SPENT=3 .718 1.240 .336 1 .562 2.051 
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Retentiona  B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

HOURS SPENT=4 -.696 1.597 .190 1 .663 .498 

HOURS SPENT=5 0b . . 0 . . 
aThe reference category is: No retention  
bThis parameter is set to zero because it is redundant  

 

Best Predictor Variables for Persistence.  A multinomial logistic regression 

analysis, the results of which are located in Table 25, was performed to determine if any 

of the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student perceived 

importance, and hours spent could be used to predict the dependent variable of 

persistence.  The multinomial logistic regression indicated that none of the four 

independent variables (frequency of use, satisfaction, importance, and hours spent) were 

statistically significant predictors of the dependent variable of persistence; none of the 

independent variables were p < .05.   

The independent variable frequency of use response of “not applicable” had a 

significance level of .711; the response of “rarely/never” had a significance level of .858; 

the response of “sometimes” had a significance level of .892; and the response of “often” 

was used as the parameter.  The independent variable of student satisfaction response of 

“not applicable” had a significance level of .966; the response of “not at all” had a 

significance level of .454; the response of “somewhat” had a significance level of .751; 

and the response of “very” was used as a parameter.  The independent variable of student 

importance response of “not at all had” a significance level of .398; the response of 

“somewhat” had a significance level of .724; and the response level of “very” was used 

as the parameter.  The independent variable of hours spent response of “none” had a 

significance level .590; the response of “1-5 hours” had a significance level of .639; the 
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response of “11-20 hours” had a significance level of .551; the response of “21-30 hours” 

had a significance level of .252; and the response “30+ hours” was used as the parameter.  

The independent variable of hours spent response of “6-11 hours” was removed from this 

data set, as none of the students who chose this response persisted.   

Parameters with significant negative coefficients (B) decrease the likelihood of 

that response category in respect to the reference category.  Parameters with positive 

coefficients (B) increase the likelihood of that response category.  The odds ratio, Exp B, 

indicates that if ExpB >1, then the odds of occurrence increase with this response.  All 

confidence levels were calculated at p = .05.  Table 25 presents the multinomial results 

for each independent variable and the range responses for those variables.  

Table 26: Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Persistence 

Persistencea B Std. Error Wald df Sig Exp(B) 

FREQUENCY OF USE=0 -.254 .687 .137 1 .711 .776 

FREQUENCY OF USE=1 .115 .642 .032 1 .858 1.121 

FREQUENCY OF USE=2 -.087 .639 .018 1 .892 .917 

FREQUENCY OF USE=3 0b . . 0 . . 

       

SATISFACTION=0 .022 .512 .002 1 .966 1.022 

SATISFACTION=1 -.464 .620 .561 1 .454 .629 

SATISFACTION=2 -.153 .481 .101 1 .751 .858 

SATISFACTION=3 0b . . 0 . . 

       

IMPORTANCE=1 .297 .351 .714 1 .398 1.345 

IMPORTANCE=2 .086 .329 .068 1 .794 1.090 

IMPORTANCE=3 0b . . 0 . . 

       

HOURS SPENT=0 -.645 1.198 .290 1 .590 .524 
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Persistencea B Std. Error Wald df Sig Exp(B) 

HOURS SPENT=1 -.563 1.201 .220 1 .639 .569 

HOURS SPENT=3 -.944 1.586 .355 1 .551 .389 

HOURS SPENT=4 1.959 1.708 1.314 1 .252 7.090 

HOURS SPENT=5 0b . . 0 . . 
aThe reference category is: No Persistence 

bThis parameter is set to zero because it is redundant  
 

Summary 

 This quantitative study utilized Pearson’s chi-square test of independence and 

multinomial regression analysis to analyze how student involvement in student clubs and 

organizations affected student retention and persistence rates.  The study utilized sample 

data from two urban community colleges, located in the same district in the Metroplex 

region of Texas, who participated in the Community College Survey of Student 

Engagement (CCSSE), as well as current retention and persistence data for those 

corresponding students.   

 This chapter provided descriptive analyses for the independent variables of 

frequency of use, student satisfaction, student perceived importance, and hours spent.  

Research questions one through four were analyzed using Pearson’s chi-square test of 

independence in order to determine the statistically significant relationships between the 

independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student perceived 

importance, and hours spent and the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  

Research question five was analyzed using multinomial regression analysis to determine 

which of the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student 

perceived importance, and hours were able to predict the dependent variables of retention 

and persistence.  
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 For research questions one through four, the results of the Pearson’s chi-square 

test indicated that the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, 

student perceived importance, and hours spent had no statistically significant relationship 

with the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  All the significance levels 

were greater than p=.05.  For research question five, the results of the multinomial 

regression analysis indicated that none of the independent variables were good predictors 

of the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  All significance levels were 

greater than p=.05.   

 Chapter V summarizes and discusses the major findings of the study and provides 

conclusions about what those findings mean.  In addition, recommendations for further 

study, along with suggestions and conclusions, are given. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

 Chapter V presents the discussion of the overall findings of the study.  The 

following topics will be discussed: an overview of the study, discussion of the findings, 

implications and recommendations for higher education practice, and recommendations 

for future research.  

Overview of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine how the student club involvement 

independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student perceived 

importance, and hours spent in weekly participation affected the dependent variables of 

student retention and persistence rates at urban community colleges.  The theoretical 

framework that guided this study was Alexander Astin’s student involvement theory 

(1984, 1999).  Astin outlined involvement as an intense engagement of physical and 

psychological energy that follows a continuous range and includes both quantitative (e.g., 

frequency) and qualitative (e.g., satisfaction or importance) measures.   

 A quantitative methodology and non-experimental design were used to examine 

student club involvement based on how students self-reported on the Community College 

Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) and their retention and persistence rates at two 

urban non-residential community colleges in Texas.  Using secondary data from the 

community colleges’ CCSSE results and the retention and graduation rates of the students 

in the study, the relationship between students’ frequency of use, satisfaction, perceived 

importance, and hours spent and retention and persistence were analyzed.  

 The five research questions that guided this study were: 
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1. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student frequency of use in student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

2. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student satisfaction of student club involvement and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

3. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of student perceived importance of student club involvement and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

4. Are there statistically significant relationships between the independent 

variable of hours spent participating in college-sponsored activities and 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence? 

5. Which of the independent variables of student frequency of involvement, 

student satisfaction, student perceived importance, and hours spent in 

participation best predict the dependent variables of student retention and 

persistence?   

Research questions one through four were analyzed using descriptive statistics and 

Pearson’s chi-square independence test, and research question five was analyzed using 

multinomial logistic regression.  Research questions one through four sought to 

determine from the students responses if there was a statistically significant relationship 

between the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student 

perceived importance, and hours spent and the dependent variables of retention and 

persistence.  A statistically significant relationship was not found between any of the 
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independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student importance, and 

hours spent and the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  

 Research question five sought to determine if the independent variables of 

frequency of use, satisfaction, perceived importance, and hours spent could predict the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence.  After performing the multinomial 

regression analysis, the findings of the analysis indicated that none of the independent 

variables of frequency of use, satisfaction, and perceived importance were able to predict 

the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  All of the independent variables 

were statistically insignificant.  

 The data set in this study consisted of 564 students who completed all four 

questions on the CCSSE and provided an accurate student identification number to match 

their retention and persistence attainment.  There were 401 students in this study that did 

achieve retention, and 163 students were not retained.  There were 89 students who 

achieved persistence, which is defined reaching a level of goal attainment of graduation, 

certificate attainment, or transfer to a four-year university (Reason, 2009); 475 did not 

persist.   

 In summary, according to the CCSSE data from the students’ responeses and the 

retention and persistence data received from the two urban community colleges in this 

study, there was not a statistically significant relationship between any of the independent 

variables and the dependent variables.  In addition, none of the independent variables at 

any response level were statistically valid predictors of either of the dependent variables.  

This study included both students who stated that they were involved and that they were 

not involved on their CCSSE responses.  
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Discussion of Findings 

 Although the findings of this study did not show a statically significant 

relationship between the dependent variables and the independent variables, the findings 

of this study are important to urban community college because many urban community 

colleges are facing tough accountability measures, declining funding, and record high 

enrollments (Lassiter, Jr., 2013).  It is important that urban community colleges analyze 

all aspects of student engagement in order to determine which areas positively influence 

accountability measures.  According to the 2012 National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES), approximately 2.3 million students enroll in urban community colleges, yet 

many of those students are failing to return to college the following fall semester, and 

even fewer students are attaining stated goals of a degree, certificate, or transfer.   

 As Astin (1999) stated, student involvement has both quantitative and qualitative 

attributes, advantages connected to the quality and quantity of student efforts, and 

effectiveness because of policy and practices that promote students' membership in 

activities.  However, Bailey and Alfonso (2005) stated that further empirical research 

regarding community college students’ participation is needed, since current models and 

studies were conducted at four-year colleges.  Tinto (2012a) noted that there are many 

factors that affect community college student retention and persistence, but there is a lack 

of research on student campus life and its relation to retention and persistence; adding to 

that research was the purpose of this study.  These variables are in support of Astin’s 

(1988) student involvement theory, which states that engagement should be measured 

both quantitatively and qualitatively.   
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 Urban community college practitioners need to be concerned with the long-term 

impact that students who fail either to be retained or to persist will have on the local 

community.  As noted by Myran & Parsons (2013), the nearly 2.5 million students who 

attend the local urban community college have the potential to positively affect the 

economic development of their communities by becoming employed members.  While 

providing the community with access training in many career fields, it is critical that 

urban community colleges also evaluate their student engagement practices, so they can 

encourage students to become engaged, minimize low retention and persistence rates, and 

maximize student success.  Students need to be able to experience fully the maximum 

benefits of being engaged on an urban community college campus. 

 The literature provides many benefits for students participating in student clubs 

and organizations, with one particular benefit, pertinent to this study, highlighted.  This 

benefit is the positive impact on student retention and student persistence that student 

involvement makes.  Research conducted at both four-year colleges (Fischer, 2007; 

Harper & Quaye, 2007) and two-year residential colleges (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; 

Songer, 2011) indicated that students who join student organizations and clubs, or 

intermingle with faculty outside the classroom, have higher retention and persistence 

rates.  However, only 50% of all student enrolled at urban community college are 

retained, and the persistence rate is only 9% of all students (IPEDS, 2014); low retention 

and persistence rates are more significant, as community colleges in the United States 

(U.S.) currently exist in a stringent era of accountability (Dougherty, Hare, & Natow, 

2009).  Community colleges must show that they can meet the growing economic needs 

of a changing labor force and exist as part of the U.S. government’s plan to create a more 
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educated and skilled workforce (Lothian, 2009; Obama, 2009).  Another important factor 

noted by Fike and Fike (2008) is that retention and persistence are important not only for 

financial stability and academic program sustainability, but also for community college 

students to be able to have a positive experience, reach their academic goals, and become 

active members of the community workforce. 

Frequency of Use  

 Research question one sought to determine if there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variable of frequency of use and the dependent 

variables of retention and persistence.  The findings were that, of the 564 students, 181 

students responded that student club and organizational involvement was not applicable 

to them, and 259 responded that they were rarely or never involved.  The remaining 124 

students were clearly involved in student clubs and organizations.  The Pearson’s chi-

square results revealed that the independent variable of frequency of use and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence were not statistically significant and that 

the independent variable had no real impact.  This study indicated that students who 

reported that they had nonexistent frequency of use had the same level of retention as 

students who responded that they had high levels of frequency of use.   

The findings of this study were not aligned with previous research; in said 

research, student involvement in student clubs and organizations had a direct relationship 

to student retention and persistence (Lawhorn, 2008; Frost, Strom, Downey, Schultz, & 

Holland, 2010; Songer, 2011; Tinto, 2012b).  While the aforementioned studies well-

established student club and organization involvement and its relationship to student 

retention and persistence to be positive, urban community college administrators still 
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need to assess the impact of students becoming involved in student clubs and 

organizations (Tinto, 2012a).  As noted by Lundberg (2014), the higher the frequency and 

level of involvement with faculty and peers outside the classroom, the higher the rates of 

both retention and persistence; the results of this study did not indicate a specific 

relationship, though.  In the case of such involvement, social engagement is created, 

which helps students become connected to the college outside of the classroom; this is 

considered an important part of a student’s future success at the college (Bailey & 

Alfonso, 2005; ASHE-ERIC, 2007).   

Additionally, this study indicated that both students with little to no frequency of 

use and students with higher levels of frequency of use fail to achieve high persistence 

rates.  Over half of the students in this study (55.5%, n = 313) responded on the CCSSE 

that frequency of use as it related to student club and organization involvement was either 

not applicable or the usage occurred never or rarely; however, those students were all 

retained for the following fall semester.  Further, the 12.8% (n = 72) students who 

responded on the CCSSE that frequency of use as rarely/never and not applicable had a 

higher persistence rate than the 3% (n = 17) who responded sometimes or often.   

 As urban community colleges seek to increase student engagement on their 

campuses, it is important that their administrators and student affairs practitioners assess 

the appropriate level of student club and organization frequency of use, as to not detract 

from other types of engagement.  While the theory of student involvement indicates that 

quantifiable measures such as frequency of use can be shown to impact retention and 

persistence (Astin, 1984, 1999), the results of this study did not support that proposition.  
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Student Satisfaction 

 Research question number two sought to determine if there was a statistically 

significant relationship between the independent variable of student satisfaction and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence.  This study noted from the results of the 

Pearson’s chi-square that there was not a statistically significant relationship between the 

independent variable of student satisfaction and the two dependent variables of retention 

and persistence; the data also suggested that there was little impact on the dependent 

variables from the independent variable.  This study revealed that this question was not 

applicable to 56% (n = 316) of the student respondents who were included in this sample 

(n = 564).  The findings of this study also noted that 34% (n = 192) of the students 

responded that they were either somewhat satisfied or very satisfied with their 

institutions’ student clubs and organizations; however, that had no statistical significance 

on retention and persistence.   

This study’s findings do not support the previous research that proposed that 

student satisfaction with student extracurricular activities has a positive influence on 

student retention and persistence rates (Fischer, 2007; Webber, Krylow, & Zhang).  This 

study’s findings also revealed that students’ perceived satisfaction with their involvement 

in student clubs and organizations was not statistically significant to whether or not a 

student was retained or persisted.  Fischer (2007) noted that formal extracurricular 

activities with faculty members and informal social activities with peer groups had a 

positive impact on students’ satisfaction with their college, which therefore led to greater 

retention rates.  Conversely, Baker (2008) stated that although involvement and 

satisfaction in extracurricular activities in the form of clubs and organizations helped in 
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retention, different types of club and organization interaction can have a negative impact 

on students’ grade point averages.  It is important that urban community colleges 

consider how satisfaction of student engagement in general, and student clubs and 

organizations in particular, relate to student retention and persistence at the urban 

community college, and how they can translate satisfaction to higher retention and 

persistence rates.   

Student Perceived Importance  

 Research question three sought to determine if there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variable of student perceived importance of student 

club and organization involvement and the dependent variables of retention and 

persistence.  This study’s findings revealed that there was not a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variable of student perceived importance of student 

club and organization involvement and the dependent variables of retention and 

persistence.  The majority (39%, n = 220) of student responded that student clubs and 

organizations were somewhat important; the findings in this study related to student 

perceived importance of student clubs and organizations at the urban community college 

are interesting.  According to Astin (1984, 1999), the level of student importance in 

regards to the student’s engagement should be relational; however, this study’s results did 

not confirm this concept in the student involvement theory.  Student clubs and 

organizations provided different motivations and different level of importance for 

different students (Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).   

The first point of consideration is that students may not be involved in student 

clubs and organizations even if they consider them important.  This is supported by the 
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majority (n = 377) of the students in this study sighted that student clubs and 

organizations were somewhat or very important, but the number of students whom this 

study could clearly state involvement was lower (n = 124).  The second point of 

consideration is that student club and organization involvement may have other 

engagement attributes that aid students outside of the traditional successes of retention 

and persistence.  This information is supported by the results of this study that indicated 

that, while there was no statistically significant relationship between student importance 

as an independent variable and the dependent variables of retention and persistence, a 

high number of students responded that student clubs and organizations are important.   

 Tinto (2012a) observed that students have expressed that involvement in 

professional campus organizations help their scholastic experience to stay enriched, and 

they remained better prepared for effective conversion from an academic environment to 

a working environment.  Research results noted numerous differences concerning reasons 

for student club and organization participation, and examples of specific beneficial 

experience included professional networking, social engagement, and leadership 

development (Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007; Webber, 

Krylow, & Zhang, 2013). Past research expressed a need to expand the research in 

regards to community colleges and engagement in clubs and organizations (Bailey & 

Alfonso, 2005; Tinto, 2012a).  Urban community college may need to ensure that the 

activities in which students are engaging have a level of importance to the students but 

also accomplish the retention and persistence goals of the college.   
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Hours Spent in Weekly Participation  

 Research question four sought to determine if there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variable of student hours spent weekly in 

participation and the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  The findings 

according to the Pearson’s chi-square analysis were that there was not a statistically 

significant relationship between the independent variable of hours spent and the 

dependent variables of retention and persistence.  This research question, although 

similar to research question one, differed in that it used quantifiable ranges for the level 

of involvement.  The findings were that 78.4% (n = 442) of the students responded that 

their level of weekly participation was zero hours per week.  The remaining 21.4% (n = 

244) students had at least one hour of weekly campus participation in activities that could 

have included involvement in student clubs and organizations.  According to both Dayton 

(2005) and Chaves (2006), a student’s need to feel that he or she is a part of the 

community college campus community is a central factor in managing degree attainment 

among students; however, this study does not support that concept.   

 While this question on the Community College Survey of Student Engagement 

(CCSSE) is about organized campus student involvement, the CCSSE did include student 

clubs and organizations as an example of what organized campus student involvement 

could be.  Hu (2010) noted that a greater amount of social engagement led to an 

improved possibility of persistence, while a greater amount of academic engagement led 

to a decrease in the possibility of persistence.  That possibility did not materialize from 

the results of this study; however, out of all the independent variables in this study, hours 

spent in weekly participation was the closest to being statistically significant as it related 
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to retention and persistence.  The findings of this study, as they relate to the hourly ranges 

(none, 1-5, 6-10, 11-20, 21-30, 30+) that students spent involved in weekly campus-

sponsored activities, are interesting.  A point of consideration is that the more hours that a 

student spends being involved may have a negative effect on that student’s persistence 

and retention.  This is supported by looking at the 6-10 hour range and noting that none 

of the students who choose that range persisted; in addition, the ranges greater than 6-10 

hours only had four students who persisted.  The majority of the students (n = 14) who 

achieved persistence responded that they only participated 1-5 hours in campus 

sponsored campus activities.  This correlation is the same concerning a student’s level of 

retention.  The majority of the students who were retained had a level of weekly 

involvement (n = 65) of only 1-5 hours; the higher level of response ranges of weekly 

participation only included 16 students who were retained.   

Best Predictor Variable for Retention and Persistence  

 Research question number five sought to determine which of the independent 

variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, student perceived importance, and 

hours spent could best predict the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  The 

results of the multinomial logistic analysis failed to identify any statistically significant 

predictors from the independent variables for either of the dependent variables.  The 

results of this study’s analysis also looked at each of the independent variables’ student 

response levels and noted that none of the response levels revealed a high predictor of 

either dependent variable retention or persistence.  

 Student clubs and organizations are entities that allow for the forming of 

interpersonal relationships (Lawhorn, 2008; Tinto, 2012b), which has been connected to 
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retention and persistence.  In addition,  many researchers suggested that most levels of 

social engagement have been linked to higher student persistence and retention rates 

(Astin, 1999; Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Baker, 2008; Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 

2004; Hu, 2011; Kinzie & Pennipede, 2009; Kuh, 2012; Marti, 2009; Tinto, 2012a). This 

study did not support that finding. One contributing factor in the difference of findings is 

the aforemention studies took place at residental colleges or four-year universities, which 

have a more perment feel (Tinto, 2012a).  Moreover, other research at community 

colleges suggested that academic perparedness is a better predictor of student success 

(Foubert and Grainger, 2006).  

One interesting point that these findings revealed is that not being involved, 

which was indicated as not applicable or rarely/never in the independent variable 

frequency of use and none in the independent variable hours spent weekly, did not predict 

low levels of the independent variables of retention and persistence.  The students who 

responded “not applicable” and “never/rarely” in the independent variable frequency of 

use had a higher level of retention (n = 313) and had higher persistence rate (n = 72).  

The findings revealed the same results for the independent variable of hours spent— 

those who responded with “none” as the number of hours spent in participation had the 

highest level of retention (n = 320) and had the highest persistence rate (n = 71).  

Involvement has both quantitative and qualitative attributes, advantages connected to the 

quality and quantity of student efforts, and effectiveness because of policy and practices 

that promote students' membership in activities (Derby & Smith, 2004), and moving 

forward with best practices should be based on empirical data. 
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Strengths and Weakness  

 This study has both strengths and weakness.  The strengths are identified as 

follows:  the first strength of this study was its ability to generalize the findings to the 

greater population of students involved in student clubs and organization at urban 

community colleges.  This strength is helpful as urban community colleges educate 

approximately 2.5 million students (Myran & Parsons, 2013); the second strength of this 

study is that it provides a benchmark for additional studies regarding student club and 

organization involvement at the urban community college, because there were not any 

studies that had specifically centered on this topic at the time this study was conducted;  

the third strength of this study is that it uses an established survey instrument that 

hundreds of community colleges of varying size and location use every year (CCSSE, 

2013) that allows for this study to be replicated.  In addition to the CCSSE being widely 

used, the entire CCSSE has had a validity study conducted on the survey, which states 

that it is an accurate reflection of student engagement and a valuable resource in 

increasing community college students’ success (Price & Tovar, 2014).  Furthermore, the 

four questions of this study directly relate to the two parts of Astin’s (1984, 1999) student 

involvement theory, both quantitative (e.g., frequency) and qualitative (e.g., satisfaction 

or importance) features; although the qualitative features in this study are reported in a 

quantitative approach.  The overall strength of this study is that it contributes to fulfilling 

the need for increased scholarly research in regards to urban community colleges and 

student club and organization involvement.  

 The weaknesses of this study have also been identified.  First, the CCSSE used in 

this study was conducted in the spring of 2014, even though the students included in this 
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study must have attended in the fall of 2013 in order for them to have achieved 

persistence by the spring of 2015; this would have been two years, and the National 

Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) give community colleges 150% time—three 

years—to achieve a level of persistence.  This may have contributed to that; face that 

none of the independent variables of frequency of use, student satisfaction, and student 

perceived importance, and hours spent did not have a statistically significant relationship 

between the dependent variables of retention and persistence.   

The second weakness of this study is the uncertainty of student clarity as it relates 

to the questions and how the students were meant to respond.  This study uses secondary 

data from a validated, widely used engagement study; however, the assumption related to 

this study and its results is that the students answered the survey questions with full 

awareness of what was being asked.  There could have been mismatched numbers as they 

related to the independent variables.  The independent variable of frequency of use had 

181 of the students respond at “not applicable,” which indicated that they had no level of 

involvement in student clubs and organizations.  However, when comparing that to the 

442 students who responded to their level of campus participation as “none,” something 

does not equal out; even if “never/rarely” were added to “not applicable,” it would equal 

still equal 440—lower than student hours spent.  Another concern is similar: the number 

of students who responded “not applicable” to student satisfaction was 316 students, 

which does not equal the number of frequency of use students who stated the correlating  

response of  “never/rarely.”  The final concern for examination is that the response of 

“rarely” and the response of “never” are not necessarily synonymous.  This research may 

have been better had that the response choices been separated into two choices.  The 
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strengths and weaknesses of this study still allow for implications and recommendations 

for higher education practice.   

Implications for Higher Education Practice 

 The enrollment of students in community colleges in the United States (U.S.) 

continues to increase and currently makes up 45% of all U.S. undergraduate student 

enrollment (AACC, 2014); 4.3% of those students attend an urban community college, 

according to the Carnegie Foundation (2010).  In addition, the focus on community 

colleges became more intense as community colleges are called to meet the increasing 

national standard due to economic growth and changing labor markets (Lothian, 2009; 

Obama, 2009).  Concerns about the low retention and persistence rates have emerged 

(Dougherty, Hare, & Natow, 2009); these concerns focus on how community colleges 

can retain greater numbers of students and have them reach a level of persistence. This 

includes three levels of goal attainment: degree attainment, certificate attainment, and 

transfer to a four-year university.  Many researchers suggest student engagement in 

student clubs and organizations as an apparatus through which increases student retention 

and persistence rates can be attained (Axelson & Flick, 2011; Foubert & Grainger, 2006; 

Simmons, 2013; Songer, 2011). 

 The findings of this study suggest that there are three implications for higher 

education practice: that urban community college students in this study did not benefit 

statistically from the level or amount of involvement in student clubs and organizations; 

that the findings of this study indicated, when related to retention, that students who 

responded with a positive level of use were more likely to be retained than not be 

retained.  However, this study did not find that a positive response of use increased 
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persistence,  With a low number of students indicating their involvement in student clubs 

and organizations, urban community college administrators and student affairs 

practitioners need to ensure that the students who choose to become involved do not only 

return the next semester, but are successful in reaching goal attainment (Reason, 2009); 

and that the findings of this study also indicated that, as it relates to hours spent weekly in 

campus organized participation, the peak for positive involvement was in the range of 1-5 

hours per week and that an increase in that hourly range seemed to indicate a negative 

rate of retention and persistence.  This also relates to a few studies that indicated that 

some students who participated heavily in student clubs and organizations had lower 

grade point averages (GPA) (Case, 2011, Guiffrida, 2004; Yin & Lei, 2007).  Astin 

(1984) proposed that there might be a necessary limit of involvement, a level at which 

increased involvement does not generate wanted outcomes and may even be 

disadvantageous for the student.  The findings of this study support that assumption. 

Assessment  

 As supported by the results of the independent variable of hours spent in weekly 

participation, urban community college must develop robust assessment strategies.  If 

urban community college administrators and student affairs practitioners are not 

conducting assessments of how many hours students spend participating in student clubs 

and organizations in order to ensure alignment of the goals of student success and student 

clubs and organizations, then the benefits of participating in student clubs and 

organizations may be unrealized (Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).  Being unaware 

of students levels of participation in all student clubs and organizations, as well as other 

levels of organized campus activities, may result in encouraging students to become more 
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engaged in areas where they have less possibility of achieving goal attainment, which 

may impact their future life goals.  In addition, it may be important for community 

college administrators and student affairs professionals to assess not only the learning 

objectives for student clubs and organizations, but to ensure that their objectives 

concerning all student clubs and organization have retention and persistence components. 

Student Satisfaction and Importance 

 An additional implication of the findings of this study for urban community 

college administrators and student affairs practitioners has to do with student satisfaction 

and importance.  As noted by Fischer (2007) and Baker (2008), the level of student 

satisfaction is important when evaluating student engagement and student retention and 

persistence.  The findings of this study indicated there is not a statistically significant 

relationship between the independent variables of student satisfaction and student 

importance and the dependent variables of retention and persistence.  The majority of 

students who were involved in student clubs and organizations had a positive level of 

satisfaction (34%, n = 192) with their involvement, versus those who did not have a 

positive level of satisfaction (9.9%, n = 56) with their involvement.  The findings also 

revealed that the majority (66.8%, n = 377) of the students in this study responded that 

student clubs and organizations were important.  As research has shown, students who 

have dissatisfaction with the overall student engagement experience have lower rates of 

retention and persistence than students who are satisfied with both formal and informal 

social interaction (Baker, 2008; Fischer, 2007; Tinto, 2012b).  Research also has shown 

that the importance of student involvement in student clubs and organizations provides 
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different motivations and different levels of importance for different students (Holzweiss, 

Rahn, & Wickline, 2007).   

Urban community colleges should seek to provide satisfactory experiences for 

students who are involved.  However, involvement that does not translate into increased 

retention and persistence rates may result in student club and organization members not 

fully obtaining the benefits.  Research has indicated that being active in student clubs and 

organizations helps to prepare students for professional and social development, which is 

one of the main benefits of becoming involved in student clubs and organizations, and 

that it increases student retention and persistence (Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Holzweiss, 

Rahn, & Wickline, 2007; Webber, Krylow, & Zhang, 2013). 

Predictors  

 The final implication of the findings of this study has to do with predictors of 

retention and persistence as they is relate to student clubs and organizations.  The ability 

to find the best student engagement practices for urban community colleges that predict 

an increase in student retention and persistence rates may be affected by other social 

engagement factors.  While the studies regarding student clubs and organizations and 

student retention and persistence indicated that involvement in student clubs and 

organizations predict an increase in student retention and persistence (Baker, 2008; 

Busseri & Rose-Krasnor, 2008; Case, 2011; Dugan, 2011; Fischer, 2007; Foubert & 

Grainger, 2006; Guiffrida, 2004; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Holzweiss, Rahn, & Wickline, 

2007; Kuk & Banning, 2010; Simmons, 2013; Witt, Witt, & Clark, 2012; Yin & Lei, 

2007), this study did not support those findings. If student clubs and organizations are not 

a good predictor of student retention and persistence, this is a concern for urban 
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community college practices.  As noted previously, there are other types of student 

engagement that may be better predictors of student success as defined by retention and 

persistence rates at urban community colleges, such as academic student engagement 

(Bailey & Alfonso, 2005).  If urban community college practitioners do not examine how 

student clubs and organizations can be restructured to help increase student retention and 

persistence rates,  students who would like to become engaged in student clubs may need 

to be provided additional support to achieve student success.  

Recommendations for Higher Education Practice 

 Based on the findings of this study, several recommendations for higher education 

practice can be made.  The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between 

student club and organizational involvement and student retention and persistence at two 

urban community colleges, specifically examining the impact of frequency of use, 

student satisfaction, student perceived importance, and hours spent in weekly 

participation.  The theoretical framework that guided this study was Alexander Astin’s 

(1984, 1999) student involvement theory.  The student involvement theory suggests that 

involvement is an intense engagement of physical and psychological energy that follows 

a continuous range and includes both quantitative (e.g., frequency) and qualitative (e.g., 

satisfaction or importance) features.  Astin defined an engaged student as one who 

“devotes considerable energy to studying, spends much time on campus, participates 

actively in student organizations, and frequently interacts with faculty members and other 

students” (p. 518).  The recommendation apply to the implementation and execution of 

student clubs and organizations, specificly in the areas analyzed in this study which are 

supported by the theoretical framework mentioned above.   
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 The first recommendation for urban community college administrators and 

student affairs practitioners is specific to the level of involvement of students in clubs and 

organizations.  It is important for urban community college student affairs practitioners to 

develop a way to track how many hours students are spending in extracurricular 

activities.  Based on the findings of this study, students who spent more than one to five 

hours participating in campus sponsored programs, including student clubs and 

organizations, were least successful at achieving retention and persistence.  In order to 

ensure that student club and organization involvement doed not hinder students in 

reaching a level of success in retention and persistence, urban community college student 

affairs practitioners should continuously seek to quantify and evaluate student levels of 

participation in student clubs and organizations (Foreman & Retallick, 2013).  Astin 

(1984) specified a need for research on the relationship between quality and quantity of 

involvement.  Converting student engagement scores from surveys like the CCSSE into 

categorical variables (Hu, 2010) or developing student engagement annual evaluations 

based on the CCSSE student club and organization questions are two viable ways to 

continuously evaluate students who have chosen to be involved in student clubs and 

organizations.   

 The next recommendation is to have urban community college administrators and 

student affairs practitioners connect student satisfaction and importance in student clubs 

and organizations with other factors shown in research that may increase student 

retention and persistence.  Student clubs and organizations are entities that allow for the 

formation of interpersonal relationships (Lawhorn, 2008; Tinto, 2012b).  Lundberg 

(2014) stated that although community college students frequently have obligations 
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outside of their colleges, the commitment of time to relationships with other students and 

faculty outside the formal classroom seems to be beneficial.  Although the findings of 

this study did not reveal a direct relationship with retention and persistence by the 

students’ response on the CCSSE, those who did participate had a high level of 

satisfaction and the majority of the respondents felt that student clubs and organizations 

were important, even though there was a low number of students who responded that they 

participated in student clubs and organizations.  Urban community college student affair 

practitioners, along with faculty and staff advisors, may need to work on creating 

meaningful opportunities and encouraging students to participate (Foreman & Relallick, 

2013).   

The final recommendation based on the findings of this study is to have urban 

community colleges administrators firmly identify the reason why they have established 

student clubs and organizations.  As the findings of this study revealed, neither Astin’s 

(1984, 1999) concept of quantitative student engagement evaluation (e.g. frequency of 

use and hours spent) or the qualitative student engagement evaluation (e.g. satisfaction 

and importance) were predictors of student retention and persistence as they relate to 

student clubs and organizations.  This suggests that there may be additional reasons for 

urban community colleges to continue establishing student clubs and organizations on 

campus.  This may require urban community college administrators to reevaluate the 

purpose of student clubs and organizations and make sure that the active student clubs 

and organization align with the goals that the urban community college is striving to 

attain (Gibson & Slate, 2010).   
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Recommendations for Future Research  

 Due to this study’s limitations, there are five areas in which further research is 

needed to explore the relationship between student clubs and organizations and the 

outcomes of student retention and persistence at the urban community college.  First, this 

study was limited to two non-residential urban community colleges in the same district 

located in the Metroplex region of Texas.  In addition, the two institutions were diverse in 

population from one another; Campus A was a majority Caucasian-serving, large urban 

community college, and Campus B was a minority-serving, medium-sized urban 

community college.  Replicating this study with smaller institutions or institutions with 

the same institutional characteristics in different locations, such as suburban and non-

residential rural areas, may produce different results.  Because of the lack of research on 

urban community colleges and student club and organization involvement as it relates to 

retention and persistence, it is necessary for more research to be conducted.  

 Moreover, a longitudinal study of a cohort of first-time in college (FTIC) students 

at urban community colleges and their campus involvement, including participation in 

student clubs and organizations, would give researchers more insight on the retention and 

persistence impact at a particular institution or region.  This research design could include 

both quantitative and qualitative responses.  This present study only looked at a two-year 

range and only included a select group of students who were not all FTIC.  It would be 

interesting to see if the findings of this study would be the same given a larger, more 

consistent data set.  

 Additionally, this study’s design did not consider for analysis of additional 

variables, such as the type of student club and organization involvement, as this 
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information was not included as a question on the CCSSE.  A research design that allows 

the researcher to obtain information such as type of student club and organization—

which could be linked to student success at the urban community college—would provide 

urban community college administrators and student affairs practitioners with valuable 

information about which student clubs increase or decrease student retention and 

persistence.  This research could lead to a more informed decision when helping faculty 

and staff advisors create and support student clubs and organizations, therefore helping 

their students to achieve student success.  

 Furthermore, this study design only allowed for students in credit bearing courses 

to be surveyed, according to CCSSE guidelines.  This study should be replicated with 

CCSSE questions in non-credit classes, such as developmental and basic adult education.  

It would be interesting to see if there is a level of student club involvement in students 

taking non-credit classes, and whether or not the results of this study could be duplicated 

in that new study.  This may provide information on the engagement practices of students 

who attend the urban community college for reasons besides traditional education.   

 In addition, the data collected in this study did not allow the researcher to 

determine who was advising the student clubs and organizations.  A new research design 

should include the type of urban community college employee who advises the student 

club or organization.  The findings of this research study could be used to determine if 

there is a relationship between type of urban community college student club and 

organization advisor and the retention and persistence rates of students involved in 

student clubs and organizations.   
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 Finally, while this study included a demographic breakdown of the students 

involved in this study, it did not look at how those demographic factors interacted with 

either the independent variables or the dependent variables; it would be interesting to see 

whether or not those demographics affected the results.  Due to the minimal research 

conducted specifically on the urban community colleges of the study, this study did 

gather a limited amount of information on student demographics that could be used to 

create a baseline study.  This information could lead to increased knowledge of who 

would best benefit from participating in student clubs and organizations at the urban 

community college.  

 Social engagement, or integration, relates to out-of-classroom experiences and 

extracurricular activities, like student clubs and organizations (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; 

ASHE-ERIC, 2007), and is evaluated in this study; but a large number of students were 

not involved in this type of social engagement.  Student engagement, both academic and 

social, is considered an important indicator of future student retention and persistence 

based on previous research. 

Conclusion 

 The purpose of this quantitative, non-experiential study was to examine the 

relationship between the independent variables of frequency of involvement, satisfaction, 

perceived importance, and hours spent as they relate to student clubs and organizations 

and the dependent variables of retention and persistence rates.  A sample of 564 students’ 

CCSSE responses were analyzed from two different urban community colleges in the 

same district located in the Metroplex region of Texas.  Pearson’s chi-square test for 
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independence and multinomial logistic regression analysis were used to address the five 

research questions. 

Given that community colleges educate close to half of all undergraduate 

students, and that the majority of their populations are students of color, it is important 

that urban community colleges look at areas that may influence student retention and 

persistence.  Urban community colleges make up approximately five percent of all 

community colleges in the United States (U.S.); however, urban community colleges 

exist in a stringent area of accountability due to state budgets being cut (Lassiter, 2013).  

In the state of Texas, to help community colleges increase student successes, a 

performance-based funding model, which includes student retention and persistence as 

student success points that institutions need to meet to for budgetary reasons, has been 

implemented.  In the U.S., community colleges are being called on to produce more 

graduates to both influence the economic shift in job skills and develop the workforce.  

Measuring student social engagement is one method that urban community colleges can 

use to help benchmark student achievement and predict student retention and persistence.  

Student clubs and organizations are a form of student social engagement and have been 

shown in research at both four-year universities and two-year residential colleges to 

increase and positively impact student retention and persistence (Lundberg, 2014; 

Stonger, 2011). 

 While there are benefits to being involved in student clubs and organizations at 

urban community colleges, there have not been recent studies conducted on the effects.  

However, it is important that urban community college administrators and student affairs 

practitioners assess how effective student clubs and organizations are at helping students 
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achieve retention and persistence.  The student involvement theory offers an opportunity 

for a researcher to analyze both quantitative and qualitative qualities.  Various 

researchers have noted that more research on student club and organization involvement 

at the non-residential community college is needed.  

  The nearly 2.5 million students who attend the local urban community college 

have the potential have a positive effect on their communities by becoming employed 

members.  As stated by Myran and Parson (2013), urban community colleges are the 

major educational institutions for careers in health, criminal justice, firefighting, 

automotive repair, computer information, law enforcement and security, graphic design, 

manufacturing, veterinary technology, welding, hospitality, and office management.  If 

developed with intention, student engagement is one benchmark that urban community 

colleges can use to help increase student success (Gonyea & Kuh, 2009).   
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