
 

ABSTRACT 

WILLIS JR., THEARON GIFFORD. Academic Capitalism in the College Union: The 

Relationship between Revenue Generation and Students’ Perceptions of Program 

Effectiveness. (Under the direction of Dr. Paul Umbach). 

 

Students continue to incur a larger portion of the cost of a college education and in 

doing so, they increasingly become consumers. Expanding on a small base of literature 

linking revenues and students’ experience, this study uses a conceptual framework of 

academic capitalism to explore the extent of revenue generation in the college union and 

students’ perceptions of the union’s value and effectiveness. This quantitative study uses 

multilevel modeling (MLM) to explore the research questions. Level-1 data comes from the 

2010/11 and 2011/12 Association of College Unions International (ACUI) and the 

Educational Benchmarking Incorporated (EBI) College Union/Student Center Assessments 

(ACUI/EBI Assessment). Level-2 data comes from a web survey of senior college union 

administrators as well as the Carnegie Classification website. This study introduces new 

research on academic capitalism confined to a specific department, the college union, and 

provides details on the types of activities and behaviors present. Both student characteristics 

and institutional characteristics are explored for their relationship to five dependent 

satisfaction measures. This study supports previous research on the differential impacts of the 

college union on various student populations such as gender and race/ethnicity, but also 

expands this to include class standing, employment, age and place of residence. Furthermore, 

institutional characteristics are explored and a differential impact based on reporting line of 

the college union is found to be significant.  
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CHAPTER ONE: PURPOSE AND SUMMARY 

In 1913, the New York Times described the Harvard Union as the “most successful 

experiment of its kind known to American colleges” (p. x10). Since its opening in 1901, the 

Harvard Union has fulfilled its role as the heart of social life for the campus. For more than a 

century now, college unions in America have served as a crucial third space for students. 

Different from home (first space) and work (second space), the third space is a familiar, 

welcoming and convenient informal gathering place that fosters community between both 

regular attendees and newcomers (Oldenburg, 1999). Additionally, the college union as a 

third space serves as a place for social and intellectual interactions. President Glenn Frank, of 

the University of Wisconsin, described the college union as the living room, highlighting the 

notion of a place that feels like home, while others have described the college union as a 

community center which bolsters the campus community and provides a physical space to 

carry out the goals of the institution (Humphreys, 1946). The campus community includes 

students, faculty, staff, alumni, supporters and other visitors to campus. 

As it evolved, the college union earned a variety of aliases from the “hearthstone” to 

the “heart” of campus, but the college union is known by many more names. It is a student 

center, a student union, a university center, and in some places even a memorial union 

(Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education [CAS], 2009b). The variety 

of names reflects the variety of services these facilities offer that help build community 

(Dungy, 2003) including not only lounges, student offices, and some student life offices, but 

also a mix of dining and retail services such as post offices, games rooms, banks, bookstores 

and, in some cases, even child care centers and family services (CAS, 2009b).  
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While college unions may vary from campus to campus in name and by the type of 

services offered, one thing is fairly consistent: They meet the needs of the campus 

community through a focus on “building community, emphasizing its educational mission, 

and promoting student learning and leadership” (CAS, 2009b, p. 1). The college union 

encompasses the collection of people, programs, and services dedicated to this mission; thus, 

it is more than a facility, it is an idea to be achieved (Butts, Beltramini, Bourassa, Connelly, 

Meyer, Mitchell, Smith, & Willis, 2012). 

As higher education evolved over the last century, more demands have fallen onto the 

college union. College unions began as debating and literary societies in the late 1800’s, and 

are now a profession and industry of its own. Now, programs and services cater to a larger, 

more diverse consumer driven student population in a fiscal climate with leaner institutional 

budgets. As state appropriations decline, auxiliary units often cover some of the institutional 

budget deficit (Hearn, 2006) and divisions of student affairs often rely heavily on auxiliary 

revenues (Woodard, Love, & Komives, 2000), such as those from the college union.  

The college union can report in whole or part to a division of business or finance, or 

student affairs. This role is often moved outside of student affairs due to the increased scope 

beyond education, or because it may be seen as a service catering to a larger audience beyond 

students (Freeman & Bresciani, 2012). As an auxiliary unit, the college union may help to 

financially support other departments (Barr & McClellan, 2011) or the university as a whole 

(Kretovics, 2011; Woodard et al., 2000; Barr & McClellan, 2011). Providing financial 

support to these other departments or the university decreases the net income that the college 
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union has to support its services and programs (Schroer & Johnson, 2003). Furthermore 

auxiliary units are expected to prepare for future capital outlays, renovations and revenue 

declines via a reserve fund (Barr, 2002). College union administrators develop programs and 

services to support student success and contribute to the educational mission of the 

institution, but also must be diligent in their fiscal planning by using a sound business model. 

In Mission and Money, Weisbrod, Ballou, and Asch (2008) use the term “two-good 

framework” to describe the tension between the educational mission and the need to generate 

revenue to fund that mission. Forty years earlier, Blackburn (1966) used this same sort of 

framework to describe the college union. He defined the two general roles of the college 

union as education and business, noting that both roles are vital in a successful operation; 

while education is the heart of the union, business makes it thrive. This balance of business 

and education can further be applied to include other student affairs auxiliary units as it is not 

unique to the college union (Freeman & Bresciani, 2012).  

As student affairs practitioners proceed with the business mission focusing on new 

revenues, they must also stay true to certain core values, and ensure that they continue to 

meet the educational needs of students (Woodard, et al., 2000). In Rethinking Student Affairs 

Practice (Love & Estanek, 2004), practitioners are urged to transcend the paradigm of 

dualistic thinking. Love and Estanek echo the statements of Blackburn (1966) noting that the 

interconnectedness of the educational and business enterprises is comparable to that of a 

delicate dance, each needing and existing in the other. Recently, practitioners have echoed 
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this interconnected role, noting the opportunity in the college union to convey institutional 

values through a business model focused on social responsibility (Brown & Taylor, 2012).  

Research Problem 

 This study seeks to expand on the current literature and research, examining the 

relationship between revenue generation in the college union and student satisfaction with the 

community building and educational contributions of the college union. Numerous studies 

have sought to link expenditures to student outcomes (Wenglinskey, 1997; Toutkoushian & 

Smart, 2001; Smart, Ethington, Riggs, & Thompson, 2002; Ryan 2004; Ryan 2005; Pike, 

Smart, Kuh, & Hayek, 2006; Gansemer-Topf & Schuh, 2006; Webber & Ehrenberg, 2010; 

Ehrenberg & Webber, 2010). Others have focused on the issues of revenues and outcomes 

(Titus, 2006b; Harris, 2010; Brown 2001), including student fees (Rames, 2000; Costantino, 

2000; Ott, 2009), concluding that the critical need to generate revenue is unlikely to change 

(Schroer & Johnson, 2003; Schuh, 2003). Additionally, there is a rather solid belief among 

administrators that the tight fiscal climate of declining state and federal dollars is not going to 

change (Rames, 2000; State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2012), although few 

examine these issues at the department level. To expand the organizational level literature 

through an understanding of union revenue generation activities and the relationship they 

have with student satisfaction, this study seeks to examine the relationship between the 

business and education missions of the college union, while also building upon a small 

research base on the college union.  
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 Large amounts of new revenues in higher education are directed towards research and 

auxiliary enterprises, such as the college union, rather than on student services or the 

classroom (Wellman, 2010). However, many higher education scholars and practitioners 

agree that generating revenue should not compromise the principles the college union stands 

for, nor should it detract from its primary obligation of serving students (Cunard & Freeman, 

1991; Woodard et al., 2000). Staying true to the core purpose of the union is difficult as 

evidenced by the strong language of Woodard et al. that student affairs is “experiencing a 

crisis of values, not just of resources” (2000, p. 78). This view is consistent with the 

description of the college union identity crisis mentioned by Blackburn (1988). 

 This study seeks to explore the relationship between revenue generation in the college 

union and the ability of the college union to fulfill its mission of contributing to student 

development. The results of this study will aid higher education administrators in 

understanding the impact of revenue generation activities on student perceptions. This 

information can be used to guide policy through budget and fee planning and help higher 

education scholars and those interested in student affairs to better understand the influence of 

academic capitalism at the departmental level. This new research expands the literature base 

on the topic of revenues and impact on students while also providing directions for continued 

research.  

 While revenues and expenditures are connected (Weisbrod et al., 2008), the literature 

examines them separately to highlight the high correlations and complexities of each. There 

are many scholarly studies that focus on expenditures and outcomes, and, while there is much 
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attention paid to the importance of revenue in literature, only a few studies examine the 

impact of revenue on students. There is, however, a large body of literature regarding 

revenue generation and the extent to which universities extract these revenues. 

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) introduce academic capitalism as a framework to 

understand how institutions display market and market-like behavior and use students as 

sources of revenue. As part of the new economy in which knowledge and ideas are materials 

to be refined and sold, Slaughter and Rhoades state that institutions look at students as targets 

for revenue, which does not stop at tuition, and students are “socialized into consumption-

focused capitalism” (p. 280). In other words, students become the focus of revenue 

generation, though the institution must still uphold its commitment to the overall 

development and education of students. While some departments pursue revenues with an 

academic capitalism mindset, others are forced into academic capitalism behavior and 

activities and are more cautious or strategic in their revenue generation efforts (Carducci, 

2010). Recently researchers have applied the term “student affairs capitalism” to the shifting 

in the focus of student affairs practice from student development to the monetary interests of 

the institution (Lee & Helm, 2013). 

It is important to note that while academic capitalism is the primary framework used 

in this study, resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) informs academic 

capitalism. Organizations compete for resources when they are scarce and will find ways to 

be innovative to take advantage of other resources (Sherer & Lee, 2002). In addition, the 

ability to assemble and maintain those scarce resources, while balancing the demands from 
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those providing the resources, is essential to an organization’s survival (Pfeffer & Salancik, 

1978). In the context of this study, these resources come primarily from the students within 

the institution, who are considered a captive market (Slaugher & Rhoades, 2004). The 

college union should balance the demands of the students with those of the university so it 

can be successful and effective in achieving its overall mission. Examples of this balance in 

the college union include student employment and other experiential learning opportunities 

that provide benefits to students and enhance their learning and development, but also 

provide financial benefits to the university through decreased labor costs, which can be 

considered academic capitalism behavior. 

Resource dependency theory suggests that problems arise not only because 

organizations depend on the environment and have to find the scarce resources, but also 

because the environment is not dependable (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). In finding various 

ways to generate revenue and become more of an auxiliary service, the college union is in 

essence fighting for survival. On the other hand, in the new economy, the college union is 

able to move beyond survival mode and excel in its pursuit of revenues through market and 

market-like behavior (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). This study uses the concept of academic 

capitalism to explore the relationship between revenue generation activities in the college 

union and the extent to which the college union enhances the missions of community 

building and education while maintaining value and overall student satisfaction. 
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Significance 

As the price to attend college continues to rise and students are hesitant to pay more 

in fees – which are rising at rates higher than tuition (Weisbrod et al., 2008) – college unions 

will continue to compete for resources to meet educational goals. Rising tuition and fees do 

not always mean higher costs, but rather a result of shifting expenses due to decreases in state 

funding or other revenues (Brinkman, 2006). As previously mentioned auxiliary services, 

such as the college union, are sources of revenues that compensate for the declines in state 

funding through direct institution support or subsidizing other departments. 

Organizationally, many college unions today include a student programming board, 

which historically predated the construction of a college union facility, to plan events and 

programs (Whipple, 1996). The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 

glossary defines student activities as, “programs designed to support and complement the 

institution’s academic mission and enhance the educational experience of students, 

individually and through student groups” (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 

n.d.). These programs include social, cultural and recreational programs as expected, as well 

as governing boards.  

In recent years, student activities and programming budgets have been stagnating or 

are on the decline, with only 35 percent of institutions indicating budget increases 

(VanDerLinden & Goddard, 2011). To make up for budget deficits, many departments within 

higher education are engaging in market and market-like behaviors by “attaching a price to 

things that were once free or charging more for items or services that were once subsidized or 
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provided at cost” (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004, p. 26). Examples of this within the college 

union include student organization registration fees, equipment rental fees, and ticket fees to 

attend events. Slaughter and Rhoades criticize the college unions for this behavior, stating 

that unions “serve as minimalls and profit centers” (p. 26). Others have expanded upon this 

market-like behavior concluding that the trend of being more market dependent most likely 

cannot be reversed (Breneman, 2005).  

A current gap in the literature exists regarding the influence revenues have on the 

educational mission, especially as it relates to the role of the college union in satisfying 

student needs. Some administrators view mandatory student fees as a dependable and secure 

revenue source that protects a particular department, program, or service from institutional 

budget cuts, at times to the detriment of its success (Sandeen & Barr, 2006). On the other 

hand, voluntary student fee revenues allow students to judge the quality of the program or 

service and either participate or walk away (Levy, 1995). This same concept can be applied 

to the auxiliary nature of some college unions in which a portion of the dining and retail sales 

are reinvested into college union programs (Brattain, 1981). Both arguments state that 

administrators are accountable to the students they serve and the programs and services must 

be adapted to meet student needs. A different view on the above statement sees these students 

as customers whose revenue sustains a program (Levy, 1995). Taking these two positions a 

step further, keeping up with the latest trends also contributes to the outcomes of student 

learning and development (Dungy, 2003). Adaptation and improvement of services and 

programs is one factor that fosters student engagement (Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 

1991).  
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Over time, “organizational wedges” arose in the college union, dividing the business 

mission and student development mission (Blackburn, 1988), though some would argue this 

disconnect is really the blurring of the boundary between these two functions (Weisbrod et 

al., 2008). Organizational structure and the behavior of its people impact student learning 

(Berger, 2002); therefore, it is essential to understand how a college union is structured and 

how to balance revenue generation (business) and student learning (education) (Blackburn, 

1966). Student affairs can thrive in the environment of academic capitalism (Hirt, 2007), and 

as a result produce a synergy through both missions working together (Danals, 2001). Rather 

than striving for equilibrium, administrators tend to overcorrect and chose one mission over 

the other (Freeman & Bresciani, 2012) as in the case of student affairs capitalism (Lee & 

Helm, 2013). In “Back to the Basics”, Blackburn (1988) provides the visual of a pendulum to 

illustrate how the focus of the college union in times of tight institutional budgets swings 

from education to revenue generation and back again.  

The college union must remain relevant in higher education and can achieve optimum 

results through maintaining a balance of revenue generation and the primary role of 

education (Bookman, 1992). In “State of the Union, 1961”, Butts asks the question that, if the 

union is labeled as extra or auxiliary to the classroom learning environment, then how is the 

union able to legitimize itself as a partner in education since the role of the college union 

includes learning and teaching (Butts, 1971). The Role of the College Union, adopted by the 

Association of College Unions International in 1956, states 
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“the union is part of the educational program of the college. As the center of 

college community life, it serves as a laboratory of citizenship, training 

students in social responsibility and for leadership in our democracy… Its 

goal is the development of persons as well as intellects.” (p.85, Butts, 1971)  

This role statement includes language that clarifies that the college union is not 

auxiliary to learning, but primary as a place for learning. It is this label of auxiliary that Butts 

states causes “an ignorance of or misconception of what the union is and how it operates, 

affecting attitudes, budgeting, staff selection, and producing local misunderstanding or 

controversy over the goals for the union” (p. 93, Butts, 1971).  

Purpose Statement 

 Academic capitalism frames this study with the goal of examining the ability of 

college unions to balance multiple missions and understand the relationship between the roles 

of generating revenue and satisfying students’ educational expectations. This examination 

uses data through a merger of three data sets. The first set is student satisfaction data via the 

Association of College Unions International’s (ACUI) and the Educational Benchmarking 

Incorporated (EBI) College Union/Student Center Assessments (ACUI/EBI Assessment) 

from academic/fiscal years 2010/11 and 2011/12. The ACUI/EBI Assessment data for 

2010/11 includes 40 institutions with 27,207 student responses increasing in 2011/12 to 52 

institutions with 36,895 responses. The most current year’s data is used for the 17 institutions 

that participated in both years, bringing the total institutions in the population to 75. Details 

of the data collection process can be found in chapter three. The second data set consists of 
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information on the budget and scope of the college union, as well as a series of questions 

inquiring about academic capitalism behaviors and activities present in the union. In order to 

participate in the study, college union administrators agreed to participate and share their data 

from the ACUI/EBI Assessment. Those institutions that submitted both sets of data 

comprised the final institutional set for this study. The sample size for this study is 34 

institutions with 23,102 responses. Upon compilation of the full institutional set, institutional 

Carnegie Classification data was pulled from the Carnegie Classification website to complete 

the data set. 

Research Questions and Method 

Two major research questions guide this study: 

1. Is there a relationship between market-like activities and behaviors, and students’ 

perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union operation? 

a. Additionally, to what extent do institutional characteristics, such as size, 

control, transfer status, and reporting line of the college union, influence 

students’ perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union and the 

extent to which the college union fulfills its missions? 

b. Likewise, to what extent do individual characteristics, such as class standing, 

ethnicity, age, employment status and place of residence, influence students’ 

perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union and the extent to which 

the college union fulfills its missions? 
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2. Is there a relationship between market-like activities and behaviors, and students’ 

frequency of visitation to the college union? 

This study seeks to understand the impact of academic capitalism on students’ perception 

of, satisfaction with, and subsequent interaction with the college union. The approach used to 

examine this data was hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), also known as multilevel 

modeling (MLM), using the students at the institution (level-1) as well as the institution and 

college union (level-2). Some of the independent variables for the research questions include 

the revenue sources, institutional characteristics such as Carnegie Classification, and a 

measure that indicates the extent of academic capitalism in the college union. A complete list 

of the independent variables at each level, as well as the dependent variables, can be found in 

chapter three.  

Hierarchical linear modeling is an appropriate method to use in understanding the 

effects of student satisfaction and revenue generation on the overall educational experience 

of the college union since it allows for a partitioning of the variance by level, which in this 

case is either by student or the institution. Chapter three provides a more in depth discussion 

of the method and its appropriateness. 

 It is the hope that this study will enhance the practice of college union administrators 

and their campus leaders. Fiscal management is an increasingly important professional 

competency and it is important to realize how structuring budgets and other budgetary 

decisions can have an impact on achieving the educational mission. Additionally, this study 

will add to the growing body of knowledge on student impacts of organizational structure 
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and funding, while enhancing the understanding of the impact academic capitalism has on 

students.  

The data for this study comes from student responses to a survey focused on student 

satisfaction and the effectiveness of the college union, coupled with a separate survey of 

college union revenue sources via senior managers in the college union, and the 

corresponding institutional characteristic information. In looking at revenue sources and 

other market-like activities and behaviors in the college union, academic capitalism guides 

the examination of the impact on students’ satisfaction with the college union and the extent 

to which students believe the college union achieves its education and community building 

missions. 

Definitions 

Academic capitalism – a concept originally developed by Slaughter and Leslie (1997) and 

further applied to students (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), which suggests that 

departments in higher education exhibit market or market-like behavior. This market 

behavior is evidenced through the use of state resources to generate revenue and 

secure corporate funding. It becomes market-like through a blurring of the boundaries 

between the public and private sectors, resembling a business. 

 Auxiliary enterprises expenditures –“Expenses for essentially self-supporting operations of 

the institution that exist to furnish a service to students, faculty, or staff, and that 

charge a fee that is directly related to, although not necessarily equal to, the cost of 

the service. Examples are residence halls, food services, student health services, 
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intercollegiate athletics (only if essentially self-supporting), college unions, college 

stores, faculty and staff parking, and faculty housing. Institutions include actual or 

allocated costs for operation and maintenance of plant, interest and depreciation.” 

(NCES, n.d.) 

Auxiliary enterprises revenues – “Revenues generated by or collected from the auxiliary 

enterprise operations of the institution that exist to furnish a service to students, 

faculty, or staff, and that charge a fee that is directly related to, although not 

necessarily equal to, the cost of the service. Auxiliary enterprises are managed as 

essentially self-supporting activities. Examples are residence halls, food services, 

student health services, intercollegiate athletics, college unions, college stores, and 

movie theaters.”(NCES, n.d.) 

Business mission – one of the two primary functions of the college union; based on the belief 

that the college union must generate revenue via a variety of sources including, but 

not limited to student fees and sales. 

College union – in this study, the college union refers to the functional department in higher 

education (though as noted in the literature review some see it as a building and 

others as a concept in which to carry out a purpose). It is also known by some as the 

student union or student center.  
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Community building mission – a goal tied to the educational function of the college union, 

specifically the way the college union provides a place to unite the campus and for 

students to meet, interact and learn with others. 

Educational mission – one of the two primary functions of the college union which focuses 

on out-of-class learning through informal and formal opportunities including, but not 

limited to, programs, employment, recreation and the arts.  

Student activities – “programs designed to support and complement the academic mission 

and to enhance the educational experience of students, individually and through 

student groups. These activities include exposure to and participation in social, 

cultural, recreational, intellectual, and governance activities” (NCES, n.d.) 

Student services – “A functional expense category that includes expenses for admissions, 

registrar activities, and activities whose primary purpose is to contribute to students’ 

emotional and physical well-being and to their intellectual, cultural, and social 

development outside the context of the formal instructional program. Examples 

include student activities, cultural events, student newspapers, intramural athletics, 

student organizations, supplemental instruction outside the normal administration, 

and student records. Intercollegiate athletics and student health services may also be 

included except when operated as self-supporting auxiliary enterprises. Also may 

include information technology expenses related to student service activities if the 

institution separately budgets and expenses information technology resources 

(otherwise these expenses are included in institutional support.) Institutions include 
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actual or allocated costs for operation and maintenance of plant, interest, and 

depreciation.” (NCES, n.d.) 

Summary 

This chapter provided a foundation for understanding the significance of this study 

and its purpose. Furthermore, a case has been made on how this study will help contribute to 

the scholarly community by filling the gaps in the literature and more specifically by linking 

the roles of business and education. The literature review in the next chapter, provides a 

strong foundation for understanding the methods discussed in this study. 



18 
 

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter one introduced the problem statement which is to understand the relationship 

between the revenue generation in the college union and student satisfaction with the college 

union missions. This chapter reviews the relevant literature pertaining to the college union, 

and develops a conceptual framework to address the research questions. 

The review begins by setting the stage for this study by presenting the historical 

context of the college union. Next, attention focuses on a discussion of auxiliary services and 

commercialism in the college union, and then examines the college student experience in 

terms of out-of-class learning, involvement, and the role facilities play in student learning. 

The review then details how institutions seek to satisfy and retain students as customers. The 

conceptual framework of academic capitalism and its application to student affairs, and more 

specifically to the college union, is then presented. The chapter concludes with the research 

of expenditures and revenues and the relationship with student development outcomes. 

Historical Context 

What is the College Union 

In 1914 at the first meeting of the National Association of Student Unions (NASU), 

currently known as the Association of College Unions International (ACUI), the union was 

defined as: 

The most vital force in unifying the student body, molding the college spirit, 

and promoting democracy, thus tending to break down arbitrary class and 
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social distinction. Without such a unifying force, any student body, which is 

naturally broken up into different departments and classes, is apt to center its 

interests and enthusiasm in some particular department or organization, rather 

than in the school as a whole. (McMillan & Davis, 1989, p. 11) 

This inaugural meeting, attended mostly by students and held at The Ohio State 

University, cemented the term ‘union’ through the creation of a national organization and 

creating a constitution and bylaws (McMillan & Davis, 1989). Of those seven founding 

member institutions present, only four had some type of facilities to house their union. This 

is important to note since the early beginnings of the union was both an idea as a student 

men’s club and a bricks and mortar facility. This concept is an ongoing conversation for 

many today, particularly smaller institutions that do not have college union facilities or for 

union organizations who are displaced from the college union facility during construction 

and renovation. 

English, Scottish and Canadian Influences 

For over a century now, the college union in America has been a place for social, 

recreational and intellectual uses of students. Three international models pre-dated the 

American college union and influenced the current American model. The college union in 

America drew from a variety of these international models and developed into the 

organization we know today, focused more on services for students rather than places of 

debates.  
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 It was the British model that Harvard used as a guide for the Harvard Union in 1880, 

though their debating club had been around for over half a century (Butts, 1971). However, it 

was the Scottish model that provided influence for the social mission and a place for dining 

(Humphreys, 1946). If we think of the union as a unifying organization that provided 

conveniences to the students, students who do not live on campus might need an organization 

that provides more of their needs such as meals and a place to gather between classes, as did 

the commuter campus of Glasgow. Finally, the Canadian model from the University of 

Toronto also influenced the early college unions in the United States. Hart House, which 

formally opened in 1919, took the union model to the next level by focusing on more than 

students, it embraced faculty, staff and the community (Butts, 1971). Butts also cited an 

address he gave in 1969 at the fiftieth anniversary of the formal opening of Hart House, in 

which he describes Hart House as “a mecca for all of us in the States who were considering 

union buildings” (p. 15). The early American college unions blended the best of the British, 

Scottish and Canadian college unions to create a unique organization and facility that met the 

needs of higher education institutions. 

The American College Union Facility 

Though Harvard was modeling a union group after the Oxford model in 1880, the 

first American student union facility built was Houston Hall at the University of 

Pennsylvania in 1896, and was modeled off of the English and Scottish models that had 

existed for over sixty years abroad (Butts, 1971). It was Houston Hall that took the college 

union movement forward. 
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The Catalogue of the University of Pennsylvania stated that the mission of Houston 

Hall was to provide all students a common space with a vast array of recreational and leisure 

amenities to occupy their free time (Butts, 1971). The YMCA was used as a template for 

Houston Hall, which is not surprising given the wealth of amenities the YMCA contained, 

including a swimming pool, bowling, billiards and gymnasium (McMillian and Davis, 1989). 

By the 1960s, the college union was thought to be a center of social and community life for 

the campus (Butts, 1971). Visible here are the early roots in what many consider essential 

features of current college unions and in many cases features that are now revenue sources 

for the organization. 

Auxiliary Services 

While the early unions in the 1920’s started to develop a sense of purpose and 

focused on the use of the facilities for leisure time and a place to congregate, they would 

gradually change as America changed. In 1940, Time wrote an article about the opening of 

the Coffman Memorial Union at the University of Minnesota and noted that the college 

union, the social center of large state institutions, was rare in the east but a commonplace at 

Midwest institutions. With the rapid expansion of higher education following the GI Bill, the 

college union movement kept pace and by the 1960’s attention had turned to the friction 

between the business and educational missions of the college union.  

In a 1964 article, titled “Auxiliary Enterprise?”: The case for a better term for 

college unions, the Executive Committee of the Association of College Unions International 

(ACUI) explored why the term auxiliary did not fit the college union and traced the term’s 

history in higher education back to 1922, when it was used primarily for accounting 
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purposes. Today, auxiliary service units, such as residence halls, bookstores, and student 

health services, are those that primarily follow a business model to meet the out-of-class 

needs of the campus community (CAS, 2009a). In “A More Perfect Union” (Time, 1962, 

September 21), the University of California Berkeley's union director stated that the college 

union is an educational service. Typically in business what matters most is the bottom line; 

however, the Role of the College Union (Association of College Unions International 

[ACUI], 2009) touts the educational mission above that of revenue generation. 

Commercialism and the College Union 

It is unclear if there will ever be consensus on the role of the college union, since 

different perspectives have existed for the past century. Given the dissatisfactions with the 

label of a campus auxiliary stated in the 1960s, and concerns expressed in Back to the Basics 

(Blackburn, 1988), it is surprising that many college unions today are mega centers of 

commercial activity. Blackburn begins his article by describing the uncertain environment in 

the 1960s, and claims that at that time, the college union was in the midst of an identity 

crisis. Blackburn further describes a “philosophical reawakening” occurring in which college 

union administrators desired to move back to the role of the community centered union. 

Later, in 2007, the Executive Director of ACUI echoed the sentiments of the 75th anniversary 

address by Blackburn (Herman-Betzen, 2007) stating that “an auxiliary enterprise without 

campus life and student programming is a college marketplace, not a college union” 

(Herman-Betzen, 2007, p.11). 
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A decade ago, Lewis (2003) wrote an article in the Chronicle of Higher Education 

titled “Forget Classrooms. How Big Is the Atrium in the New Student Center?” This article 

describes the college union facility and the elaborate structures that college unions have 

come to be known for, specifically pointing to the example of notable architect Robert 

Venturi, who in 1980 redefined the college union facility on a national scale, when he 

remodeled the student union at the University of Pennsylvania, which is coincidentally, the 

first student union facility in America.  

In the remodel, Venturi added features that made the union more commercial in 

nature, with neon and dramatic signage, and more. This new model changed the character of 

the college union to one that was “increasingly, commercial rather than institutional” (Lewis, 

2003, para. 8) and Lewis pointed to one student center as “extroverted to the point of 

exhibitionism” (Lewis, 2003, para. 11). A recent article in The New York Times (Dillon, 

2010) quotes a professor describing the expenditures on student services as the “country-

clubization” of the university, in reference to athletics and college union facilities. 

It is comments like these, from individuals outside of the college union profession, 

that continually push to define the college union as a place to balance business and student 

learning, despite the resistance from within. While many college unions have a responsibility 

to be fiscally self-supporting, they are also critical to the out-of-class learning and essential to 

complementing the educational mission of the university. This role in education not only 

enhances the collegiate experience, but also encourages the students to be more persistent in 

their learning experience.  
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Many college unions informally operate under a two-good framework (Weisbrod, 

Ballou, & Asch, 2008) in which they must generate money to fund their mission of education 

while others have called this philosophy the business of student development (Carducci, 

2010). Others have noted that these missions are actually complementary (Love & Estanek, 

2004; Blackburn, 1966) with revenues from sales and services reinvested into the educational 

programs and services (Brattain, 1981) that can promote involvement and enhance 

engagement. College unions can also promote institutional values and enhance the 

educational environment by promoting social responsibility through the business model 

(Brown & Taylor, 2012). 

Involvement, Engagement and Learning Environments 

College impacts students in numerous ways that affect their development and level of 

persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). While many 

studies use the term involvement and engagement interchangeably, when defined, they have 

a separate focus (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). In a study examining involvement, 

engagement and integration, Wolf-Wendel et al. spoke with leading scholars on each of the 

terms. The scholars noted that while it was reasonable to use both involvement and 

engagement to mean the same thing, involvement focuses on the student, whereas 

engagement focuses on the organization. In creating their out-of-class experiences, students 

choose various methods of involvement and their involvement does not always equate to 

engagement. When considering engagement, it is the organization’s responsibility to involve 

the student and make the connection to specified outcomes (Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009). For 

example, incorporating student learning outcomes into a request for proposal from an outside 
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vendor is one way that the college union can intentionally promote engagement (Towle & 

Olsen, 2009), thus outsourcing does not always mean a complete abandonment of the 

educational mission (Freeman & Bresciani, 2012).  

Terenzini and Reason (2005) developed a comprehensive model of the influences on 

student learning, development, change, and persistence. This model takes into consideration 

both the pre-college characteristics and the college experience, which includes the 

experiences outside the classroom. Additionally, the model considers both the role of the 

organization and the student’s individual experiences in the overall college experience. Co-

curricular programs such as internships, service learning, employment and workshops offered 

by the college union are examples of the organizational context. On the other hand, college 

union programs such as concerts, arts and lectures provide opportunities for individual 

students to create their own out-of class-experiences. Both types of programs, those closely 

tied to academic pursuits and the out-of-class experiences, contribute to community building 

by providing opportunities for meaningful interactions between students as well as with 

faculty and staff.  

Students expect to gain more from college than just specific knowledge in a given 

field of study (Toutkoushian & Smart, 2001). The co-curricular and out-of-class experiences 

including employment, internships and leadership opportunities are critical to meeting those 

expectations (Astin, 1993; Kuh, 1995; Perozzi, 2009) and have a positive impact on student 

development (Kuh, Hu, & Vesper, 2000). Research suggests that enriching educational 

experiences and supportive campus environments have significant positive impacts on 

student learning and development (Pike, Kuh, McCormick, Ethington, & Smart, 2011). It is 
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here that the college union seeks to find a niche on campus by providing services, facilities, 

and activities that allow students to actively participate in building community and 

contributing to their own development (ACUI, 2009).  

Existing literature links the quality of involvement to the extent to which students 

find the experience to be meaningful (Tinto, 2010; Kuh et al., 1991). In their research, Kuh et 

al. (1991) found examples of this meaningful contribution in campus activities and the 

college union. In the college union, it was students, as opposed to staff, who were planning 

and implementing programs for the campus, which would lend itself to the idea that 

institutions should provide support and encouragement for students to take responsibility for 

creating programs that foster learning. Examples may include student led boards, student run 

organizations and even employment such as the role of student building managers where the 

students are responsible for the staff and building after hours. 

Through programming efforts to enhance the out-of-class experience on campus, the 

college union contributes to the development of students (Chickering, 1977) and these 

educationally purposeful activities have positive impacts on student outcomes (Pike et al., 

2011; Kuh et al., 2000). Research validates Chickering’s support for departmental 

programming tied to student outcomes, and provides concrete examples of college union 

practitioners linking student development theory to college union programming (Evans, 

Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 2010). Students who visit the college union for a specific 

purpose or program are more likely to persist to graduation, and meaningful attendance is 

more of a factor than the number of hours they spend in the facility (Mallinckrodt & 

Sedlacek, 2009). The scope of this study does not examine the reasons for attendance or level 
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of satisfaction due to the wide variation and quality of facilities, programs and services that 

are offered nationally. There exists a considerable research gap on the college union, and this 

study provides a foundation for future research including understanding the motives for 

student visitation to the college union and their satisfaction.  

The quality of an institution’s student life facilities impacts student recruitment and 

retention (Reynolds, 2007). The college union and recreation center among other student life 

facilities and offices are also classrooms for learning (Blimling & Alschuler, 1996). Students 

view the importance of these facilities differently based on gender and transfer versus non-

transfer status, with women and transfer students both placing more importance on the 

college union than their counterparts (Reynolds, 2007). When designing campus facilities 

with student learning in mind, it is important to consider a variety of aspects starting with 

safety and inclusion, then involvement and engagement, and finally community building 

(Strange & Banning, 2001). This study contributes to the literature on the connection 

between facilities and programs in creating meaningful learning opportunities. 

Institutions that foster involvement among the student body communicate those 

expectations and values through the complimentary utilization of facilities and institutional 

mission, such as in the college union (Kuh et al., 1991). Student affairs professionals have 

opportunities to create seamless learning environments with their student leaders and student 

employees by connecting the learning from these co-curricular and out-of-class experiences 

to the students’ academic programs (Kuh, 1993). As a potential seamless learning 
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environment, the college union plays an important role in building community on campus 

(Slazinik, 2001). 

For the college union and its community to thrive, it is important to provide a 

welcoming environment where all students feel they belong and matter (Schlossberg, 1989; 

Ringgenberg, 1989). Lack of a sense of community has a negative impact on a student’s 

satisfaction with student life on campus (Astin, 1993). Furthermore, when the environment 

and facilities are not accessible or convenient, both in location and operating hours, it can 

deter a student’s involvement (Kuh et al., 1991). Thus, all aspects of campus life from 

educationally purposeful activities to facilities are important in fostering community and 

encouraging involvement. The next section changes the perspective of students in the college 

union from active participants in their learning to that of a consumer of goods and services 

produced by the union. 

Students as Customers 

 The Great Depression had an impact on the college union and forced union directors 

to focus more on financial issues (Butts, 1971). Butts cites his 1932 speech as President of 

the Association of College Unions, where he attributed large drops in enrollment and a 

changing student body to the Great Depression. He described the Depression-era students as 

being more serious than those who attended in better economic times, since families were 

making sacrifices back at home so their children could attend college. Butts maintained union 

administrators must ask, both in bad and good financial times, what the students are 

expecting of the union. Fiscal and environmental constraints of the Great Depression 
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changed what the union was used for, moving it from primarily a social center to a model 

where students were seen as customers with expectations of their time on campus. This same 

view is relevant to this study, since the data for this study come from a period of recovery 

following the largest recession in recent decades.  

It was during the depression era that college unions, such as the Memorial Union at 

Wisconsin, encountered resistance from area businesses. The union was trying to keep meals 

affordable for students and staff, which caused the businesses to compete based on price 

(Hartshorne, 1979). A similar period of recovery currently exists, following the largest 

recession in recent decades, and it is likely that unions will continue to focus on students as 

consumers and provide some competition for area businesses. 

Frequently, studies exclude satisfaction when examining the outcomes of higher 

education, though satisfaction has a positive relationship with opportunities to participate in 

out-of-class experiences (Astin, 1993). In some campus life or athletic facilities, students are, 

and should be, treated as the consumers (Sirvanci, 1996). In the role of the consumer, student 

satisfaction with these facilities contributes to the goals of recruitment and retention 

(Sirvanci, 1996; Reynolds, 2007). It is important not only to listen to student concerns but 

also respond to them in a timely manner (Benjamin & Hollings, 1997). 

With the focus on accountability and assessment found in the educational world 

today, college union administrators must demonstrate the contributions of the union to 

student retention (Rames, 2000), and how the union provides student involvement 

opportunities that have positive effects on retention (Upcraft, 1985; Titus, 2006a). Some 
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experts suggest that theories from business might apply to higher education, such as the idea 

that it is more economical to keep current students (customers) than to go in search of new 

ones (Bejou, 2005). Using strong customer service to enhance positive relationships and 

customer satisfaction to sustain relationships, Bejou’s model easily adapts to the college 

union.  

There are many ways to determine what students desire in the college union and what 

other institutions are doing to promote positive customer relationships. Benchmarking is one 

effective way for student affairs departments to improve their services and programs, and 

ultimately improve the educational experience for the students (Mosier & Schwarzmueller, 

2002). College union administrators see customer satisfaction as an important quality 

criterion critical to management success (Marshall, 1995). The ACUI/EBI college 

union/student center assessment, used as a data source for this study, is a benchmarking tool 

to determine student perceptions of the college union as well as how to improve the overall 

program effectiveness. The factor in the assessment that influences these outcomes the most 

is the extent to which the college union enhances campus life and leadership on campus 

(Rudisille & Hickey, 2011). Rudisille and Hickey note that in order understand how students 

define this ideal campus life, college union administrators need to stay current on the latest 

trends and ideas. Further administrators need to view students as consumers with rights who 

can hold the institution accountable, and become partners in shaping the organization 

(Rhoades, 1995; Sirvanci, 1996). 
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 Given the nature of customer satisfaction and retention, it is not surprising to see 

revenue generation as a critical part of the college union, and this focus on revenue is 

unlikely to change (Schuh 2003). In 1997, cost-centered budgeting was identified as an 

emerging trend on college campuses (Ginsburg, 1997), though this trend is similar to the 

model of the 1960’s in which the college union and other auxiliary units needed to be self-

supporting. In some cases, these auxiliary units may help to support the university because of 

the overhead fee they pay to the university (Kretovics, 2011; Woodard et al., 2000; Barr & 

McClellan, 2011) or the financial support provided other units (Barr & McClellan, 2011). 

Providing support to the university or other units can be troublesome in that transferring 

money to support others decreases the net income that the college union has to support its 

services and programs (Schroer & Johnson, 2003).  

 As state appropriations decline, administrative contributions will continue to increase 

(Schuh, 2009, Keppler 2010) and administrators may shift all or part of related salaries to 

auxiliary budgets, or lean on these budgets to subsidize other programs (Keppler, 2010). 

While there are some creative solutions during this time of decline, other student affairs units 

move, voluntary or not, towards being more cost-centered by relying less on the general fund 

and more on student and user fees (Schuh, 2003; Rames, 2000). Some of these user fees are 

more of a partial user fee as the intent is to offset a portion of the full cost of the event or 

service (Kretovics, 2011). This shift in departmental funding from state support to the 

pockets of students and their families is hallmark of academic capitalism, discussed in the 

next section. 
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Conceptual Framework 

 In the literature, the term tuition often includes mandatory fees, such as those for the 

college union or student activities. Students typically pay both tuition and fees in the same 

bill and often do not distinguish between the two (Achibald & Feldman, 2011). There are 

many types of revenue sources available in higher education (Cheslock, 2006; Levy, 1995); 

and while student fees and institutional funding are the most common types of revenue for 

the college union (Henry, 2004), others suggest that the most common types of revenue are 

student fees and auxiliary revenues (Costantino, 2000).  

 Costantino (2000) examined the revenue distribution of college unions and the role of 

college union governing boards, with a specific focus on student fee funding. She found that 

college unions that have governing boards tend to have a larger proportion of student fees (72 

percent) in their total budget compared to those that did not have governing boards (seven 

percent). In the same study, college union directors rated the perceived level of their 

governing board’s authority on 22 domains covering areas of responsibility, with the overall 

perception being that governing boards played more than an advisory role. For the purposes 

of this study, three of the domains in the finance and budgeting construct stand out: financial 

goals of the union, the college union budget, and prices of goods and services. For each of 

these domains, the perceived level of authority was less than advisory, with board members 

indicating less authority than the union director believed they possessed (Costantino, 2000). 

Furthermore, in the finance and budget construct, the overall perceived authority of the 

governing board declined as they proceeded from financial goals to the college union budget 

to prices of goods and services. This illustrates that college union administrators with 
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governing boards sense less influence over their auxiliary revenues (goods and services) than 

their overall budget, which primarily consists of student fees. On the other hand, those 

institutions that relied less on student fees and more on auxiliary fee revenues were less 

likely to have governing boards. While some college unions have a large portion of revenue 

from a single source, typically mandatory fees or auxiliary revenue, an overwhelming 

majority of college unions relied on a variety of sources of revenues including some state 

support (Costantino, 2000). 

Academic Capitalism 

The conceptual framework of academic capitalism was first introduced to examine 

university profit motives (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). The theory of academic capitalism 

looks at how higher education institutions use state resources to enhance external revenue 

generation and secure corporate funding (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). The behavior of the 

institution resembles that of a corporation and is described as market or market-like. On the 

institutional level, the external sources of revenue compensate for a decline in state and 

federal funding. However, at the departmental level, mandatory fees such as those for the 

college union are equivalent to state funds; if college union administrators are restricted in 

their ability to increase these fees, they are forced to turn to other sources of revenue to 

continue operating. The quest for these resources, often financial, from outside of the 

institution involves competition and is not limited to external business and government 

sources, but also includes students. 
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Unlike the previous research on the role of students as consumers, academic 

capitalism focuses on the institution as an active agent in marketing to students, and in turn, 

uses these students as a resource to attract new resources. Originally, Slaughter and Leslie 

(1997) ignored students in academic capitalism, but further research included them and 

considered the revenue they brought through tuition, fees, and their discretionary dollars 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). As a part of the new economy and academic capitalism, 

Slaughter and Rhoades found that institutions look to students for revenues that go beyond 

just tuition. The new economy is one in which “knowledge is a critical raw material to be 

mined and extracted from any unprotected site” (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004, p. 4), then 

protected through copyright, patenting, or as a trade secret so that it can be sold and used as a 

source of revenue (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). 

Academic capitalism notes that students and their money are part of a process as they 

move through the institution. The commercial nature of the college union is highlighted by 

calling it a mini-mall (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) illustrating that institutions market a 

lifestyle in addition to the educational service in order to compete and attract students 

(Hossler, 2004). Theoretically, students choose the institution and majors that bring a return 

to their investment. Once students enroll, the institution captures their tuition and fee 

revenues supplementing the state resources and encouraging them into “consumption-

focused capitalism” (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004, p. 280) through things like logos and 

services which capture students’ discretionary dollars. Institutions then treat these students as 

products that can be traded with corporations for revenue, through contracts in which the 

students consume a company’s product or service, such as exclusive apparel and beverage 
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contracts. Finally, as students graduate from the institution, they are an output to society, and 

become another source of potential revenue as alumni (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).  

Market behaviors are defined as the institution’s for-profit activities in which the 

institution behaves as a corporation with knowledge and products to be sold through patents, 

licensing, partnerships or spinoff companies (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). Market-like 

behaviors are those in which the institution, faculty and staff compete to secure funding 

beyond state support through corporate sources such as contracts and partnerships or student 

sources such as tuition and fees. Taken together, an institution’s behavior is both market and 

market-like. 

Many departments across campus, including the college union, are engaging in 

market-like behaviors by charging for services that once were free, or by increasing the price 

of services that were once subsidized (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Examples of these 

services include fees for registering a student organization, room and equipment rentals, 

workshop materials, and ticket prices for various arts and music events. Institutions need to 

find and collect more resources from the market over time due to the decline of other revenue 

streams. The challenge will be to “preserve the public purposes of our great institutions while 

requiring that they assemble their resources through market competition” (Breneman, 2005, 

p. 9). When administrators primarily focus on revenue generation to sustain the operation of 

the college union, there can be potential complications with programming efforts if they are 

considered extra and subject to budget cuts (Schroer & Johnson, 2003). Additionally, when 

making decisions solely based on the market, administrators risk the possibility of straying 
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from the educational mission (Komives, Woodard, & Associates, 2003). Student affairs 

capitalism captures this shift to a focus on revenue generation efforts ahead of student 

development (Lee & Helm, 2013). In accounting for this need to stay true to the mission, 

non-auxiliary student affairs units that operate from an academic capitalism framework, tend 

to be more strategic and long term in their thinking about revenue generation (Carducci, 

2010). In other words, units that are concerned with competition for revenues and generating 

profits, are more systematic in their operation, often times seen in their mission, vision or 

strategic plan. Carducci (2010) echoes the sentiments of Blackburn (1988) and uses the same 

visual of a pendulum to caution student affairs organizations that focus more on revenue 

generation than their mission of supporting the public good. In addition, those student affairs 

administrators who achieved an adequate balance were able to remain committed to 

education (the public good) while still pursuing market-like behaviors (Carducci, 2010). 

Revenue Generation and the College Union 

Market-like behavior in the college union, through sales of services and products to 

students, faculty and staff, can subsidize other desired student activities produced by the 

college union (Levy, 1995; Woodard et al., 2000). As noted previously, these student 

activities are often viewed as discretionary and are sustained by the additional revenues 

generated through market-like activities. While the primary role of the college union is to 

provide a central place for community through the facilities, services, and activities, those 

college unions operating from an academic capitalism framework might not be altruistic 

when it comes to student activities spending. The phrase you have to spend money to make 

money comes to mind. While spending from auxiliary revenues (profits) on student activities 
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programming in order to enhance the education and community building functions is 

necessary to complete the whole college union mission, it can be justified by the potential of 

increased revenue due to the increased traffic the programs bring into the facility (Brattain, 

1981). As an example, free programs such as movies, karaoke or trivia might be offered with 

the hope that those attending might grab a meal or snack at one of the venues in the college 

union. Additionally, discounted theme nights in a games room raise awareness of services for 

a fee while also providing activities to enhance student retention. One might view such 

market-like behaviors as contributing to a mutually beneficial relationship between the 

educational and business missions of the college union.  

Generating revenue should not compromise the values or principles the college union 

stands for (Cunard & Freeman, 1991); these principles speak to the role the college union has 

in developing students. College union professionals must not only play the role of educator 

for students outside of the classroom (Levitan & Osteen, 1992), but they must also connect 

their revenue generation duties with that of the role of the college union in community 

building, student development, and enhancing the educational mission of the institution 

(Milani, Eakin, & Brattain, 1992). Student affairs professionals, however, need to proceed 

with caution as their relationship with students may become distant and disconnected the 

more the students are seen as customers (Rhoades, 1995). 

Resource Dependence 

This study uses the framework of academic capitalism, but also recognizes the 

importance of resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and its role in revenue 
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generation. In finding various streams of revenue and becoming more of an auxiliary service 

unit, the college union is in essence fighting for survival. Some revenue sources, such as 

student fees, are more dependable than others (Harris, 2010; Sandeen & Barr, 2006), whereas 

revenues from sales of products and services is much more volatile. This chapter previously 

discussed the funding constraints and shifts in funding sources; In order to fill the gaps 

created by those constraints and shifts, many organizations have turned to market-like 

activities. A recent study examining the business of student development sought to determine 

the reasons and extent to which student affairs organizations engaged in market-like 

behaviors (Carducci, 2010). In other words, were the departments exhibiting academic 

capitalism in order to maintain the organization funding level (a resource dependent mindset) 

or to strategically position the organization to compete for revenues and expand its programs 

and services? 

While resource dependency theory and academic capitalism are both viable frames to 

examine revenue generation activities of student affairs units, resource dependence is the 

dominant orientation for non-auxiliary units (Carducci, 2010). In trying to understand the 

extent to which market-like behaviors rely upon resource dependence or academic 

capitalism, Carducci noted that for some of the non-auxiliary units, the focus on revenue 

generation was based on a need for fiscal stability, rather than a need or desire to capitalize 

on external funding. In these instances, the departments were reluctant to enter into market-

like behavior and felt forced to do so in order to achieve stability, rather than profit 

maximization. The lack of corporate partnerships in some departments considered to be 
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prime targets for partnering reinforces this stance, while those interviewed noted a desire to 

stay true to the values of the unit (Carducci, 2010).  

In regards to the scope of revenue generation activities, those non-auxiliary units that 

operate from a resource dependence orientation tended to have smaller user fees and co-

sponsorships, or what was referred to as nickel and diming, as a way to keep external 

influence to the organization to a minimum (Carducci, 2010). Rather, they looked to students 

for revenue through mandatory student fees and other small scale market-like behaviors such 

as charging small fees for services. Academic capitalism considers profits from both students 

and corporations, thus the non-auxiliary units are making a conscious decision to reduce 

external influence from corporations by turning to the students who are a captive market for 

consumption. In doing so, the units choose sources of revenue that align with their mission 

(Carducci, 2010). Such behaviors adhere to the desire to stay true to their organizational 

values (Woodard et al., 2000). Those units which engage in academic capitalism through 

small scale market-like behaviors do so as a result of resource dependence; thus, as Carducci 

(2010) anticipates, this shift from resource dependence to academic capitalism might occur 

over time because these small scale efforts later link to strategic priorities.  

While there exists literature about the field of student affairs and market-like 

behavior, rare is the research study documenting this behavior. Carducci (2010) attempts to 

set the stage for understanding this behavior, using the academic capitalism and resource 

dependence frameworks. A limitation of Carducci’s work as it applies to this study of the 

college union, is that it employs a multiple case study methodology using three different 
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four-year institutional environments in California, a public research university, a public 

master’s university, and a small, private liberal arts institution. However, given the lack of 

knowledge regarding market-like behaviors and reasons for this behavior, Carducci’s work 

with non-auxiliary student affairs units provides a foundation for this study to build upon. 

All three student affairs divisions explored by Carducci (2010) had oversight of some 

auxiliary services which included corporate partnerships, but overall those partnerships did 

not carry over into the non-auxiliary areas beyond career development relationships with 

corporations. Carducci provides a rich discussion of market-like behavior in student affairs. 

However, the discussion alludes to the possibility that the goal of auxiliary units is to 

maximize profit, and the integrity of the programs/facilities is not as much of a concern as 

with the non-auxiliary areas (Carducci, 2010). While that finding relates to three unique 

institutions in California, caution should be applied when generalizing beyond that context, 

as previously noted, the college union operates with business and educational missions 

responsible for facilities, programs and revenue generation. Furthermore, given the historical 

trend of auxiliary units – including the college union – to be financially self-sustaining for 

decades, and the calls to balance the educational and business missions, contrary to the 

findings of Carducci (2010) perhaps some auxiliary units have experienced growing pains 

and might now be effective at finding the equilibrium between the core educational mission 

and the strategic maximization of revenues. This study expands upon Carducci’s work with a 

national sample and accounts for both the resource dependence and academic capitalism 

philosophies.  
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Enhancing Student Learning through College Employment (Perozzi, 2009) provides 

multiple examples of how employment in the college union contributes to the traditional 

student affairs missions. Included is a chapter dedicated to partnering with outsourced service 

providers in an attempt to create opportunities for students to enhance their learning through 

employment. This is contrary to the findings that non-auxiliary student affairs units are 

hesitant to engage in relationships with corporations at the risk of sacrificing traditional 

student affairs missions of “educational access, social justice and student learning” 

(Carducci, 2010, p. 312). Furthermore, another chapter is dedicated to students successfully 

leading large auxiliary organizations using case studies of two California universities as 

examples. The Associated Students University of California, Los Angeles (ASUCLA) 

operates similar to a 501(c)(3) with functions ranging from student government to Services 

and Enterprises (Mann & Permaul, 2009). This student run operation has over 1,200 student 

employees which typically come in early during their college career and progress in the 

organization from front line staff to supervisors and managers.  

Employment is the strongest example of how auxiliary units in or out of student 

affairs, such as the college union, engage in academic capitalism while contributing to 

access, social justice and student learning. This study contributes to the understanding of 

auxiliary units and the integrity of programs and facilities by examining the relationship 

between revenue sources and market-like activities on student satisfaction with the 

educational and community building contributions of the union.  
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Expenditures and Revenues 

There exists a small body of research examining the relationship between revenues or 

expenditures on various outcomes in higher education, though there are hundreds of studies 

examining this relationship at the K-12 level (Smart et al., 2002). Expenditures typically are 

not included as variables in theoretical models (Smart et al., 2002) thus the reason for this 

niche in the higher education literature. The lack of empirical studies is mirrored in college 

union specific literature with studies focusing on revenues and structure, such as Costantino 

(2000), but failing to link outcomes with financial variables. 

Only recently have higher education researchers examined both expenditure patterns 

and student development outcomes in the same studies. One of the early higher education 

studies of expenditures by category and student leadership abilities noted the lack of research 

on the topic (Smart et al., 2002). This examination of expenditures on student outcomes has 

persisted, yet it continues to yield mixed results (Pike et al., 2011). Pike et al. note four 

factors that explain the lack of conclusive findings. First, is that there is little variance 

between institutions; when institutional measures are combined with student measures in the 

same models, the links between student measures and outcomes wash out the weak 

institutional effects. Second, studies lack a consistent model and vocabulary for expenditures, 

compounded by the variation in the way that institutions account for their spending. Third, 

Pike et al. (2011) note the agreement in studies that engagement has positive direct effects on 

learning outcomes, thus expenditures have an indirect effect on those outcomes. The fourth 

and final factor is that all students, regardless of class level, are lumped into the analysis, 

diluting the effects of class level (Pike et al., 2006). To account for these factors, Pike et al. 
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(2011) used a combined expenditure measure (academic support, institutional support, 

instruction, research, and student services) in the model, which illustrated the complex 

relationship between expenditures and outcomes. Expenditures were positively related to 

first-year cognitive gains as well as academic challenge and student–faculty interaction, two 

of the five engagement benchmarks for both first-year students and seniors, confirming the 

indirect impacts of expenditures on outcomes.  

This study overcomes some of the flaws mentioned by Pike et al. (2011) by looking at 

one unit, the college union, so that a more consistent definition and reporting of expenditures 

can be found, as opposed to looking institution wide. The model in this study uses student 

activities spending as the sole expenditure category with the assumption that all revenues not 

spent on that function are put towards operating the college union services and facilities. 

Additionally, the model breaks students down by class level, race, and gender since literature 

shows there are differential impacts (Webster & Sedlacek, 1982; Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 

2009). It is important to understand these differential effects, so that college union 

administrators can direct financial resources to those activities that will have the greater 

impact on educational success, noting that the best use of those resources is to couple them 

with faculty and staff time for the greatest impact (Pike et al., 2006). Furthermore, the results 

of Pike et al. (2006) affirm that the relationship between expenditures, engagement and 

outcomes is not a simple one, highlighting the indirect and contingent effects, as well as why 

more research is needed in order to develop a model. These findings influence the design of 

this study noting that the relationships between market-like behaviors, including that of 
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student activities expenditures, and student satisfaction are likely complex and differ by 

group.   

 The results of the past decade have been contradictory (Pike et al., 2011). Building 

off the K-12 literature and recommendations on expenditures, notably that of Wenglinsky 

(1997), Smart et al. (2002) distinguished between types of expenditures (instruction, 

academic support and student services) and the indirect and direct relationships with 

leadership abilities. The proportion of total expenditures dedicated to instruction and student 

services had a significant indirect relationship to leadership abilities, though the relationship 

was negative for instruction and positive for student services (Smart et al., 2002). In 

examining the effect of expenditures on student gains, Toutkoushian and Smart (2001) 

observed a positive relationship between instruction, administrative support, and 

administrative expenditures on some but not all of the student gain categories.  

Though previous studies (Toutkoushian & Smart, 2001; Smart et al., 2002) used the 

annual CIRP Freshman Survey data (a national study focused on involvement measures) in 

the quest to find a relationship between expenditures and outcomes, later studies turned to the 

National Study of Student Engagement (NSSE) (a national data set focused on engagement 

and good practice for education) for that relationship, both still yielding mixed results. One 

study found no relationship between student services expenditures and engagement, while 

administrative expenditures had a negative relationship (Ryan, 2005). Building off previous 

studies, Pike et al. (2006) used NSSE data to determine the relationship between 

expenditures and engagement focusing on the NSSE benchmark scores. However, unlike 
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previous studies that only examined select expenditure categories, Pike et al. included six 

types of expenditure categories – instruction, research, public service, academic support, 

student services, and institutional support, and then looked at the relationship based on public 

and private institutions and by first year students and seniors. For first year students at public 

institutions, institutional and academic support expenditures had consistent significant 

positive effects on four of the five NSSE benchmarks. For seniors at public institutions, in 

these same two expense categories, the relationship was significant only for the benchmark 

of academic challenge; although, there was a positive relationship for seniors at public 

institutions in regards to student interaction with faculty, and instruction and student services 

expenditures. Additionally, these seniors also had a significant relationship between 

instruction and research expenditures on the benchmark of enriching educational 

experiences. At private institutions, there were no consistent effects across expenditure types 

or class standing with the exception of seniors and instruction expenditures, which had a 

significant positive relationship on three of the NSSE benchmarks (Pike et al., 2006). These 

findings of differential effects for seniors and first year students highlights one of the four 

factors that Pike et al. (2011) noted as leading to inconclusive results on expenditures and 

outcomes over the past decade. This study adds to the literature by not only including 

undergraduate students by class level, but also by expanding the current literature to include 

graduate students. 

The findings on the relationship between expenditures and retention were equally 

inconsistent. Instruction and academic support expenditures had a significant positive effect 

on degree attainment, whereas student services expenditures did not have a significant effect 
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(Ryan, 2004). A later study confirms the lack of a relationship between student services 

expenditures and graduation/retention (Gansemer-Topf & Schuh, 2006). Conversely, student 

services expenditures do indeed matter as they have a positive relationship on persistence 

rates, and have larger effects at schools with lower graduation and first year persistence rates 

(Webber & Ehrenberg, 2010). Student activities expenditures and student demographic data 

are used in the model for this study in an effort to understand the relationship with student 

satisfaction.  

The college union directly and indirectly contributes to retention through its facilities 

(Reynolds, 2007; Kuh et al., 1991), and student development through its programs 

(Chickering, 1977) while enhancing opportunities for community building (Astin, 1993; 

Strange & Banning, 2001). The out-of-class and educationally meaningful activities put on 

by the college union support the findings of Webber and Ehrenberg (2010). While not 

specifically speaking about differential effects of expenditures by class standing (Pike et al., 

2011), Webber and Ehrenberg highlight that expenditures do matter, but they matter more for 

some than others, just as there are different impacts on how students view and experience the 

college union (Reynolds, 2007; Webster & Sedlacek, 1982; Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 2009). 

There is one consistent trend in the literature: the need to understand more detail about the 

expenditure categories to determine which types of spending have the greatest impact (Ryan, 

2004; Pike et al., 2006; Webber & Ehrenberg, 2010). This study takes into account the 

various groups such as gender, class standing and race that are impacted differently by 

programs and services in an effort to expand the understanding of how revenue sources 

impact their satisfaction. By understanding the degree of satisfaction of various groups, this 
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study will aid practitioners in their ability to target resources and programs, and control the 

costs of their delivery so as to minimize the negative impacts of the extraction of mandatory 

student fee or user fee revenues. 

As mentioned previously there is a small body of research on expenditures, but there 

is an even smaller body of research on the effects of revenues. This literature focuses on 

auxiliary revenues or market-like behaviors and closely ties with academic capitalism, where 

fees are charged for services to students, faculty, staff and guests typically in an effort to be 

profitable. In examining the relationship between revenue categories and teaching quality, 

there is a significant positive relationship between auxiliary enterprise revenues and teaching 

quality (Brown, 2001). Brown concludes that since students are the primary sources of this 

revenue, institutions are more likely to adapt to satisfy students, which is consistent with the 

literature from student affairs practitioners (Levy, 1995; Dungy, 2003; Rudisille & Hickey, 

2011). Brown’s conclusion is further supported through the academic capitalism assertion 

that students choose a lifestyle and the institution markets products and services to fit that 

lifestyle, in turn producing revenues. Furthermore, there is significant positive relationship 

between auxiliary revenues and graduation rates (Harris, 2010) supporting the findings that 

facilities and involvement opportunities, such as those available through the college union, 

support retention (Rames, 2000; Upcraft, 1985; Titus, 2006a; Sirvanci, 1996; Reynolds, 

2007). Much like Sandeen and Barr (2006), Harris argues that auxiliary revenue is the most 

reliable since it is built into the cost to attend the institution through fees, such as the college 

union and activities fees, regardless of use. In looking at the percentage of the institution’s 

total revenue that comes from tuition, there are positive effects on persistence (Titus, 2006b). 
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Similar to previous discussions (Archibald & Feldman, 2011), Titus lumps tuition and fees 

into one category, thus, mandatory fees for the college union and activities could be viewed 

in these positive effects.  

Summary 

Since 1998, student services expenditures have been on the rise (Desrochers, Lenihan, 

& Wellman, 2010). The link between expenditures and engagement is complex and impacts 

students differently based on class standing (Pike et al., 2006). There is no study that finds 

positive effects for both revenues and expenditures on student outcomes. Despite 

contradictory results on expenditures and outcomes in the literature, recently some 

researchers have demonstrated positive effects of student service expenditures (Ehrenberg & 

Webber, 2009), auxiliary enterprises revenues (Harris, 2010), and tuition and fees (Titus, 

2006b) on both retention and graduation. 

This chapter has woven the conceptual framework of academic capitalism into an 

exploration of the many ways in which the college union provides services and programs 

while also maintaining fiscal integrity of operations. Regardless of the reason for the market-

like behaviors, the college union exhibits academic capitalism by looking to students as 

primarily a source of revenue, either through mandatory student fees or through user fees and 

sales. The college union funnels those revenues to other departments through service charges 

or fees, or it directly reinvests those revenues in programs and services to enhance student 

life that may or may not lead to further revenues. The college union, through its business 

mission and educational mission, is seen both as an auxiliary enterprise through market-like 
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behavior, as well as, an educational service through its student services spending. It is with 

this focus that this study hopes to expand the literature, looking at the relationship between 

the academic capitalism and students’ perception of satisfaction with, and interaction with 

the college union. 

Chapter two has explored the student experience and finances as a background for 

introducing the conceptual framework of academic capitalism. In addition, a discussion of 

the college union revealed its importance over time to the college experience, and also 

illustrated how the two missions of the college union, education and business, are at times in 

competition. Though different, these two missions must also complement each other, as 

evidenced in the discussion of the impact of spending and revenues on students.  

 Chapter three explores multilevel modeling as the method of analysis for answering 

the research questions presented in this study. The conceptual framework discussed 

previously will connect the hypotheses for the outcomes of the quantitative models. To 

understand the models, chapter three also explores the data sets and variables used in 

addressing the research questions. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

In chapter two, the literature reviewed the existing research on the college union, 

revenue generation and the impacts of spending and revenues on students. Moreover, an 

explanation of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) was included as the 

conceptual framework for this study. Chapter three will lay out the methodology employed 

for this study, including the data sets, justifications for using multilevel modeling (MLM), 

techniques and analysis procedures as well as the variables used in the study.  

Research Questions 

In order to determine the extent to which the college union exhibits academic 

capitalism, the following two broad questions guide the study: 

1. Is there a relationship between market-like activities and behaviors, and students’ 

perceptions, and satisfaction with, the college union operation? 

a. Additionally, to what extent do institutional characteristics, such as size, 

control, transfer status, and reporting line of the college union, influence 

students’ perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union and the 

extent to which the college union fulfills its missions? 

b. Likewise, to what extent do individual characteristics, such as class standing, 

ethnicity, age, employment status and place of residence, influence students’ 

perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union and the extent to which 

the college union fulfills its missions? 
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2. Is there a relationship between market-like activities and behaviors, and students’ 

frequency of visitation to the college union? 

Survey Design and Instruments 

Data Sources 

The two data sets for this study are created by merging three data sources. The data 

includes the academic/fiscal years of 2010/11 and 2011/12 in order to obtain a large enough 

sample, yet provide data from years that can reasonably be compared to each other. The first, 

and largest, data source looks at student satisfaction via the Association of College Unions 

International (ACUI) and the Educational Benchmarking, Incorporated (EBI) College 

Union/Student Center Assessment (ACUI/EBI Assessment) and provides level-1 dataset. The 

second data source provides level-2 variables, and covers the operations and revenue 

activities of the college union. The final data source is the institutional characteristics from 

the Carnegie Classification online institutional lookup function. When merged together, the 

Carnegie Classification and college union operations data create the level-2 dataset. The 

justifications for having a data set for each level are discussed later in this chapter with the 

method of analysis.  

Student satisfaction (level-1).  

The ACUI/EBI Assessment for the 2010/11 year includes 40 institutions with a total 

of 27,207 individual (student) responses, whereas the 2011/12 assessment includes 52 

institutions submitting a total of 36,895 individual (student) responses. For institutions that 

supplied data during both assessment periods (17), only the most current data was used. The 
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total population of institutions is 75; details of the sample from this population are found 

later in this chapter. 

The ACUI/EBI survey (Educational Benchmarking, Incorporated [EBI], 2006) 

measures the effectiveness of the college union via the student experience, and includes a 

wealth of variables covering topics from satisfaction of food venues and services, to 

cleanliness and customer service. The assessment tool provides college union administrators 

information which empowers them to improve the college union facility, services and overall 

effectiveness. Data collection for the ACUI/EBI Assessment occurs in late fall and ends in 

mid-spring (Jones, n.d.). Institutions opt into the ACUI/EBI Assessment by placing an order 

with EBI for the academic year, and must do so each year if they wish to use the assessments 

annually. EBI identifies two ways in which institutions may administer the survey to 

students: a paper version or an electronic version using email (Educational Benchmarking, 

Incorporated [EBI], 2009). In describing the data collection process, Jones (n.d.) notes that 

institutions that choose the paper version are responsible for distributing surveys they request 

from EBI, often done as students enter the college union. The institution returns the 

completed surveys to EBI for data analysis. Institutions that choose the electronic version, do 

so using EBI’s Web-Enabled Survey System (WESS). If an institution decides to use WESS, 

they provide EBI a list of students and an email address for each student in order to send a 

link to the survey (Jones, n.d.). EBI sends a unique hyperlink to each participant via email, 

with the system generating up to three reminder emails when participants have not yet 

completed the survey. The overall aggregate response rate for the two years used in this study 

ranged from 20 to 23 percent. Table 3.1 shows a breakdown of aggregate response rate by 
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survey method and year, and includes the total assessment percentages (S. Woosley, personal 

communication, January, 25, 2013).  

  

Table 3.1. ACUI/EBI Assessment aggregate response rates 

 2010/11 

(%) 

2011/12 

(%) 

   

Paper survey 86 80 

Online survey 22 18 

Total assessment 23 20 

 

  

Professionals from Educational Benchmarking, Incorporated (EBI) and a team of 

college union professionals designed the assessment, and use collection methods based on 

national standards, like the Council for the Advancement of Standards (CAS) and 

Institutional Review Boards (EBI, 2009). The survey is designed into two categories of 

questions, profile and perception. Profile questions focus on the demographics of the 

participant while the perception questions focus on satisfaction and insight into various 

aspects of the college union environment (EBI, 2009). Perception questions use a Likert scale 

from one to seven, with one being “very dissatisfied” or “no agreement”, four being neutral, 

and seven being “very satisfied” or “extreme agreement” (EBI, 2009). The selected questions 

from the ACUI/EBI Assessment used for this study can be found in Appendix A. 
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According to an EBI White Paper (Jones, n.d.), the ACUI/EBI Assessment has 

“inordinately high Cronbach’s alphas (typically between 0.70 and 0.95)” with an average of 

0.87 for EBI’s national studies. With regards to construct validity, EBI has tested for both 

convergent and divergent validity, verifying that constructs are different (divergent validity) 

where theoretically needed, and that constructs predict overall satisfaction (convergent 

validity). A separate study using factor analysis confirmed the overall construct validity 

(Turk-Fiecoat, 2012). 

Institutional characteristics and behaviors (level-2). 

The second source of data for this study is a web survey via Qualtrics, which 

collected information from senior college union administrators who agreed to participate and 

share their ACUI/EBI assessment for the 2010/11 or 2011/12 year. Those institutions that 

submitted a completed survey and supplied their ACUI/EBI assessment data comprise the 

sample for this study. The data was merged with the institutions Carnegie Classification 

information to create the level-2 data set.  

Upon administrative approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) (Appendix 

D), pre-survey testing was conducted with five senior college union administrators prior to 

collecting data from the population. This testing was to ensure the validity of the survey 

instrument. Senior college union administrators selected for pre-survey testing came from 

institutions outside of the population of interest for this study. Furthermore, the senior 

administrators participating in pre-survey testing held similar positions to those likely to 

complete the final survey, and most held the title of union director or executive director. This 
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title selection is intentional since identifying the most appropriate person to complete the 

survey aids in providing a contact for reminders or questions, as well as providing a 

connection to encourage response (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). The pre-survey 

testing included a debriefing session that was conducted via phone or in person to allow for 

the respondent to take the survey and answer a set of predetermined questions including 

issues of recall, estimation and comprehension (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski, Singer, 

& Tourangeau, 2009). Both an online format and paper version of the survey were tested.  

While following cognitive laboratory techniques is recommended for self-

administered surveys, such as the one in this study, best practice is to provide some sort of 

feedback process on the survey instrument (Fowler, 1995). This study uses a mixed approach 

for feedback by allowing the five senior college union administrators to complete the survey, 

and answer a set of defined questions following the format of a cognitive protocol. This 

protocol (Appendix F) is useful to determine consistency in defining terms, ease of 

answering items, and assisting with practical issues of formatting and flow (Fowler, 1995). In 

addition, the primary focus of the survey is to collect factual data such as budget, reporting 

structure, and presence of specific behaviors and activities. With expected budgets in the 

millions, the budget question asks for respondents to round to the nearest thousand dollars. In 

providing factual information, larger categories are preferred over detailed questions to 

reduce non-response (Fowler, 1995). The debriefing session included specific questions 

about ease of information recall and confidence in the response, in an effort to understand the 

burden placed on the respondent. Upon completion of the pre-survey testing, minor 
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corrections were made to the instrument to clarify questions and an addendum was submitted 

to, and approved by, IRB (Appendix D) reflecting the changes to the final survey instrument. 

The survey instrument (Appendix I) used to collect data for this survey consists of a 

brief set of questions broken into three categories: introduction and consent, union operations 

and budget, and revenue generation. Union operations and budget consists of four questions 

designed to gain information on the reporting structure and budget, including annual 

revenues by source and student activities spending. The revenue categories used in this study 

are consistent with a previous study of college unions: union fee, university/student affairs 

fee, student government support, state/government support, auxiliary services fees, and other 

(Costantino, 2000), with the addition of donations/endowment revenue, a source of academic 

capitalism. For ease of reporting and incorporation into the theoretical model, revenues are 

collapsed into two categories. The first is appropriated funds and fees, which includes 

mandatory student fees, state/government support and institutional support. The second 

category is auxiliary, which includes auxiliary revenues such as user fees, and 

donor/endowment revenue.  

The final section of the web survey, comprised of three broad questions, focuses on 

market-like behaviors of the college union operation. The first question asks respondents to 

rate, on a five point Likert scale, the extent of their agreement with two statements. The 

statements center on the perceived influence on setting mandatory student fees, and on prices 

of goods and services. The second question asks the respondent to select which statement 

best describes their operational philosophy as it relates to pursuing revenues. The influence 
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and operational philosophy statements describe the reason for market-like activities, either a 

resource dependence mindset or intentional academic capitalism mindset. Non-auxiliary 

student affairs departments have different reasons for their market-like behaviors (Carducci, 

2010). For many, resource dependence is a force behind their market-like behavior due to 

budget cuts or additional constraints on the budget. Then again, there are those whose 

market-like behavior is more aligned with academic capitalism as their pursuit of revenues is 

fueled by innovation, program expansion or strategic efforts to align with division or 

institutional fundraising efforts (Carducci, 2010). Scholars note that student affairs leaders 

need to be innovative in securing new revenues to sustain their units (Schuh, 2003). Lastly 

the respondent is asked about the existence of 14 academic capitalism activities or behaviors 

in their college union. The survey includes definitions of each of these behaviors and 

examples as defined by Carducci (2010) with slight modification to reflect the college union 

rather than student affairs as a whole. The definitions and college union specific examples 

were included in an effort to provide a shared vocabulary and allow for consistency in 

responses (Fowler, 1995). Collectively, the section on revenue generation and question about 

student activities spending provide an understanding of the motives behind revenue 

generation, and how it is used to assist in understanding the revenue streams in the college 

union and the impact on student satisfaction. 

The survey design follows best practices in web survey design and implementation 

(Umbach, 2004), in addition to considering the guidelines for surveying businesses (Dillman 

et al., 2009). In an attempt to encourage participation, the survey design is brief. Information 

about the specific institution, such as enrollment, institutional control, and Carnegie 
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Classification, were obtained from the Carnegie Classification’s website and matched to the 

institution’s web survey, rather than asking the respondent to take the time to answer these 

types of questions. Other best practices implemented were providing a restricted link so only 

those invited can participate, including a progress bar, dividing the survey into sections, and 

providing personal, welcoming invitations and reminders to encourage responses. In order to 

get accurate and detailed budget information, the survey starts by noting that budget 

information will be requested during the survey so that the respondent has the opportunity, 

prior to starting, to gather that information. Pre-survey respondents found budget information 

easy to recall, and one respondent was traveling but did not have concerns about location 

impacting the accuracy of responses. To further assure accuracy, the survey uses a slider 

function for budget questions in an attempt to reduce errors (Dillman et al., 2009). 

Following IRB approvals, data collection occurred in two phases; survey collection 

and data sharing. In order to ensure a large enough sample for multilevel modeling, survey 

collection occurred over eight weeks and file sharing occurred over four months. Senior 

college union administrators at each institution in the population received the initial 

invitation email (Appendix G) with a restricted link to the survey in March 2013. 

Additionally, the researcher attended a professional conference when the survey was released 

and roughly half of the intended contacts in the population were also in attendance. During 

the conference, contact was made with 29 individuals and a paper version of the survey was 

offered along with a self-addressed stamped envelope for returning the survey; 20 individuals 

took the paper version and ten were returned, either in person or via the mail. After the initial 

request, additional contacts (Appendix H) were made with those who had yet to respond, per 
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best practices (Umbach, 2004). The first three contacts occurred, two, seven and 14 days 

after the initial invitation was sent out; these contacts went out via email to 72, 67 and 55 

survey participants respectively. Three weeks after the survey was initially released, a 

courtesy phone call was placed to 47 participants to personally invite each non-responsive 

individual to participate. With less than 30 institutions submitting the survey, an IRB revision 

was submitted and approved to allow for further participation. Upon completion of the 

survey phase, of the 75 possible participants, 45 completed the survey, 1 declined, and 29 

had no response.  

In the survey portion, participants voluntarily agreed to participate and share their 

ACUI/EBI data, with prior approval obtained by the researcher from EBI MAP-Works.  

College union administrators who completed both portions of the study received an executive 

summary of the findings upon completion and defense of the study. Only 34 survey 

respondents successfully completed the data sharing with a combined 25,398 cases. This 

group comprises the sample size for this study and a list of the institutions is found in 

Appendix B. 

Data Set 

The sample set for this study, 34 institutions, and 25,398 students, consists solely of 

those institutions who agreed to share their ACUI/EBI Assessment data, and completed the 

survey on the college union operation. Included in the data analysis at level-1 are those 

variables of interest from the ACUI/EBI Assessment, and are identified in the next section of 
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this chapter. Additionally, institutional characteristics from the Carnegie Classification data 

are added to the college union survey to create the level-2 data set for analysis.  

Given the multiple levels of analysis and the different categories of variables 

considered at level-2, including the academic capitalism index, it is helpful to see a visual 

diagram of the academic capitalism model, model III. Figure 3.1, illustrates the conceptual 

framework for this study showing the independent variables by level as well as the dependent 

variables. The variables at level-1 are student characteristics and are used primarily as 

controls, but will also answer the second part of research question one as indicated by the 

directional arrow. The level-2 variables, those of the college union, can be broken down into 

three categories: institutional controls, revenue sources, and an academic capitalism index 

comprised of departmental behaviors and are used to answer the two primary research 

questions as well as part one of the first research question.  
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Figure 3.1. Conceptual framework 
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Dependent variables. 

This study has five dependent variables (Table 3.2) from the ACUI/EBI Assessment 

to answer the two overarching research questions previously mentioned.  

 

Table 3.2. Dependent Variables

Variable Name Variable Description

SATUNION Overall Satisfaction with the college union

SATEDUCATION Extent to which the union enhances the educational mission

SATCOMMUNITY Extent to which the union enhances the community building mission

SATVALUE Satisfaction with dollars spent based on activities provided

VISIT Frequency of visitation to the college union

 

 

Using satisfaction as a dependent measure has limitations due to student self- 

reporting and influences in the way that institutions collect and incentivize participation. 

However, community building satisfaction, educational satisfaction, and overall satisfaction 

provide strong estimates of success in the college union missions and operation. Overall 

satisfaction with the college union is rated on a Likert scale from one to seven with one being 

“very dissatisfied”, four being “neutral” and seven being “very satisfied”. Both satisfaction 

with the educational and community building contributions are ordinal variables, rated on a 

scale from one to seven, with one being “not at all”, four being “moderately” and seven being 
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“extremely”. Value satisfaction looks at the fees students pay and the activities they are 

provided asking for value of the dollars spent. The final dependent variable, visitation to the 

union is a categorical variable in the ACUI/EBI Assessment with nine response options 

ranging from a low of “once or twice a semester” to a high of “more than 9 times a week”. 

Visitation is included as a dependent variable since one could argue that the frequency with 

which a student visits the union is a measure of satisfaction given the independent variables; 

though visitation does not capture quality of the programs and services in the college union.  

Independent variables (level-1). 

The ACUI/EBI Assessment provides information on a variety of aspects of the 

college union and its daily functions. The level-1 independent variables listed on the next 

page (Table 3.3) reflect the individual level demographic differences in the student 

population.  
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Table 3.3. Level-1 Independent Variables

Variable Name Variable Description Support for Inclusion

AGE Age of student control

CLASS Class Standing Pike, et al. (2006); Pike, et al. (2011)

EMPLOY Employment control

ENROLL Enrollment Status control

ETHNICITY Ethnicity of student Webster & Sedlacek (1987);

Flowers (2004)

GENDER Gender of student Reynolds (2007)

RESIDENCY Place of Residence control

 

 

The analysis uses the level-1 variables in order to understand the relationship between 

student characteristics and potential differential impacts on the dependent variables. Previous 

studies examined the differential impacts of the college union by subgroup and found 

differential effects by race (Webster & Sedlacek, 1982; Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 2009), and 

in the importance placed on the student union by gender (Reynolds, 2007). This study seeks 

to primarily understand the college union level relationships with student satisfaction, thus 

the level-1 variables are used as controls and entered as a block into the model to answer the 

broad second research question. These variables are: age, class standing, employment, 

enrollment, ethnicity, gender, and place of residence.  
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In considering the independent variables to include in this study, only demographic 

variables are taken from the ACUI/EBI Assessment. Age  is a categorical variable with 11  

response options: less than 18 years old, 18 years old, 19 years old, 20 years old, 21 years 

old, 22 years old, 23-25 years old, 26-30 years old, 31-35 years old, 36-40 years old, and 

over 40 years old. A dummy variable was created for age collapsing down to two broad 

categories: under 21, and 21 or older. Class standing includes six categories: freshman, 

sophomore, junior, senior, graduate student and non-degree student. These categories were 

dummy coded and 5 variables entered into the models with a reference group of freshmen. 

The gender variable includes four options: male, female, transgender and other. Transgender 

and other were collapsed into one category and the 3 new categories dummy coded. Females 

were used as the reference category and the other two entered into the models. Employment 

looks at a student’s current employment status with options of “non-employed”, “full-time, 

off campus”, “part-time, on campus”, and “part-time, off campus”. These options were 

dummy coded into three categories, employed on campus and employed off campus, and 

entered into the model with non-employed as the reference category. Enrollment categorizes 

a student’s enrollment status as either “part-time” or “full-time” based on credit hours. 12 or 

more credit hours for undergraduates and eight or more for graduate students were used as 

the cut for full-time. This variable was dummy coded and entered into the model with full 

time as the reference category. In examining race and ethnicity, the ethnicity variable uses 

the eight categories from the assessment: Bi-Multiracial, African American, Hispanic 

American, Native American, Asian American, White American, Native Pacific Islander and 

unknown. Dummy variables were created for each category and entered into the model with 
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White American as the reference group. Finally, the student’s place of residence is 

considered in the models. Response options include “residence hall”, “fraternity/sorority”, 

“on-campus apartment”, “off-campus apartment”, “living at home”, and other. These 

variables were dummy coded and entered into the model with residence hall as the reference 

category. Overall, 23 student characteristic variables were block entered into the model at 

level-1. 

Independent variables (level-2). 

The variables at level-2 describe the institutional characteristics, and college union 

characteristics and behaviors. The variables fall into three main categories: institutional level 

controls, revenue sources, and department (college union) behaviors, which comprises the 

academic capitalism index. Table 3.4 lists all the level-2 independent variables.  
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Table 3.4. Level-2 Independent Variables

Name Variable Description Support for Inclusion

ACINDEX College union academic capitalism index

ACACTIVIT Academic capitalism activities and behaviors Carducci (2010)

BEHAVEAC Revenue generation behavior Carducci (2010)

INFLUAUX Influence on setting prices Costantino (2000)

INFLUFEE  Influence on setting mandatory fees Costantino (2000)

INSTDEG Carnegie Classification, degree granting status of 

the institution (Bachelors, Masters, Doctorate)

Control

INSTSIZE Carnegie Classification, size of the four-year 

institution (large, medium, small)

Control

INSTTYPE Carnegie Classification, control of the insitution 

(public or private)

Pike, et al. (2006)

REPORT College union reporting line Berger (2002)

REVENUE Auxiliary revenues - Proportion of total union 

revenue from auxiliary, donations and other 

sources

Costantino (2000)

REVSPENT Proportion of total union budget spent Smart et al. (2002); 

on student activities Webber & Ehrenberg (2010);

Chickering (1977); 

Kuh, et al. (1991)

TRANSFER Carnegie Classification, transfer status (low 

transfer in or high transfer in)

 Reynolds (2007)
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The first category of variables addressed institutional controls, and considers items 

that describe the institution based on Carnegie Classification. These variables are useful to 

determine potential differences between institutions. The level-2 variables were block 

entered into the model and answer the secondary research questions. The institution level 

variables include: institutional size (large, medium, small), institutional control (public or 

private), degree granting status (bachelors, masters, doctorate), and transfer students which 

has two categories relating to selectivity, high transfer in (20 percent or greater), low transfer 

in (less than 20 percent). These were dummy coded with high and low entered into the model 

and those that are inclusive in their admissions as the reference category. Additionally, 

reporting line, a dummy coded variable, controls for the reporting line of the college union, 

either to a division of business and finance, or to student/academic affairs (value = 1), since 

organizational structure and behavior impacts student learning (Berger, 2002). 

The second category also answers the two secondary research questions and comes 

from the college union survey. The category auxiliary revenues, examines if the union budget 

is more reliant upon student fee and state/government support or more reliant upon auxiliary, 

donations, and other revenues. Six categories of the union budget have been used in previous 

studies (Costantino, 2000) and an additional category was added for this study. However, for 

the purposes of answering the research question, they are reduced to two options; student 

fees and auxiliary sources. Auxiliary revenues takes on the value of the percent of revenue 

from auxiliary sources. 
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Finally, the third category of level-2 variables considers the behaviors of the college 

union administration which comprise the college union academic capitalism index, and 

addresses the two primary research questions. Previous literature notes that the primary 

sources of the college union revenue come from student fees or auxiliary revenues 

(Costantino, 2000), and both categories of revenue fall into market-like behavior (Carducci, 

2010; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). One could argue that almost all the revenues of the 

college union could fall into the academic capitalism framework. A recent study of non-

auxiliary student affairs units highlighted the various academic capitalism constructs that 

departments displayed, most notable was that of neo-liberalism (Carducci, 2010).  

In a neo-liberal view, the individual who benefits should be paying the bill, thus 

higher levels of tuition and fees from students, due to lower state support, falls into academic 

capitalism. Furthermore, user fees where students using a specific service pay more, further 

supports the neo-liberal view compared to student fees, and fits the framework of academic 

capitalism, but is considered auxiliary or non-fee revenues. In some instances switching to 

user and student fees did not negatively affect the quality of services provided (Rames, 

2000).  

Carducci (2010) noted that non-auxiliary departments, which some college unions 

are, are engaged in market-like behaviors for different reasons. Some did so from a neo-

liberal view and resource dependent perspective, as they were seeking non-fee revenues due 

to budget cuts or constraints caused by declining state support. However, others did so from 

an academic capitalism perspective trying to boost innovation, expand existing programs, or 
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strategically align the department with institutional level fund raising efforts. These market-

like behaviors appear to fall onto a continuum of academic capitalism, some forced into the 

framework and others intentionally using the framework. Thus, revenue generation behavior 

is a dummy coded variable with a resource dependence philosophy taking on the value of 

zero. This question asked the college union administrator to identify an operational 

philosophy that best suits their approach to revenue generation, with statements describing a 

resource dependent motivation for academic capitalism or a pure academic capitalism 

motivation.  

In order to further understand the market-like activities of the college union and 

extent to which unions engage in academic capitalism, this study uses 14 academic 

capitalism activities and behaviors (Table 3.5) used in a previous study (Carducci, 2010). 
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Table 3.5. Academic Capitalism Activities and Behaviors (Carducci, 2010)  

Advisory boards Marketing/branding initiatives

Contracts and agreements Outsourcing 

Donor development Partnerships with for profit companies

Extended managerial professionals Program sponsorship

Fee-for-service Rental of facilities or equipment

Grants Sales of products or services

Mandatory student fee Strategic enrollment management

  

Continuing with the notion that there is a continuum of academic capitalism, Academic 

capitalism activity reflects the percent of the 14 total activities and behaviors the college 

union employs. Using the 14 behaviors and activities, this variable allows for an 

understanding of the extent to which the college union engages in academic capitalism. 

These behaviors are tallied for each institution and entered as a percent of the 14 activities 

the institution exhibits. 

 In some instances, spending on functions closer to the educational mission, such as 

student services expenditures, are seen as advancing the public good and do not fit the 

framework of academic capitalism. Still, these expenditures might be a justification for 

revenue generation as the values and education mission need to be funded (Carducci, 2010; 

Weisbrod et al., 2008). Due to the various frameworks and the research interest in 
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contributions of the college union to the missions of education and community building, the 

percent of the union budget not spent on student activities is included as a control. In keeping 

consistent with higher variable values, signaling higher levels of academic capitalism, higher 

values of college union spending correspond to less money spent on student activities.  

Finally, the departmental behavior category of level-2, considers the extent to which 

the respondent agrees, on a five point Likert scale, that they have influence on increasing 

student fees and auxiliary revenues. This behavior provides information on whether the 

college union administration can actively work to increase their revenues from existing 

markets. In summary, five variables comprise the academic capitalism index and illustrate 

the level of academic capitalism in the college union. Table 3.6 illustrates the variables used 

in the index and expected values at the extreme low (2) and high (13) values. The academic 

capitalism index was transformed by subtracting two from each score so that values range 

from zero to 11 in order to provide a meaningful interpretation of the index score, with zero 

representing no academic capitalism.  
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Table 3.6. College union academic capitalism index

Variable Description Low Value High Value

Revenue generation behavior 0 - Strongly disagree - RD 1 - Strongly agree - AC

Influence on prices 1 - Low influence 5 - High Influence

Influence on fees 1 - Low influence 5 - High Influence

Academic capitalism activities 0 - None of the activities 1 - All of the activities

College union spending 0 - Higher proportion of 

student activities expenditures

1 - Low proportion of student 

activities expenditures

Extent of market(like) activity

 

 

It is expected that every college union has some degree of market-like activity; 

whether it is some level of mandatory student fees, or academic capitalism activities like 

facility and equipment rentals. The extent and reasons for those activities differentiate those 

unions, which are intentionally active agents in the market, from those which are forced near 

the market due to fiscal constraints. Once comprised, the college union academic capitalism 

index and college union auxiliary revenues allow for a comprehensive picture on the extent 

of revenue generation in the college union through market-like behaviors in order to answer 

the two primary research questions. Additionally, by creating one index variable, out of 5 

different variables, additional degrees of freedom are gained in the models looking at level-2 

effects. Additional discussion of this significance is noted later in this chapter.  
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Missing Data 

 Prior to conducting any data transformations or model analysis, SPSS version 22, was 

used to analyze the level-1 data set for missing data. Level-2 did not have any missing data. 

Using frequencies, descriptive statistics and the response key, the analysis examined 

variables of interest to understand the data and to determine problems such as missingness 

(Stapleton & Thomas, 2008). Variables were examined and missing values or unexpected 

values coded appropriately in the variable labels. Data can fall into two broad categories: 

legitimate missing or non-legitimate missing. Data can also be classified as missing at 

random (MAR), missing completely at random (MCAR) or missing not at random (MNAR) 

(Osborne, 2013). Legitimate missing data, also called legitimate skips, are those data in 

which a respondent does not fill out a section of the survey that does not apply to them, 

which is the most common type of legitimate missing data (Osborne, 2013). In this study, 

respondents who replied “never” when asked what times they visit the union were then 

skipped to a non-visitor survey and did not have the opportunity to complete the variables of 

interest in this survey. These 2,296 legitimate missing cases represent 9.0% of the data and 

were listwise deleted from the dataset.  

MCAR are those values in which the response is independent of other variables (Hox, 

2010), as in the case of a random sampling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Agresti, 2010). 

MAR data is where the missing value depends on second predictor and not the possible value 

of the missing predictor. MAR data is common and a minor problem (Raudenbush & Bryk, 

2002), and typical in cases of survey dropout (Hox, 2010). MNAR data is where the missing 

value depends on the variable that is missing.  
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After listwise deleting the legitimate missing cases, 23,102 cases were left at level-1. 

The Multiple Imputation Analyze Patterns function was employed to better understand the 

degree of missingness by variable and the dataset as a whole. Figure 3.2 provides the visual 

SPSS output from the missing analysis detailing the number of variables that have missing 

data, 12 of the 13, number of cases that have missing data, 5,754 of 23,102, and total values 

missing 21,997 of  300,326. Total values is the product of the number of variables and the 

number of cases which provides a sense of how many values will need to be entered to create 

a complete data set.  

 
Figure 3.2. Level-1 variables: Missing values 

 

For a more detailed analysis of the missing data, Table 3.7 provides a ranking of the 

variables on missingness.  

Variables Cases Values 
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Table 3.7. Level-1 variables: Missing analysis 

N Percent Valid N

DV: SATVALUE 4834 20.9% 18268

DV: SATEDUCATION 4776 20.7% 18326

DV: SATCOMMUNITY 4705 20.4% 18397

DV: SATUNION 4688 20.3% 18414

DV: VISIT 209 0.9% 22893

CREDITS 998 4.3% 22104

EMPLOY  562 2.4% 22540

AGE  304 1.3% 22798

ENROLL  271 1.2% 22831

GENDER 230 1.0% 22872

CLASS 224 1.0% 22878

RESIDENCY  196 0.8% 22906

Variable

Missing

 

 

Examining the dependent variables, the four satisfaction variables have over 20% 

missing, the highest of any of the variables. Visitation was second to lowest, with just under 

1% of missing data. A recommended cutoff for an acceptable level of missing data is less 

than 5%, although even small levels of missing data can cause bias in parameter estimates 

(Heck, Thomas, & Tabata, 2012). Similarly, caution should be taken with deleting cases with 

missing data as it too can cause bias in parameter estimates and loss of statistical power 

(Osborne, 2013). To get around this bias and loss of power, creating a complete data set is 

recommended. 

Multiple Imputation  

While a benefit of multilevel modeling is that it analyzes complete data and accepts 

incomplete cases, large amounts of missing data becomes problematic. Multiple imputation 
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(MI) is a recommended method for imputing the missing values (Heck et al., 2012) and is 

superior to other methods (Osborne, 2013). MI runs ordinary least squares (OLS) to create 

multiple complete data sets, also called iterations (Osborne, 2013). SPSS offers two methods 

for imputing missing variables: using the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method, or a 

monotone method. The Multiple Imputation Analyze Patterns output in SPSS provides two 

visual representations of the missing data pattern to allow for a visual check for monotone 

pattern. A monotone pattern is one in which all subsequent variables after a missing variable 

are also missing (IBM Corporation, 2011). A monotone pattern was suspected based on 

reviewing the raw data and when looking at the visual interpretations, but the SPSS auto 

method was selected in this study. SPSS allows for an auto method where SPSS scans your 

data and makes a selection of the MCMC or monotone method.  

Many SPSS procedures are available for analysis of MI datasets producing results for 

each iteration as well as a pooled estimate for the total of the iterations. However, advanced 

techniques such as GENLINMIXED, the SPSS command for multilevel modeling, do not 

provide pooled estimates. HLM7 allows for each of the MI files to be entered into the model 

and a pooled estimate conducted. Upon conducting the MI procedure in SPSS, the data was 

analyzed and compared to the original data for accuracy. Variable transformations such as 

dummy coding and computing were conducted for each of the iterations. The file was then 

ordered by ID variable (institution number) and split by imputation creating five files for 

import into HLM7.  
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Hypotheses 

 Based on the literature, it is expected that every college union engages in some degree 

of market-like behavior given that college union operations rely primarily on the students for 

funding through mandatory fees or auxiliary revenues. Additionally, the literature 

demonstrates a wide awareness of the potential conflicts between revenue generation and the 

department mission and values. Based on the functions of the college union and the above 

information, it is expected that there is an average level of market-like activity in the college 

union as seen through the college union academic capitalism index. Those college unions at 

the extremes, one or two standard deviations from the mean of the academic capitalism 

index, can be classified as having high or low levels of academic capitalism. In examining 

the model for this study, the college union auxiliary revenues and academic capitalism index 

illustrate the extent to which the college union engages in academic capitalism in the pursuit 

of revenue generation. It is expected that high levels of auxiliary revenues correlate with high 

levels of the academic capitalism index, as more market-like behaviors are exhibited. Upon 

determining what constitutes a low, average, or high level of academic capitalism, 

meaningful hypotheses can be made about the relationship between revenue generation and 

student satisfaction. 

Scenario One: Revenue Generation and Educational Contributions 

Question: To what extent do market-like activities and behaviors relate to students’ 

perceptions of the extent to which the college union enhances the educational experience? 
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Hypothesis: As seen in figure 3.3, a negative relationship between satisfaction and revenue 

generation is expected. Higher levels of revenue generation are associated with lower levels 

of satisfaction with the educational contributions of the union.  

        

Figure 3.3. Hypothesis one: Revenue generation and educational contributions 

 

In this scenario, satisfaction decreases as the college union shifts from a reliance on 

mandatory student fees to other sources of revenues, as seen by higher levels of auxiliary 

revenues and higher level of academic capitalism. Most students do not distinguish between 

tuition and mandatory student fees as they are typically paid at the same time and as a 

condition of enrollment (Archibald & Feldman, 2011), potentially giving a perception that 

functions paid by mandatory fees are closely tied to the educational mission. As auxiliary 

revenues increase, the fiscal environment is highly volatile and students are consumers of 
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products. The need to adapt and secure additional dollars drives this behavior since there is 

no guaranteed source of income, thus responsiveness to students’ needs are critical 

(Benjamin & Hollings, 1997). However, students may see the college union further from the 

educational core due to the transactional nature of the relationship.  

Students typically do not like any increase in tuition or fees, and as they are treated 

more like consumers, they begin to question spending and price increases. Students (as 

consumers) see these increases in user and rental fees as costs that should be included in the 

mandatory fees they already pay, and see some spending as wasteful considering other 

educational issues they face, such as reduced class sections. This shift in charging for things 

that once were free is a hallmark of academic capitalism, and is captured in the model as one 

of the 14 academic capitalism activities. The perception that the price should already be 

included in mandatory fees is expected to yield lower levels of satisfaction, though the user 

fee might be a partial user fee to offset some but not all costs (Kretovics, 2011). 

As tuition and fee dollars become more constrained, the college union must look for 

other sources of revenues. In this situation, the college union enacts additional market-like 

activities, in the pursuit of new revenues to offset the stagnation of student fees or additional 

budget constraints. In college unions with lower values of the academic capitalism index, 

these activities are considered short term measures, and focused on stability or a resource 

dependence philosophy. This is demonstrated in data values for revenue generation behavior 

equaling zero. However, these new revenue activities have the potential to divert attention 

away from the core mission of education, if not executed strategically or if done without the 
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necessary infrastructure (Carducci, 2010; Komives et al., 2003). It is expected that 

satisfaction increases with an increase in spending on student activities. Students may 

perceive student activities expenditures as more in line with the educational mission due to 

the educational connections, content and student development focus of some programs. 

College union administrators are cautioned against relying solely on revenue generation, high 

academic capitalism index values, to sustain the college union operation as it might 

negatively impact student activities (Schroer & Johnson, 2003).  

Scenario Two: Revenue Generation and Community Building Contributions 

Question: To what extent do market-like activities and behaviors relate to students’ 

perceptions of the extent the college union achieves its mission of community building? 

Hypothesis: As seen in figure 3.4, a negative relationship between satisfaction and revenue 

generation is expected. Higher levels of auxiliary revenues and academic capitalism index 

are associated with lower levels of satisfaction with the community building contributions of 

the union. 
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Figure 3.4. Hypothesis two: Revenue generation and community building contributions 

 

Similar to hypothesis one, when the college union engages in higher levels of 

academic capitalism index satisfaction decreases. The college union is accountable to student 

demands (Sirvanci, 1996; Rhoades, 1995), and serves as a place for significant peer 

interactions. These interactions help to build community and have positive impacts on 

student satisfaction (Astin, 1993). Higher values of operations spending, illustrates a smaller 

percent of the budget spent on student activities which provide opportunities for community 

building. Furthermore, as the need to increase auxiliary revenues grows, space allocation in 

the union becomes critical (Schroer & Johnson, 2003). Increases in academic capitalism 

activities might be due to the need to re-purpose space in the college union. Spaces that once 

were free to use, may now have charges associated with them, pushing potential community 
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building activities out of the facility. Spaces that once served as lounges or were 

underutilized are prime opportunities for additional retail activities through contracts, 

agreements or rentals, thus decreasing informal space for potential community building. 

Scenario Three: Revenue Generation and Overall Satisfaction 

Question: To what extent do market-like activities and behaviors relate to students’ overall 

satisfaction with the college union? 

Hypothesis: As seen in figure 3.5, there is a parabolic relationship between satisfaction and 

revenue generation. Mean values of auxiliary revenues and the academic capitalism index are 

associated with higher levels of overall satisfaction with the college union, while higher and 

lower values of auxiliary revenues and academic capitalism index are associated with lower 

levels of overall satisfaction with the college union. 

 

Figure 3.5. Hypothesis three: Academic capitalism and overall satisfaction  
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Examining student satisfaction with a single new college union facility through the 

ACUI/EBI Assessment data, it was determined that students were highly satisfied with the 

retail services of the college union, but overall were dissatisfied with the overall effectiveness 

of the college union (Turk-Fiecoat, 2011). Building off of the support for hypotheses one and 

two, college union administrators must meet the changing expectations of the student 

population (Rudisille & Hickey, 2011), thus college unions with higher levels of revenue 

generation are expected to be on top of the latest trends and have more variety in their 

services so as to attract more money, which reinforces a transactional relationship with the 

college union. When college union administrators see students purely as consumers, the 

relationship with them may become strained (Rhoades, 1995). In this scenario, it is 

anticipated that higher levels of revenue generation are associated with declining levels of 

overall satisfaction with the college union. 

Conversely, lower levels of the academic capitalism index and auxiliary revenues are 

also expected to be associated with declining levels of overall satisfaction with the college 

union. The college union facility plays an important role in the recruitment and retention of 

students (Reynolds, 2007). Students have increasing demands and expectations, including 

24/7 facilities and services. Dining, retail and other services that provide opportunities for 

expanded college union access are displays of academic capitalism; lower levels of academic 

capitalism activities and lower auxiliary revenues signal fewer opportunities for the college 

union to meet expectations of the students. If the union does not contain the necessary 

functions to maintain appropriate hours for the student body, involvement suffers (Kuh et al., 

1991), which can lead to potentially lower levels of satisfaction with the union.  
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The college union has the opportunity to connect revenue generation to the education 

and community building missions (Milani et al., 1992). It is here in the middle of academic 

capitalism index where the balance and synergy is achieved (Blackburn, 1988; Danals, 2001; 

Carducci, 2010). Whereas low values of auxiliary revenues, or high reliance upon fees and 

government support, is expected to be associated with higher focus and satisfaction on 

education and community building, revenue generation through market-like behaviors is not 

a priority. Some small strategic market-like behaviors might actually support program and 

service innovation and expansion, illustrating that as the academic capitalism index increases 

from lower levels, satisfaction too can increase. As mandatory student fees or user fees 

replace institutional funding for the student activities, program quality does not always suffer 

(Rames, 2000). Those college unions that are able to find a balance of revenue sources, place 

boundaries on their market-like activities and remain true to their mission and values, are 

expected to have the greatest overall satisfaction with program effectiveness.  

Scenario Four: Revenue Generation and Satisfaction with Value Provided 

Question: To what extent do market-like activities and behaviors relate to students’ 

perceptions of the extent the college union provides value for dollars spent? 

Hypothesis: As seen in figure 3.6 there is a positive relationship between perceived value and 

revenue generation. Higher levels of auxiliary revenues and academic capitalism are 

associated with higher levels of perceived value. 
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Figure 3.6. Hypothesis four: Revenue generation and value provided 

 

Unlike the previous satisfaction variables, it is expected that higher levels of revenue 

generation activity are associated with higher levels of perceived value. When the college 

union relies more on academic capitalistic activities, they rely more heavily on students 

returning for future visits. Continued student spending is a measure of satisfaction (Levy, 

1995) since they have options, and a student focused operating schedule (Kuh et al., 1991) 

increases the time that students can use the college union. Academic capitalism activities 

such as contracts/agreements with well-known brand names and program sponsorship add 

potential value to a student consumer. Additionally, college union marketing/branding 

initiatives are critical to communicating the value students are receiving, thus as the 

academic capitalism index and auxiliary revenues increase so too does satisfaction with the 

value provided.  
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Scenario Five: Revenue Generation and Likelihood of Visiting the College Union 

Question: To what extent do market-like activities and behaviors relate to students’ 

frequency of visitation to the college union? 

Hypothesis: As seen in figure 3.7, there is a positive relationship between the likelihood of 

visiting the college union and revenue generation. Higher levels of auxiliary revenues and 

academic capitalism are associated with a higher likelihood of visiting the college union. 

 

Figure 3.7. Hypothesis five: Revenue generation and visiting the college union 

 

Another potential measure of student satisfaction is the likelihood of the student 

visiting the union. As revenue generation efforts increase, visitation is also expected to 

increase. Students show their satisfaction with continued spending and attendance (Levy, 

1995), and that satisfaction contributes to retention (Sirvanci, 1996). While relationships with 
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students are potentially harmed due to a view of students solely as consumers, it is here that 

college union administrators can promote positive relationships through customer service 

efforts which can keep students coming back (Bejou, 2005). These customer service 

relationships are also sometimes tied to college union marketing and branding strategies, 

which is also a market-like behavior. Additionally, with an academic capitalism philosophy, 

administrators focus on revenue generation due to a desire for program expansion and 

innovation, and the college union seeks to stay current on trends that have positive impacts 

on student life (Rudisille & Hickey, 2011). The union must always be looking to market 

services, provide convenient hours (Kuh et al., 1991), and maintain high quality services. 

These factors suggest that, as academic capitalism increases, the likelihood of visiting the 

union increases, though as the previous hypotheses note, increased academic capitalism is not 

always expected to equate with increased satisfaction. Furthermore, student and institutional 

characteristics are used in this model as controls, as supported by the literature, in which 

there are differential impacts of the college union on various subgroups (Reynolds, 2007; 

Pike et al., 2006; Pike et al., 2011; Webster & Sedlacek, 1987) 

Methods of Analysis 

 This study employs multilevel modeling (MLM) as the method for data analysis. It is 

an appropriate method to use based on the data set, since it features nested, unbalanced data 

(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Following the treatment for missing data previously mentioned, 

the data set for MLM analysis has 23,102 individual student responses, via the ACUI/EBI 

Assessment, nested within 34 institutions, via the college union survey. Additionally, each 

institution has varying levels of individual responses ranging from 140 responses to 2,289 
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responses, illustrating the unbalanced nature of the data. Prior to building the multilevel 

models, SPSS Version 22 was used to for data management and variable diagnostics. This 

was done for both the level-1 file and the level-2 file. Variables were recoded (i.e. dummy 

variables), created (i.e. academic capitalism index) and value labels added for ease of 

analysis. Frequencies, descriptives and correlations were run on the data to understand the 

nature of each variable including the distribution of the dependent variables.  

 HLM7 was used to build and run the multilevel models and requires a separate data 

file for each level of analysis. Upon examination of the dependent variables from SPSS 

output, the choice of which approach to take was grounded in previous studies and the goals 

of this study. Possible options included treating the dependent variables (DV) as continuous, 

dichotomous, or as ordinal. Recent studies have begun to examine the effects of model 

choice (Bauer & Sterba, 2011) noting that some researchers chose to model the DV as 

continuous due to lack of familiarity with ordinal data or an uneasiness selecting the various 

estimation techniques. The findings of Bauer & Sterba (2011) also support previous work 

cautioning against collapsing or dichotomizing ordinal data, noting that the various 

estimation techniques perform better on ordinal data. When analyzing ordinal data, more 

categories provides the model with stronger ability to detect the direction of a relationship 

and provides more information (Agresti, 2010), and estimators such as penalized quasi-

likelihood perform better. Overall satisfaction, educational satisfaction, community building 

satisfaction, and value satisfaction all have seven ordered categories, while visitation has 

nine, thus, all five dependent variables for this study were treated as ordinal and a cumulative 

logit or proportional odds model employed. 
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Parameter Estimates 

In estimating parameters, HLM7 only provides two options for the cumulative logit 

model, maximum likelihood (ML) also known as full maximum likelihood (FML) and 

penalized quasi-likelihood (PQL) which is based off of restricted maximum likelihood 

(REML). By default, HLM7 uses PQL to estimate parameters since it is considered to be 

more accurate (Hox, 2010). PQL is also preferred over ML when there are more categories in 

the dependent variable; the bias of this estimator is within acceptable limits and also lowers 

the mean squared error (MSE) (Bauer & Sterba, 2011). Additionally, PQL performs equal to 

or better than ML when there are a small number of level-2 units and large number of level-1 

units (Bauer & Sterba, 2011; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Hox, 2010), which is the case in 

this study. Bauer & Sterba (2011) also provide a strong set of recommendations to aid in 

estimator choice based on the interclass correlation (ICC), number of outcome categories, 

and level-1 and level-2 units. While PQL is the default, it is also appropriate as the parameter 

estimator technique for this study.   

A limitation of PQL is that it is not robust enough to produce deviance statistics, thus 

if comparing model fit via the deviance statistic (-2 ln likelihood) is critical, ML should be 

used (Bauer & Sterba, 2011). This can be overcome by using other methods such as the 

pseudo-R2, discussed later in this chapter. Comparing deviance statistics alone does not 

inform the researcher of what is wrong with the model, whereas explained variance would 

give better information (Agresti, 2010). Additionally, comparing the various model 

asymptotic standard errors to the robust standard errors also provides information on model 



91 
 

specification (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). It is important to assess both model fit and the 

model’s ability to predict outcomes (McCoach & Black, 2008) 

Standard Errors 

 This study reports robust standard errors due to a small sample size, unbalanced data 

and distribution of the dependent variables. Standard error estimates for fixed effects are 

small when models use unbalanced data (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). When the level-2 

sample is less than 50, standard errors tend to have a downward bias (Hox, 2010). 

Additionally, downward bias is expected when the dependent variable has a skewed 

distribution, as is the case with overall satisfaction, community building satisfaction, 

educational satisfaction, and value satisfaction. When using robust standard errors over the 

asymptotic standard errors, there is a loss of statistical power (Hox, 2010).  

Centering 

There are multiple reasons why one would consider centering variables in models. 

The primary reason variables are centered is to provide a meaningful interpretation of the 

results, and they can be either group-mean or grand-mean centered. Grand-mean centering 

involves centering the variable around the mean of that variable (Heck et al., 2012). Cases 

that have the mean as their value would have a centered value of zero, whereas cases with 

values above or below the mean would have positive or negative values, respectively. The 

distribution of the variable does not change with this transformation, only the scale (Heck et 

al., 2012). Centering also reduces collinearity between the independent variables and is 
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important when considering level-1 interactions (Ma, Ma, & Bradley, 2008). The centered 

variable takes on the meaning of the “average” subject when variable takes a value of zero 

(Hox, 2010). All variables entered into the models for this study were grand mean centered. 

A benefit to grand mean centering variables in multilevel models is to reduce convergence 

issues, and centered independent variables provide better variance estimates (Hox, 2010).   

Model Building 

The null or fully unconditional model is the basic model and necessary as a starting 

point for model building. The unconditional model allows for examination of the amount of 

variance among groups (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The equation for model III, the 

academic capitalism model, is found in Appendix J.  

When developing the theoretical framework, power was a concern due to a small 

population size and number of parameters in the model. As such blocks of variables were 

tested at level-1 to explore if collapsing categories was justified. An example of these blocks 

was place of residence where there were six categories, and five dummy coded variables in 

the model. Another example of a block was employment having five categories and four 

dummy coded variables in the model. In the case of place of residence, multiple categories 

had significant fixed effects and justified leaving all five variables in the model. On the other 

hand, it was deemed appropriate to collapse employment to two variables in the model. 

Model II, the level-1 model, is a multilevel model with a one-way ANCOVA and random 

effects. 
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The academic capitalism model is a non-random varying slopes model, which uses 

predictors at both level-1 and level-2, but the intercept is the only random effect. By 

constraining slopes for the other level-2 equations, additional degrees of freedom are gained 

as each constrained slope is one less parameter to estimate (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Each 

of the level-2 variables were individually entered into the model with no other level-2 

predictors to examine the relationship and understand which variables could be removed to 

achieve statistical power, while also being meaningful. The variables removed from the 

model after this process were institutional size, basic Carnegie classification, institutional 

control, and percent of transfer students. Similarly, each of the variables comprising the 

academic capitalism index, were entered individually into the academic capitalism model to 

determine if using a single variable, would create a stronger model. This same process for the 

index was also tested in a means-as-outcomes model, or a model with no level-1 predictors. 

After analysis, and for reasons of statistical power, the academic capitalism index was 

entered in the model along with level-1 and level-2 predictors. 

Model III contained only three variables at level-2 since the model needed to be 

reduced based on the large number of parameters. The three variables entered into the model 

were the academic capitalism index, college union budget from auxiliary revenues, and 

reporting line of the college union.  Figure 3.8 shows a revised conceptual model including 

only those variables entered into the models for this study. Student characteristics variables 

(level-1) are control variables that answer the second part of the first research question as 

indicated by the directional arrow. The institutional characteristics variables (level-2 

variables) are those of the college union which can be broken down into three categories: 
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institutional controls, revenue sources, and an academic capitalism index. The academic 

capitalism model, model III, uses the institutional controls to answer the two primary 

research questions, as well as, part one of the first research question.  
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Figure 3.8 Revised conceptual model  
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As previously mentioned, a limitation of using a proportional odds model in HLM7 is 

that the software does not produce a deviance statistic, which aids in comparing model fit. 

The deviance statistic is the most reliable assessment of model fit (Kreft & DeLeeuw, 1998). 

However, model comparison can also be done through examining the MLM version of the 

squared multiple correlation, also called the pseudo-R2 (McCoach & Black, 2008). 

Calculating the proportional reduction in mean squared prediction error, providing a pseudo-

R2 (Snijders & Bosker, 2003) provides more information than a deviance statistic (Agresti, 

2010) and assesses model adequacy. When considering models with level-2 predictors, the 

level-2 equation takes into account group size and unbalanced data such as in this study; a 

value of n should be a representative group (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). These values can 

either be the average of all sample group sizes or using the harmonic mean of sample group 

sizes. In the cases where group sizes are very large, it is more applicable to use the 

population average rather than the sample average, in which case, R2 becomes the 

proportional reduction of the intercept variance (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). This study 

follows the advice of Snijders & Bosker, using the pseudo-R2 method, calculating group size, 

n, as the harmonic mean of institutional enrollment, 12,594.  

Interactions 

Multilevel modeling is a good technique to use for the generating and testing of 

interactions (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Previous research has noted the differential impacts 

of the college union by gender (Reynolds, 2007), class standing (Pike et al., 2006; Pike et al., 

2011) and ethnicity (Webster & Sedlacek, 1987; Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 2009). While this 
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study meets the 30/30 rule of thumb for groups and individuals in order to conduct a 

meaningful MLM analysis, Hox (2010) recommends a 50/20 rule of thumb for exploring 

cross level interactions. With 34 groups, this sample was not large enough to support cross-

level interactions.  

Limitations and Delimitations 

 While this study seeks to be robust, it does have a few limitations. First, potential 

author bias had to be addressed as the author is a current college union professional with 

approximately ten years of professional experience covering both the business and 

educational missions; therefore, the author’s home institution could not be included in the 

sample. In addition, because the author has extensively volunteered with the college union 

profession on the international level, he knows some of the senior union managers who are 

the institutional contact for this study and had to insure that the same procedure of collecting 

data applied to all individuals and followed the IRB submission for the study. While working 

in the field and knowing many of the college union administrators presented potential 

problems, it also afforded a positive benefit in that knowing some of the participants actually 

helped in encouraging survey completion. 

Sample size and statistical power comprise the second limitation of this study. The 

researcher created a strong sampling method to maximize participation, however only 34 

level-2 groups were included. A downfall of multilevel models is that at times, as is the case 

of this study, the number of level-2 groups is limited (Heck et al., 2012). When conducting 

the t-test for MLM models, each group added to the model gains an additional degree of 
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freedom, where df = (# of level-2 groups) – (# of parameters in the model) – 1 (Hox, 2010).  

In order to maximize power of the models, either more groups are added or the model is 

stripped down, the latter of which occurred in this study. Larger numbers of groups (level-2) 

are more important than larger number of individuals (level-1) (Hox, 2010). As the model 

becomes more robust, larger numbers of groups are needed but fewer individuals per group 

are adequate. Hox (2010) notes that the widely accepted 30/30 (level-2/level-1) rule of thumb 

is acceptable if only concerned about the fixed effects, whereas the 50/20 rule is preferred for 

observing interactions, and a 100/10 when concerned about random components and standard 

errors.  

The third limitation is part of the nature of survey research and using existing data 

sets. The ACUI/EBI Assessment is a tool for college union administrators and was not 

intended to be used in scholarly studies; however, the instruments have high Cronbach’s 

Alphas, a measure of the survey’s internal consistency. This instrument has a high number of 

level-1 data, although the institutions use different methods of data collection, from 

convenience sampling when using paper versions to random sampling with web versions. 

While limited to the constructs and questions of the ACUI/EBI Assessment, external validity 

can be found in this study because both sources of data are specific to the college union and 

conclusions drawn can directly relate to the college union.  

 A fourth limitation is the college union specific data at level-2. The institutions 

comprising the sampling frame are limited to those who used the ACUI/EBI Assessment on 

their campus for the given time period, restricting the potential data set to a select few 
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institutions. Furthermore, in order to be included in the data set for this study, individual 

college union administrators voluntarily opted in by completing the college union survey and 

sharing their ACUI/EBI data with the researcher, creating a sampling bias as well as potential 

non-response bias from those who did not participate. The generality of the study is restricted 

to four year institutions as the sample contained only four year institutions. The sample also 

skews towards public masters and doctorate granting institutions.  

Summary 

This chapter provided support for the data and variables included in the study as well 

as anticipated results based on the literature in chapter two. Additionally, presented is the 

appropriateness of multilevel modeling (MLM) as the statistical technique for this study, and 

limitations of the study’s design. Chapter four explores the results of this study and the 

models used to answer the research questions. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

Chapter three stated the case for multilevel modeling as the method of analysis in this 

study. Furthermore, the previous chapter provided justification of variables included in the 

models, and included previous literature on the differential effects of the union on various 

populations. These populations include: gender (Reynolds, 2007), class standing (Pike et al., 

2006; Pike et al., 2011) and ethnicity (Webster & Sedlacek, 1987; Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 

2009) 

In order to determine the extent to which the college union exhibits academic 

capitalism, this study examines the relationship between market-like activities and behaviors, 

and students’ perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union operation, including 

frequency of visiting the union. Furthermore, this study seeks to examine the effect student 

characteristics and institutional characteristics have on this relationship with the primary 

focus on understanding revenue generation and academic capitalism in the college union. 

Variables were selected for inclusion based on the literature, and when necessary, those 

variables identified as controls were deleted from the model to allow for statistical power to 

increase. Unless otherwise stated, the values provided are for the pooled estimate, based on 

the five multiple imputation data sets, and robust standard errors were selected. SPSS does 

not provide a pooled estimate for standard deviation, thus a range is provided based on the 

five imputations.  
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Descriptive Analyses  

Dependent Variables 

Educational satisfaction, community building satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and 

value satisfaction were rated on a seven point Likert scale. Table 4.1 provides descriptive 

statistics for the dependent variables, situated at level-1. As seen by the mean, overall 

satisfaction with the union had the highest rating (5.22), whereas satisfaction with the value 

of fees spent for activities provided was the lowest (3.91). Students were more satisfied with 

the college union’s contributions to community building (4.58), than they were with the 

educational contributions (4.29). Visitation had nine categories (0-8) and the mean of 4.20 

represents a value between visiting 2-3 times per week (4) and 4-5 times per week (5).  

 

Table 4.1 Level-1 dependent variables: Descriptive statistics

Variable N Mean SD*

Educational Satisfaction 23102 4.29 1.672-1.742

Community Building Satisfaction 23102 4.58 1.632-1.744

Overall Satisfaction 23102 5.22 1.430-1.674

Value Satisfaction 23102 3.91 1.673-1.696

Visitation 23102 4.20 2.056-2.057

*range for five iterations  

 

Independent Variables: Level-1 

The research questions also seek to understand the relationship between the student 

characteristics and satisfaction with the college union. In addressing the research question, as 
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much as possible and where theoretically significant, more groups were used for a variable 

rather than collapsing them into small groups. Table 4.2, provides an overview of all level-1 

independent variables used in the model. The sample leaned towards female students, 58.9%, 

and included a small group of those identifying as transgender or other, 0.7%. White, non-

Hispanic students made up 69.9% of the sample, though seven other categories were 

represented including bi-multiracial, 1.6%, Native American, 1.1%, Black or African 

American, 7.5%, Hispanic (any race), 8.7%, Asian American 9.1%, Native Hawaiian or other 

Pacific Islander, 0.6% and other/unknown 1.5%. Class standing varied across undergraduates 

from a low of 19.2%, freshman, to 24.8%, seniors. Graduate students comprised 11.9% of the 

sample, and non-degree seeking students comprised 1.0%. Age was collapsed into two 

categories, Under 21, 45.2%, and over 21, 54.8%. A majority of the students were full-time 

status, 86.2%. Employment categories were very similar with 30.9% employed on-campus 

and 30.6% employed off-campus; the greatest percentage of students, 38.5% were 

unemployed. Students lived in a variety of housing situations with the largest group residing 

in off-campus apartments, 38.1%, followed by 30.9% residing in residence halls. Only 15.5% 

of students lived at home.  
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Table 4.2 Level-1 student characteristics: Descriptive statistics

Variable Name N Mean

Students 23102 --

CLASS (ref. group: Freshman)

Sophomore 4597.0 0.199

Junior 5363.2 0.232

Senior 5730.0 0.248

Graduate 2741.8 0.119

Non-Degree Seeking 233.6 0.010

GENDER (ref. group: Female)

Male 9323.8 0.404

Transgender/Other 166.0 0.007

ETHNICITY (ref. group: White)

Hispanic (any race) 2006.0 0.087

Native American 259.0 0.011

Asian American 2102.0 0.091

Black or African American 1728.0 0.075

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 136.0 0.006

Bi-Multiracial 364.0 0.016

Other/Unknown 353.0 0.015

AGE (ref. group: 21 and Older)

Under 21 10452.0 0.452

ENROLL (ref. group: Full-Time)

Part-Time 3192.2 0.138

EMPLOY (ref. group: Not Employed)

On-Campus: full or part time 7144.6 0.309

Off-Campus: full or part time 7060.8 0.306

RESIDENCY (ref. group: Residence Hall)

Greek House 573.6 0.025

On-Campus Apartment 1510.6 0.065

Off-Campus Apartment 8809.4 0.381

At Home 3583.6 0.155

Other 1476.4 0.064
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Independent Variables: Level-2 

While the larger research question addresses the relationship of academic capitalism 

with student satisfaction, it also seeks to understand the extent to which institutional 

characteristics influence satisfaction. Table 4.3 provides descriptive statistics for the level-2 

institutional characteristics considered in the model.  

 

Table 4.3 Level-2 institutional characteristics: Descriptive statistics

Variable Name N Mean SD

INSTDEG (ref. group: Bachelors)

Masters 11 0.324 0.47

Doctorate 22 0.647 0.49

ENROLLMENT 34 20470 10893.86

INSTSIZE (ref. group: Small)

Medium 8 0.235 0.43

Large 25 0.735 0.45

INSTTYPE (ref. group: Private)

Public 32 0.941 0.24

REPORT  (ref. group: Business & Finance)

Student/Academic Affairs 27 0.794 0.41

REVENUE 0.0-1.0* 0.299 0.27

TRANSFER (ref. group: Inclusive)

Low Transfer In 9 0.265 0.45

High Transfer In 22 0.647 0.49

* Indicates Range, not N   

 

Unlike the variables at level-1, level-2 had no missing data and reporting in the tables 

that follow is for the original data. Basic Carnegie Classification and enrollment size were 
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control variables and had to be removed from the models, but they are provided here for an 

understanding of the sample for reliability purposes. Of the 34 institutions, twice as many 

doctorate granting institutions (22), were in the sample than masters institutions (11). 

Enrollment size had a mean of 20,470 and standard deviation of 10,894. These primarily fell 

into the Carnegie Classification of large institutions, 25 (73.5%), while eight institutions 

were classified as medium, and one as small. Institutional control was also removed from the 

model since 32 of the 34 institutions (94.1%) were public. During model specification, 

transfer was removed from the model; though it is interesting to note that 22 institutions 

(64.7%) were classified as high transfer, nine institutions were low transfer and three were 

inclusive. The budgets of the college unions represented in this study included substantial 

revenue from auxiliary sources, with a mean of 29.9%. In examining the reporting structure 

of the college union, 79.4% report to student or academic affairs and the remaining seven 

institutions report to business and finance.  

Academic Capitalism 

As discussed in chapter three, an academic capitalism index was created, and 

comprised of the five measures as seen in Table 4.4. The academic capitalism index ranged 

in values from a low of 1.99 to high of 10.64, with a range of possible values from zero to 11. 

The mean value of index was 6.595 with a standard deviation of 2.27. Revenue generation 

behavior had a mean of 61.8% with 21 administrators indicating that the academic capitalism 

framework best described their operational philosophy for revenue generation, whereas the 

remaining 13 operated from a resource dependence perspective. Overall, administrators 

perceived more influence over the setting of prices with a mean of 3.79, than they did on 
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influence of setting fees with a mean of 2.74. Non-student activities expenditures, varied 

from 30% to 100% with a mean of 85.7% and standard deviation of 15%. 

  

Table 4.4 Level-2 academic capitalism index: Descriptive statistics  

Variable N Mean SD

Academic capitalism index 1.99-10.64* 6.595 2.27

Academic capitalism 21 0.618 0.49

Influence on prices 1.0-5.0* 3.794 1.15

Influence on fees 1.0-5.0* 2.735 1.42

Academic capitalism activities .214-.929* 0.590 0.19

College union spending 0.30-1.00* 0.857 0.15

* Indicates Range, not N

Revenue generation behavior (Resource dependence = reference)

 
 

 

 

Academic capitalism activities and behaviors identifies the percent of the 14 

academic capitalism activities identified by Carducci (2010) in which college union 

administrators identified as present in their operation. Engagement in academic capitalism 

activities ranged from three activities (21.4%) to 13 activities (92.9%). The mean level of 

activities was .590, just above eight activities with a standard deviation of 0.19.  

 

The primary purpose of this study is to understand the academic capitalism and 

revenue generation behavior in the college union and the impact it has on students. To better 

understand these behaviors, a variety of explorations comprising the academic capitalism 

index were conducted to provide a snapshot in time of this behavior. This exploration centers 

on examining the frequencies of the academic capitalism activities, correlations between the 

activities, and correlations between the activities and financial measures.  
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Table 4.5 provides a breakdown of each of the 14 academic capitalism activities and 

the frequency of that activity.  The two most common activities, rental of facilities or 

equipment, and marketing/branding initiatives, had a reported rate of 97.1% and 88.2%, 

respectively; whereas the least frequently reported activity was strategic enrollment 

management at 11.8%. 

 

Table 4.5 Academic capitalism activities and behaviors: Frequencies 

Activity or Behavior N %

Rental of Facilities or Equipment 33 97.1

Marketing/Branding Initiatives 30 88.2

Mandatory Student Fee 28 82.4

Contracts and Agreements 28 82.4

Program Sponsorship 24 70.6

Extended Managerial Professionals 22 64.7

Outsourcing 22 64.7

Sales of Products or Services 21 61.8

Fee-for-Service 18 52.9

Grants 14 41.2

Partnerships with For-profit Companies 13 38.2

Donor Development 12 35.3

Advisory Boards 12 35.3

Strategic Enrollment Management 4 11.8

  

Examining correlations is also useful to understand the relationship of the data and 

helps guide further exploration. Table 4.6 provides the correlations between the academic 

capitalism activities in an attempt to understand which activities are related.
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Table 4.6 Academic capitalism activities and behaviors: Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1. Advisory boards -

2. Contracts/agreements  0.019 -

3. Donor Development -0.417
* 0.180 -

4. Extended Managerial  0.030   0.465
** 0.159 -

5. Fee-for-service  0.080 0.336 0.203  0.413
* -

6. Grants -0.243 0.231 0.257 0.243 0.190 -

7. Mandatory student fee -0.142  0.393
* 0.180  -0.019 0.336 0.074 -

8. Marketing Initiatives -0.303  -0.169 0.270  -0.079 -0.161 0.306 -0.169 -

9. Outsourcing 0.417
* 0.304   -0.098 0.227 -0.080 0.118 -0.019  0.112 -

10. Partnerships -0.074  0.364
*

  0.559
** 0.328  0.378

* -0.043  0.047  0.099 0.074 -

11. Program sponsorship  0.207 0.209 0.342
* 0.064 0.038 0.278  0.040 -0.236 0.064 0.242 -

12. Facilties/equip. rental -0.236  -0.081 0.129  -0.129 -0.164 0.146  -0.081  0.477
** 0.236 0.137 -0.112 -

13. Sales of products -0.052 0.271 0.328   0.559
**

 0.350
* 0.166 0.112  0.088 0.179 0.370

* 0.289 0.221 -

14. Strategic enrollment -0.079  -0.070 0.303 0.079 0.161 0.251 -0.070  0.133 0.079 0.088 0.236 0.064 0.099 -

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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There was a moderate positive correlation (0.417) between having an advisory board 

for the college union and outsourcing various functions, whereas having an advisory board 

and engaging in donor development was negatively correlated (-0.417). On the contrary, 

donor development had a moderate positive correlation with program sponsorships (0.342) 

and partnerships with for profit companies (0.559). Having a for profit partnership with the 

college union was also positively correlated with the sales of products or services (0.370), 

implementing contracts and agreements (0.364) and using a fee-for-service model (0.378). 

Both fee-for-service arrangements (0.413) and using contracts and agreements (0.465) were 

moderately correlated with having extended managerial professionals to take care of these 

arrangements. Having extended managerial professionals was also correlated with the sales 

of products or services (0.559). 

Other revenue generating activities also had moderate correlations with activities to 

support those behaviors. Renting facilities or equipment in the college union was correlated 

with the presence of marketing and branding initiatives (0.477). Sales of products or services 

was positively correlated with and having fee-for-service (0.350) ventures. On the other hand 

mandatory student fees were correlated with contracts and agreements (0.393). Grants and 

strategic enrollment management were the only two activities that were not correlated with 

any other academic capitalism behavior. In summary, engaging in some revenue generating 

activities led to other activities that supported or enhanced revenue generation as 

demonstrated by extended managerial professionals and marketing/branding initiatives.  

Upon examining the correlations between activities, and noting moderate and strong 

correlations between activities, the analysis sought to understand these relationships more. 
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The next step was to explain what types of activities are associated with specific institutional 

characteristics; however, in reviewing crosstabs, the academic capitalism activities and 

behaviors were not confined to a specific institutional characteristic. Correlations were 

conducted between the activities and behaviors and financial measures, as well as, 

institutional enrollment. Table 4.7 presents the results of this analysis, again finding 

moderate correlations. As institutional enrollment increases so does the likelihood of the 

presence of certain activities, as evidenced by a positive correlation with advisory boards 

(0.414), marketing and branding initiatives (0.499), and rental of facilities or equipment 

(0.575). 

Prior to breaking out the budget of the college union by revenue source, the total 

budget was reported. The total budget of the college union was positively correlated with 

donor development (0.374), sales of products and services (0.367), fee-for-service (0.394), 

grants (0.414), and partnerships with for profit companies (0.435). There was no statistical 

evidence of relationships between type of revenue and the academic capitalism activities and 

behaviors, with the exception of a correlation between auxiliary revenue and advisory boards.  

However, there were correlations between student activities expenditures and two academic 

capitalism activities: strategic enrollment management (0.499) and grants (0.360). Donor 

development was positively correlated with a college union administrator’s perceived 

influence on setting fees (0.360) and setting prices (0.352). Perceived influence on setting 

fees was also positively correlated with having a mandatory student fee (0.464).
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Table 4.7 Financial measures and academic capitalism activities and behaviors: Correlations 

Institution 

Enrollment

Total                

Budget

Auxiliary 

Revenue

Fee                   

Revenue

Influence             

on Setting   

Fees

Influence           

on Setting 

Prices

Student Activity 

Expenditures

Advisory Board 0.414
* -0.231 0.339

* -0.199 -0.036 -0.246 -0.092

Contracts -0.114  0.217 0.184 -0.174 0.188 0.188 0.081

Donors 0.302  0.374
* -0.023 -0.079 0.360

*
0.352

* 0.092

Managers -0.182  0.321 0.291 -0.307 0.168 0.083 0.134

Fee-for-service -0.081  0.394
* 0.267 -0.146 0.285 0.193 -0.117

Grant 0.129  0.414
* 0.199 -0.225 0.030 0.152 0.360

*

Mandatory Fee 0.035  0.097 -0.310 0.291 0.464
** 0.120 0.049

Marketing 0.499
**  0.158 -0.008 -0.035 -0.004 0.176 0.271

Outsourcing -0.182  0.070 0.132 0.077 0.124 -0.134 0.002

Partnerships 0.331  0.435
* 0.253 -0.137 0.192 0.250 0.066

Sponsorships -0.118  0.208 0.253 -0.303 -0.122 0.054 -0.192

Rentals 0.575
**  0.113 -0.290 0.250 -0.033 -0.032 0.165

Sales 0.021  0.367
* -0.056 -0.088 0.240 0.178 0.169

Strategic -0.146 -0.107 0.092 0.035 0.069 -0.014 0.499
**

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



112 
 

Turning the focus to understanding the relationships between the dependent variables 

and level-2 variables, including the academic capitalism index measures, Table 4.8 presents 

the results of these correlations. While the individual academic capitalism activities and 

behaviors had moderate and borderline strong correlations with various other measures, when 

taking the total number activities a college union engages in, these correlations reduce to 

negligible or weak relationships.  

The analysis also examined institutional characteristics used in the model and the 

academic capitalism measures for correlations with the dependent variables. Community 

building satisfaction and value satisfaction had the most statistically significant correlations, 

though they were weak, with the largest correlation between community building satisfaction 

and reporting line of the union at 0.144, a small correlation. Reporting line was significant 

across all four dependent satisfaction measures ranging from a high with community building 

satisfaction to a low of 0.095 with educational satisfaction. Revenue generation behavior was 

significant only with community building satisfaction and educational satisfaction, with 

negligible correlations of 0.030 and 0.028, respectively. Student activities expenditures had a 

weak correlation, with educational satisfaction (0.023), overall satisfaction (0.026), and value 

satisfaction (0.031), but was statistically significant. Revenue from auxiliary sources was 

negatively correlated with community building satisfaction and value satisfaction with values 

of -0.077 and -0.052 respectively. Overall, there were a variety of statistically significant 

correlations, although weak, between the satisfaction outcomes and the level-2 independent 

variables that justified exploration through multilevel modeling. 
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Table 4.8 Select level-2 variables and dependent variables: Correlations

SATCOMM SATEDUC SATUNION SATVALUE REVENUE

Community building satisfaction -

Education satisfaction 0.668** -

Overall union satisfaction 0.726** 0.558* -

Satisfaction with value 0.706** 0.657** 0.616** -

Revenue from auxiliary sources - 0.077* - 0.030 - 0.090 - 0.052* -

Student activities spending 0.017 0.023** 0.026** 0.031** 0.026**

Total academic capitalism activities - 0.023 0.006 - 0.052 - 0.027* 0.228**

Operational Philosophy 0.030* 0.028* 0.035 0.009 0.117**

Reporting line of the college union 0.144** 0.095* 0.143* 0.112** - 0.137**

Influence on Fees - 0.003 0.020 - 0.013 0.020 - 0.131**

Influence on Prices - 0.081* - 0.042 - 0.085 - 0.046 - 0.041**

* significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). ** significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 4.8  (Continued)

REVSPENT ACTIVITY BEHAVEAC REPORT INFLUFEE INFLUAUX

Community building satisfaction

Education satisfaction

Overall union satisfaction

Satisfaction with value

Revenue from auxiliary sources

Student activities spending -

Total academic capitalism activities - 0.022** -

Operational Philosophy 0.087** - 0.205** -

Reporting line of the college union 0.083** - 0.125** 0.046** -

Influence on Fees 0.172** 0.151** 0.287** - 0.135** -

Influence on Prices - 0.047** 0.298** - 0.194** - 0.216** 0.201** -

* significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). ** significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
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Multilevel Modeling 

Fully Unconditional Model 

One of the initial steps in the multilevel modeling process is to build the null model, 

also known as the fully unconditional model, which has no predictors. From this model, an 

intraclass correlation (ICC) can be calculated using σ2, the within group variance, and τ00, the 

between group variance. Calculating the ICC for each of the models provides guiding 

information on the amount of variability between schools. The ICC can also be seen as a test 

of the independence observations assumption, with higher values signaling a violation of this 

assumption (Kreft & DeLeeuw, 1998). The variance, σ2, of the standard logistic distribution 

is  
𝜋2

3
= 3.29, which is bigger than the normal distribution (Hox, 2010). The ICC for the 

community building null model was calculated as: 

𝐼𝐶𝐶 (𝜌) =  
𝜏00

𝜏00 − 𝜎2
=

. 190

. 190 − 3.29
= .055 

The ICC values for the other dependent satisfaction variables ranged from .044 in the 

education model to .059 in the overall union model. The value model itself had an ICC of 

.049. These values are small, indicating that most of the variance is at the individual level not 

between institutions.  

Educational satisfaction, community building satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and 

value satisfaction had seven response options (M) while visitation had nine options. HLM7 

provides M-1 thresholds, Ϩ, that separate categories (Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, Congdon, 

& Toit, 2011).These thresholds provide fixed cut points between responses, and are of 
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interest when calculating predicted probabilities (Heck et al., 2012). The intercept, β0, takes 

on the threshold of Ϩ1.  

The results in the tables present both the logit coefficient and the odds ratio for each 

variable. The logit is interpreted as the log of the odds, or log odds, of an event occurring 

controlling for other variables (Heck et al., 2012). The odds ratio represents the changes in 

odds of the dependent measure for a unit increase in the independent variable and is 

calculated by eβ, where β is the logit and e = 2.718 (Heck et al., 2012). In this study, where 

many variables are dummy coded, a unit increase is from 0, the reference group, to one, the 

group of interest. The odds ratio can then easily be interpreted from a baseline of one with 

values less than one having lower odds of satisfaction, and values greater than one having 

higher odds of satisfaction.  

Overall, the hypotheses stated in chapter three were not supported by the results, as 

evidenced by a lack of statistically significant values of the academic capitalism index and 

college union auxiliary revenues across all dependent variables. While the results do not 

provide support for the hypotheses, they do provide statistically significant results for the 

other portions of the research question. The findings aid in understanding the influence 

student characteristics and institutional characteristics have on student satisfaction. The 

results of each level of the multilevel model are reported after Tables 4.9 - 4.13, which 

provide a summary of the two multilevel models answering the research questions, model II, 

the student characteristics model, and model III, the academic capitalism model. The results 

of frequency of visitation to the college union, Table 4.13, does not present estimates based 

on robust standard errors as they were not provided by HLM7. Full results tables for each of 
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the dependent variables and the full academic capitalism model can be found in Appendices 

K through O.



117 
 

Table 4.9 Education: Student characteristics and academic capitalism models 

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

Intercept, β 0 - 2.229*** 0.108 - 2.228*** 0.108

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore 0.032 1.033 0.032 1.033

Junior 0.042 1.043 0.043 1.044

Senior 0.084 1.087 0.085 1.088

Graduate 0.284* 1.329 0.282* 1.326

Non-Degree Seeking 0.019 1.020 0.017 1.018

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male 0.127** 1.135 0.126** 1.135

Transgender/Other - 0.241 0.786 - 0.242 0.785

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) - 0.236*** 0.790 - 0.237*** 0.789

Native American - 0.168 0.845 - 0.170 0.844

Asian American - 0.345*** 0.708 - 0.345*** 0.708

Black or African American - 0.274*** 0.760 - 0.273*** 0.761

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander - 0.133 0.875 - 0.133 0.875

Bi-Multiracial - 0.088 0.916 - 0.086 0.918

Other/Unknown - 0.341 0.711 - 0.343 0.709

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 - 0.093+ 0.911 - 0.092+ 0.912

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.9 (Continued) 

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time - 0.011 0.989 - 0.011 0.989

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus - 0.219*** 0.803 - 0.220*** 0.803

Employed Off-Campus - 0.042 0.959 - 0.042 0.959

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House - 0.121 0.886 - 0.121 0.886

Live in On-Campus Apartment - 0.059 0.942 - 0.060 0.941

Live in Off-Campus Apartment 0.070 1.072 0.070 1.072

Live at Home 0.127** 1.136 0.127** 1.135

Other 0.344*** 1.411 0.344*** 1.410

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs - 0.368+ 0.692

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources 0.026 1.027

ACINDEX - 0.011 0.989

Thresholds

Threshold 2 0.584*** 1.793 0.584*** 1.793

Threshold 3 1.106*** 3.022 1.106*** 3.022

Threshold 4 2.285*** 9.826 2.285*** 9.830

Threshold 5 3.319*** 27.641 3.320*** 27.655

Threshold 6 4.566*** 96.156 4.566*** 96.204

*** p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, + p <.10

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.10 Community building: Student characteristics and academic capitalism models 

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

Intercept, β 0 - 2.707** 0.067 - 2.707** 0.067

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore 0.068 1.070 0.068 1.070

Junior 0.080 1.083 0.081+ 1.085

Senior 0.196** 1.216 0.197** 1.218

Graduate 0.302* 1.353 0.300* 1.350

Non-Degree Seeking - 0.035 0.966 - 0.036 0.964

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male 0.181*** 1.199 0.181*** 1.198

Transgender/Other 0.340 1.405 0.339 1.404

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) - 0.181*** 0.835 - 0.181*** 0.835

Native American - 0.099 0.905 - 0.102 0.903

Asian American - 0.128+ 0.880 - 0.129+ 0.879

Black or African American - 0.298*** 0.742 - 0.296*** 0.744

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander - 0.137 0.872 - 0.137 0.872

Bi-Multiracial - 0.010 0.990 - 0.007 0.993

Other/Unknown 0.200 1.222 0.197 1.218

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 - 0.102+ 0.903 - 0.100+ 0.904

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.10 (Continued) 

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time 0.015 1.015 0.014 1.014

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus - 0.132*** 0.876 - 0.133*** 0.875

Employed Off-Campus - 0.041 0.959 - 0.041 0.960

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House 0.034 1.035 0.033 1.034

Live in On-Campus Apartment 0.007 1.007 0.005 1.005

Live in Off-Campus Apartment 0.066 1.069 0.066 1.068

Live at Home - 0.008 0.992 - 0.009 0.991

Other 0.222** 1.248 0.221** 1.247

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs - 0.447+ 0.639

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources 0.280 1.323

ACINDEX - 0.008 0.992

Thresholds

Threshold 2 0.840 2.315 0.840 2.316

Threshold 3 1.421* 4.142 1.422* 4.144

Threshold 4 2.549**  12.789 2.549**  12.800

Threshold 5 3.506**  33.315 3.507**  33.345

Threshold 6 4.705***  110.486 4.706***  110.573

*** p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, + p <.10

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.11 Overall Union: Student characteristics and academic capitalism model 

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

Intercept, β 0 - 3.148** 0.043 - 3.148** 0.043

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore 0.082+ 1.086 0.083+ 1.086

Junior 0.090 1.094 0.091 1.095

Senior 0.141+ 1.151 0.141+ 1.152

Graduate 0.266+ 1.305 0.264+ 1.303

Non-Degree Seeking 0.104 1.109 0.102 1.108

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male 0.219*** 1.245 0.219*** 1.244

Transgender/Other 0.570 1.768 0.569 1.766

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) - 0.111* 0.895 - 0.112* 0.894

Native American - 0.025 0.975 - 0.026 0.974

Asian American 0.128 1.137 0.128 1.137

Black or African American - 0.121* 0.886 - 0.120* 0.887

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.027 1.027 0.027 1.027

Bi-Multiracial 0.061 1.063 0.063 1.065

Other/Unknown 0.810 2.248 0.809 2.245

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 - 0.146* 0.865 - 0.144* 0.866

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.11 (Continued) 

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time 0.043 1.044 0.043 1.044

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus - 0.096* 0.909 - 0.096* 0.908

Employed Off-Campus 0.002 1.002 0.002 1.002

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House 0.093 1.098 0.093 1.098

Live in On-Campus Apartment 0.016 1.016 0.015 1.015

Live in Off-Campus Apartment 0.076 1.079 0.076 1.079

Live at Home - 0.093 0.911 - 0.093 0.911

Other 0.139 1.149 0.138 1.148

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs - 0.346 0.707

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources 0.242 1.274

ACINDEX 0.005 1.005

Thresholds

Threshold 2 0.738 2.092 0.738 2.092

Threshold 3 1.219+ 3.383 1.219+ 3.385

Threshold 4 2.137* 8.478 2.138* 8.484

Threshold 5 3.006*  20.214 3.007* 20.230

Threshold 6 4.622**  101.667 4.622** 101.748

*** p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, + p <.10

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.12 Value: Student characteristics and academic capitalism models

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

Intercept, β 0 - 2.089*** 0.124 - 2.088*** 0.124

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore 0.080 1.083 0.080 1.084

Junior 0.125* 1.134 0.127* 1.135

Senior 0.167** 1.181 0.167** 1.182

Graduate 0.272+ 1.313 0.270+ 1.309

Non-Degree Seeking 0.046 1.047 0.043 1.044

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male 0.050 1.052 0.050 1.051

Transgender/Other - 0.148 0.863 - 0.149 0.862

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) - 0.066 0.936 - 0.067 0.936

Native American 0.117 1.124 0.114 1.121

Asian American - 0.171* 0.843 - 0.171* 0.843

Black or African American - 0.164** 0.848 - 0.162** 0.851

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.053 1.055 0.053 1.055

Bi-Multiracial - 0.017 0.983 - 0.014 0.986

Other/Unknown 0.114 1.120 0.111 1.118

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 - 0.071 0.931 - 0.070 0.933

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.12 (Continued)

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time - 0.030 0.970 - 0.031 0.970

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus - 0.161*** 0.852 - 0.162*** 0.851

Employed Off-Campus - 0.006 0.994 - 0.006 0.994

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House - 0.065 0.937 - 0.066 0.936

Live in On-Campus Apartment 0.037 1.037 0.036 1.036

Live in Off-Campus Apartment 0.164** 1.178 0.163** 1.177

Live at Home 0.193* 1.213 0.194* 1.214

Other 0.359*** 1.432 0.358*** 1.431

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs - 0.498* 0.607

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources 0.288 1.334

ACINDEX - 0.010 0.990

Thresholds

Threshold 2 0.605*** 1.831 0.605*** 1.832

Threshold 3 1.663*** 5.275 1.664*** 5.278

Threshold 4 2.732*** 15.359 2.732*** 15.370

Threshold 5 3.664*** 38.998 3.664*** 39.025

Threshold 6 4.605*** 99.996 4.606*** 100.051

*** p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, + p <.10

Student characteristics Academic capitalism
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Table 4.13 Frequency of visit: Academic capitalism model 

Coefficient Odds Ratio

Intercept, β 0 - 3.593*** 0.028

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore - 0.051 0.950

Junior - 0.066 0.936

Senior - 0.010 0.990

Graduate 0.784*** 2.190

Non-Degree Seeking 0.198 1.219

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male - 0.292*** 0.747

Transgender/Other - 0.526+ 0.591

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) - 0.164*** 0.849

Native American - 0.127 0.880

Asian American - 0.410*** 0.663

Black or African American - 0.484*** 0.617

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander - 0.145 0.865

Bi-Multiracial - 0.170+ 0.844

Other/Unknown - 0.181 0.835

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 - 0.265*** 0.767

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time 0.341*** 1.406

Academic Capitalism
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Table 4.13 (Continued)

Coefficient Odds Ratio

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus - 0.543*** 0.581

Employed Off-Campus 0.199*** 1.221

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House 0.273** 1.315

Live in On-Campus Apartment - 0.065 0.937

Live in Off-Campus Apartment 0.134*** 1.143

Live at Home 0.327*** 1.386

Other 0.424*** 1.528

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs - 0.282 0.754

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources - 0.061 0.941

ACINDEX - 0.036 0.965

Thresholds

Threshold 2 1.066*** 2.903

Threshold 3 2.108*** 8.230

Threshold 4 2.759*** 15.784

Threshold 5 3.995*** 54.301

Threshold 6 4.990*** 146.879

Threshold 7 5.694*** 297.187

Threshold 8 6.182*** 484.198

*** p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, + p <.10

Academic Capitalism
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Student Characteristics 

The results indicate that individual student characteristics do influence educational 

satisfaction with some characteristics mattering more than others. Table 4.14 provides a 

summary of the odds ratio and significance levels for each of the variables in the academic 

capitalism model, and includes student characteristics since the models are nested. This 

summary allows for a comparison across the dependent measures to understand the extent to 

which each characteristic influences student satisfaction with the college union. The 

organization of results that follows, examines each characteristic individually.
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Table 4.14 Summary of independent variables influence on dependent variables

SATEDUC SATCOMM SATUNION SATVALUE VISIT

Intercept, β 0 0.108*** 0.067 0.043** 0.124*** 0.028***

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore 1.033 1.070 1.086+ 1.084 0.950

Junior 1.044 1.085+ 1.095 1.135* 0.936

Senior 1.088 1.218** 1.152+ 1.182** 0.990

Graduate 1.326* 1.350* 1.303+ 1.309+ 2.190***

Non-Degree Seeking 1.018 0.964 1.108 1.044 1.219

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male 1.135** 1.198*** 1.244*** 1.051 0.747***

Transgender/Other 0.785 1.404 1.766 0.862 0.591+

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) 0.789*** 0.835*** 0.894* 0.936 0.849***

Native American 0.844 0.903 0.974 1.121 0.880

Asian American 0.708*** 0.879+ 1.137 0.843* 0.663***

Black or African American 0.761*** 0.744*** 0.887* 0.851** 0.617***

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.875 0.872 1.027 1.055 0.865

Bi-Multiracial 0.918 0.993 1.065 0.986 0.844+

Other/Unknown 0.709 1.218 2.245 1.118 0.835

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 0.912+ 0.904+ 0.866* 0.933 0.767***

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time 0.989 1.014 1.044 0.970 1.406***

Odds ratio
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Table 4.14 (Continued)

SATEDUC SATCOMM SATUNION SATVALUE VISIT

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus 0.803*** 0.875*** 0.908* 0.851*** 0.581***

Employed Off-Campus 0.959 0.960 1.002 0.994 1.221***

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House 0.886 1.034 1.098 0.936 1.315**

Live in On-Campus Apartment 0.941 1.005 1.015 1.036 0.937

Live in Off-Campus Apartment 1.072 1.068 1.079 1.177** 1.143***

Live at Home 1.135** 0.991 0.911 1.214* 1.386***

Other 1.410*** 1.247** 1.148 1.431*** 1.528***

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs 0.692+ 0.639+ 0.707 0.607* 0.754

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources 1.027 1.323 1.274 1.334 0.941

ACINDEX 0.989 0.992 1.005 0.990 0.965

*** p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, + p <.10

Odds ratio
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Gender. 

The models illustrate statistically significant support for the influence of gender on 

four of the dependent variables. Satisfaction with the value provided by the union is the only 

measure with no differential impact based on gender. Males have higher odds of satisfaction 

with the missions of the college union compared to females, with odds ratios ranging from 

1.135 to 1.244. However, this relationship is reversed for visitation to the union, with males 

having lower odds of going to the union (OR = 0.747). Identifying as transgender or other 

did not have a statistical influence on satisfaction with the union, though they do have 

substantially lower odds of visiting the union (OR = 0.591; p = 0.055) compared to females.  

Ethnicity/race. 

Students identifying with certain ethnic and racial groups have lower odds of 

satisfaction compared to their White counterparts. African American and Asian American 

students as well as Hispanic students of any race have statistically significant influence as it 

relates to satisfaction with and visitation to the college union. There is no statistical 

difference between those identifying as bi- or multiracial and White students as it relates to 

satisfaction; however, there is exploratory support (p-value  = 0.076) indicating that bi-racial 

and multiracial students have lower odds of visitation to the college union (OR = 0.844) 

compared to White students, despite being equally satisfied. 

Across all five measures, African American students have lower odds of satisfaction 

and have the lowest odds of any group in their frequency of visiting the union (OR = 0.617). 

Furthermore, African American students have the lowest odds of satisfaction with the 

community building mission of the college union and overall satisfaction with the union.  
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Hispanic students of any race also have lower odds of satisfaction compared to White 

students with the exception of satisfaction with the value provided, in which there was no 

statistical difference. Hispanic students are the most likely of the ethnic/racial groups to visit 

the college union, though it is still lower odds (OR = 0.849) when compared to White 

students. 

The influence of identifying as Asian American is not consistent across the 

satisfaction measures. Asian Americans are the least satisfied with the educational 

contributions of the college union (OR = 0.708) and the overall value of the union (OR = 

0.843). There exists exploratory support (p-value = 0.063) for this population and the 

influence on satisfaction with the community building mission of the college union (OR = 

0.879).  Compared to their White peers, Asian American students have lower odds of visiting 

the union (OR = 0.663). 

Class standing. 

This study identified a consistent result of higher odds of satisfaction with, and 

visitation to, the college union as class standing increased across undergraduate standing to 

graduate student. However, the statistical support for each group is not constant across the 

dependent measures. It is not until a student reaches their junior year that there is statistical 

support for differences in satisfaction level compared to freshmen. Furthermore, there exists 

weak statistical support of a difference in perceived overall satisfaction with the college 

union for any class standing, though it is worth noting. 

Graduate students have over twice the odds of visiting the college union compared to 

freshmen (OR = 2.190), and there is no statistical difference for any other class level.  The 
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same is true for satisfaction with the educational contributions of the college union, in which 

graduate students were the only group who have higher odds of satisfaction compared to 

freshmen (OR = 1.326). 

Age. 

Similar to the results for class standing, as age increases so does the odds of 

satisfaction and visiting the college union. Students under the age of 21 have lower odds of 

satisfaction with the union overall (OR = 0.866) and lower odds of visiting the college union 

(OR = 0.767). There is no statistical support in a difference in satisfaction with the value of 

the college union based on age. Of note in the models is the slight decline in the p-value for 

the educational satisfaction. With only student characteristics entered into the model, age was 

significant with a p-value of 0.050; however, when the institutional characteristics were 

entered into the model at level-2, the p-value dropped to 0.052.  

Full/part-time enrollment. 

Students enrolled part-time did not have any statistical difference in their odds of 

satisfaction with the college union compared to those enrolled full-time. However, they did 

have higher odds of visiting the college union (OR = 1.406) which was significant at the p < 

0.001 level.  

Employment. 

Being employed on-campus has a negative influence on satisfaction with the union 

compared to those who were not employed, and no statistically significant relationship was 

found with those employed off-campus. Furthermore, those employed on-campus have lower 

odds of visiting the union (OR = 0.581) compared to those who were not employed. 
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However, those employed off-campus have higher odds (OR = 1.221) of visiting the college 

union.  

Residency. 

A student’s living situation also influences satisfaction with, and visitation to, the 

college union with the exception of overall satisfaction with the union. Compared to those 

who live in an on-campus residence hall, students who live off-campus have higher odds of 

satisfaction with the union, most notably with the value of the college union. Students living 

in off-campus apartments (OR = 1.177), at home (OR = 1.214), or in an “other” situation 

(OR = 1.431) all place a higher value of the union compared to those living in an on-campus 

residence hall. An “other” situation could be renting a residence that is not an apartment or 

could also include students who are homeless. Students living in an “other” situation are the 

only group, based on place of residence, that had a difference in satisfaction with the 

community building efforts of the college union (OR = 1.247). Living in an “other” place of 

residence positively influenced satisfaction with education and community contributions, as 

well as, value and visitation to the college union, compared to their on-campus residence hall 

peers. Students living in a greek house have higher odds (OR = 1.315) of visiting the college 

union than those in on-campus residence halls, though they had no difference in levels of 

satisfaction. 

Institutional Characteristics 

The academic capitalism model built upon the student characteristics model by 

adding three variables, reporting line of the college union, auxiliary services revenue, and the 

academic capitalism index. These variables were added to understand the institutional 
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characteristics that influence satisfaction with the college union, though no statistical support 

is found for revenues or the academic capitalism index. 

College unions reporting to academic or student affairs have negative influence (OR 

= 0.607) on student satisfaction with the value of the college union, compared to those unions 

that reported to business and finance. There was no difference in satisfaction levels between 

reporting line as it relates to students’ overall satisfaction with the college union or frequency 

of visitation to the college union. There is exploratory support for the negative influence of 

reporting to student or academic affairs on satisfaction with the educational mission (OR = 

0.692; p = 0.076) and the community building mission (OR = 0.639; p = 0.054). 

Answers to the Research Questions 

Multilevel modeling was the primary method employed to answer the major research 

questions that guided this study. As previously discussed in the section about model building, 

some variables were removed from analysis and thus there are limited, or no, results 

presented on those measures.  

For each satisfaction measure, this study also sought to determine the extent 

that individual characteristics influence students’ perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the 

college union, and the extent to which the college union fulfills its missions. Model II, the 

student characteristics model, addresses this question; likewise, for each measure, this study 

explored the extent that institutional characteristics and reporting line of the college union 

influence students’ perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union, and the extent to 

which the college union fulfills its missions. Furthermore, frequency of visitation is also a 
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measure of satisfaction based on continued spending.  Model III, the academic capitalism 

model, was used to address these questions. Below is a summary of each research question 

and the results of that question; detailed results for each dependent variable were discussed 

previously in this chapter. 

1. Is there a relationship between market-like activities and behaviors, and students’ 

perceptions of, and satisfaction with, the college union operation? 

Satisfaction was measured through the college union’s educational contributions and 

community building contributions, value provided by union, and overall satisfaction with the 

college union. The results of the multilevel models did not provide support for a relationship 

between academic capitalism and student satisfaction with the college union.  

a. To what extent do institutional characteristics influence students’ perceptions 

of, and satisfaction with, the college union and the extent to which the college 

union fulfills its missions? 

The academic capitalism model, model III, added three variables to the student 

characteristics model in an effort to understand the influence of institutional characteristics 

on satisfaction. Reporting line of the college union was the only one of the three institutional 

variables to have a significant relationship with the satisfaction measures. When controlling 

for the other variables, reporting to academic or student affairs negatively influenced student 

satisfaction on three of the four satisfaction measures compared to those college unions 

reporting to business and finance; it was not significant with overall satisfaction with the 

union. Reporting line had the greatest influence (OR = 0.607) on satisfaction with the value 

of the union, and was the least likely of the relationships to occur by chance (p = 0.011). 
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Reporting line was significant at an exploratory level for satisfaction with the educational 

contributions of the union (p = 0.076) and satisfaction with the community building 

contributions (p = 0.054). The odds ratio for community building (OR = 0.639) was less than 

that of educational satisfaction (OR = 0.692) 

b. To what extent do individual characteristics influence students’ perceptions 

of, and satisfaction with, the college union and the extent to which the college 

union fulfills its missions? 

The results indicate that individual student characteristics do influence educational 

satisfaction with some characteristics mattering more than others. Enrollment status did not 

significantly influence any of the four satisfaction variables; though part time enrollment 

positively influenced frequency of visiting the college union. Race/ethnicity had a negative 

influence on all four satisfaction measures compared to those who did not identify as White. 

Satisfaction was significantly influenced by students who identified as Hispanic of any race, 

Asian American or African American. Those who identified as male had higher odds of 

being satisfied with all measures of satisfaction with the exception of satisfaction with the 

value provided by the union. Class standing did not have a consistent influence across the 

satisfaction variables, though in all the models at least one level of class standing produced 

higher odds of satisfaction compared to freshmen. When examining age and controlling for 

other variables, students under the age of 21 had lower odds of overall satisfaction with the 

union compared to those over 21. This influence was significant at an exploratory level for 

both the educational and community building missions, but not significant for value of the 

union.   
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Employment on-campus had a negative influence on all four satisfaction measures 

compared to those who are not employed, and when controlling for other variables. Finally, 

place of residence positively influenced satisfaction for all the satisfaction variables, except 

overall satisfaction with the union, compared to those who live in on-campus residence halls, 

holding the other variables constant. This influence was noted most with those who lived at 

home or in an “other” situation. 

2. Is there a relationship between market-like activities and behaviors, and students’ 

frequency of visitation to the college union? 

The academic capitalism model was used to answer this research question. There was no 

significant relationship between the three institutional variables in the academic capitalism 

model and frequency of visiting the college union. However, a number of student 

characteristic variables used as controls had significant influence on frequency of visitation. 

These results were presented previously and can be found in Table 4.13 or Table 4.14 and are 

not included in this summary since they were not considered for this research question.   

Academic Capitalism 

This study built upon previous research on academic capitalism in student affairs 

(Carducci, 2010). Specifically, 14 academic capitalism activities were identified and the 

reasons for academic capitalism activity reported. Additionally, this study assumed that all 

college unions engage in some level of academic capitalism. The results in Table 4.4, 

descriptives of the academic capitalism index, and Table 4.5, frequencies of the academic 

capitalism activities validate this assumption. The mean number of academic capitalism 

activities was 8.26 (59%) with a standard deviation of 2.66 (19%). All 14 activities were 
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present to some degree, ranging from a high 97.1% to a low of 11.8% of institutions reporting 

that activity. Additionally, there exists moderate correlations between the 14 activities as well 

as between some of the activities and the variables of budget size, enrollment size, perceived 

influence, and student activities expenditures. Of most interest are the correlations between 

activities that generate revenue and the need for activities to support this revenue generation 

such as extended managerial professionals and marketing/branding initiatives. 

Figure 4.1 illustrates academic capitalism in the union through the academic 

capitalism index for the 34 institutions, as well as, the normal distribution curve and values 

of one and two standard deviations above and below the mean. Possible values of the 

academic capitalism index range from 0 to 11 and the results of this measure range from a 

low of 1.99 to a high of 10.64, with a mean of 6.595 and standard deviation of 2.27. 

Assuming a normal distribution, roughly 68% of the data, or 23.12 institutions, would fall 

within one standard deviation. Moving outward to two standard deviations, an additional 

13.6% of the data, or 4.62 institutions, would fall above and below the mean, encapsulating 

95% of the data. The five institutions falling between one and two standard deviations can be 

thought of to have high or low values of academic capitalism. The remaining 5% of the data 

fall at the extreme low end of index with one institution having a value of 1.99.  
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Figure 4.1 Academic capitalism in the college union  

 

Summary 

 This chapter presented the results from multilevel models to answer the research 

questions. Furthermore, frequencies, descriptive statistics and correlations were provided in 

order to better understand academic capitalism in the college union. Finally, the chapter lays 

out a summary of the results, and reviews the conceptual framework. Chapter five discusses 

the implications of this study as it relates to theory, practice, policy, and research.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The previous chapters provided the underpinning for this study. Chapter one stated 

the case for this study, explaining the problem and significance while proposing two broad 

research questions to guide the study. Chapter two provided a comprehensive literature 

review supporting the use of academic capitalism as a conceptual framework to explore 

revenue generation activities in the college union, and the relationship of these activities to 

student satisfaction with program effectiveness of the college union. Chapter three detailed 

the methodology employed for this study and the appropriateness of multilevel modeling to 

answer the research questions. Finally, chapter four discussed the results of this study 

concluding with a summary of the findings for each research question. Chapter five presents 

a discussion of the influence of student and institutional characteristics on satisfaction, and 

provides a summary of academic capitalism occurring in the college union. This chapter 

concludes with implications of this study on theory, research, practice and policy as it relates 

to the college union, student affairs and higher education.  

Theory, Previous Research and Implications 

 This study sought to understand the relationship between revenue generation in the 

college union and student satisfaction with the community building, and educational 

contributions of the college union. The study also considered other measures of satisfaction 

such as perceived value, overall satisfaction with the college union, and frequency of 

visitation to the union in an effort to better understand this relationship. A conceptual 

framework grounded in academic capitalism guided this study, and built upon previous 
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research. While academic capitalism provides a critical lens of revenue generation efforts 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), this critique is balanced by higher education scholars who 

noted student affairs units can succeed in an academic capitalism environment (Hirt, 2007; 

Love & Estanek, 2004); which is affirmed by practitioners stating that the business and 

educational missions can be complementary to each other (Blackburn, 1966; Danals, 2001; 

Brown & Taylor, 2012). Organizations like the college union engage in revenue generation 

efforts in order to fund or reinvest in the primary mission (Weisbrod et al., 2008; Brattain, 

1981). 

The results of this study did not provide statistically significant support for the five 

hypotheses stated in chapter three. Furthermore, this study found e no significant link 

between revenues and student satisfaction, nor academic capitalism and student satisfaction, 

though it did provide further support for the presence of academic capitalism in the field of 

student affairs, specifically the college union. Previous research detailed the presence of 

academic capitalism in non-auxiliary student affairs departments (Carducci, 2010), as well as 

the tensions of student affairs capitalism experienced by early-career professionals (Lee & 

Helm, 2013). The results of this study also supported previous research on the differential 

impact of the college union on subgroups (Reynolds, 2007; Pike et al., 2006; Pike et al., 

2011; Webster & Sedlacek, 1987; Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 2009) while expanding the 

understanding of the impact on other student characteristics.  Additionally, the results of this 

study indicate the reporting line of the college union to have a significant influence on 

satisfaction with the college union; this new finding expands the current knowledge of 

organizational structure and student learning (Berger, 2002). 
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Findings Relative to Academic Capitalism 

This study developed an academic capitalism index composed of five factors: 

influence on setting fees, influence on setting prices of goods and services, operational 

philosophy, student activities expenditures, and engaging in up to 14 academic capitalism 

activities. When entered into individually into the multilevel models these factors did not 

influence the satisfaction measures, nor was there a relationship between the academic 

capitalism index and satisfaction. Moreover, the multilevel analysis did not indicate a 

relationship between the revenue sources, either auxiliary sources or student fees, and student 

satisfaction with the college union. While these two variables formed the basis of the 

research question, they do not provide the full story of academic capitalism in the college 

union.  

This study adds to the small, but growing, body of research on academic capitalism 

outside of academic units, by documenting the extent to which academic capitalism is present 

in the college union. One of the foundations of this study was the assumption that all college 

unions engage in some level of academic capitalism. The descriptive statistics from this study 

provided support for this assumption. Furthermore, college union administrators also 

reported on the existence of 14 academic capitalism activities. All college unions engaged in 

academic capitalism activities, ranging from a low of three activities to a high of 13 activities 

with a mean level of 8.26 activities.  

Not surprising is the fact that rental of facilities and marketing/branding initiatives 

followed by contracts and agreements, and mandatory student fees were the activities in 
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which most college unions engaged. These revenue generation activities support the 

description of the college union provided in the College Union Standard (CAS, 2009b), as 

well as, the critical views of the union as a mini-mall, or a country club through its 

commercial appearance. The academic capitalism index and number of activities in which 

college unions engaged detail the extent to which market-like behavior is prevalent in the 

college union, providing a baseline for future studies, since a reversal in market dependency 

is not likely (Breneman, 2005).  

Academic capitalism has many elements to the commodification of knowledge and 

focus on revenue generation. Academic capitalism examines how this knowledge is packaged 

for sale through labor practices like those of extended managerial professionals responsible 

for creating and managing revenue generation activities (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). This 

study provided evidence of these labor practices in the college union, as identified through 

moderate correlations between the presence of extended managerial professionals in the 

college union and revenue generating activities like fee-for-service, contracts and 

agreements, and sales of products and services. Academic capitalism blurs the boundaries 

between the market and higher education (Slaugher & Rhoades, 2004), and is an intentional 

choice administrators make, even if reluctant to do so (Carducci, 2010).  

A majority of the college union administrators surveyed for this study identified with 

the academic capitalism framework. When asked to identify which operational philosophy 

statement they most identified with, 21 (61.8%) of the administrators selected a statement 

describing academic capitalism, while the other 13 selected a statement describing resource 
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dependence; which is contrary to the non-auxiliary units surveyed by Carducci (2010) where 

most identified with resource dependence and sought fiscal stability. Overall, college union 

administrators perceived more influence over the setting of prices than on the setting of fees, 

indicating they have more control on market-like behaviors. These two factors support the 

academic capitalism framework by illustrating how college union administrators are active 

agents in the pursuit of revenues rather than purely succumbing to the power of external 

forces (Lee & Helm, 2013).  

As previously noted, academic capitalism is regarded as a critical framework that 

takes advantage of students both by collecting money from them which is seen as a means to 

secure additional resources from outside the university (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), and 

placing revenue generation ahead of student learning (Lee & Helm, 2013). This study 

considered the college union as an auxiliary department regardless of where it reports within 

an institution, either in whole or part to business and finance, or to student and academic 

affairs. The results of this study indicated that reporting to student or academic affairs has a 

negative influence on student satisfaction in regards to the education and community building 

missions of the college union, as well as the value of the union.  

Previous literature noted that non-auxiliary student affairs units are able to 

successfully manage the vulnerability to market influence but cautioned that, as more 

academic capitalism behavior is displayed, attention is diverted to fiscal issues (Carducci, 

2010). Student affairs capitalism is a recent extension of academic capitalism, and suggested 

that attention is turning away from developing students to generating revenue from them 

(Lee & Helm, 2013). College unions contribute increasing amounts of revenue to the 



145 
 

institution and are a service to all students (Lee & Helm, 2013), highlighting the dual 

missions of the college union that this study seeks to understand. 

This study provides support for the call from higher education practitioners and 

scholars to balance revenue generation and education (Blackburn, 1966; Woodard et al., 

2000; Love & Estanek, 2004; Cunard & Freeman, 1991). Revenue generating units reporting 

to business and finance are often identified as auxiliaries. The multilevel models from this 

study indicated a positive influence when reporting to business and finance on satisfaction 

with the college union. There is no denying the extent to which college unions engage in 

academic capitalism through revenue generation, labor practices and relying on students as a 

captive market. One could argue that college union administrators are able to balance their 

missions of business and education, and do not exploit students in the way academic 

capitalism suggests. On the other hand, does the college union cater to students as customers 

in a way that satisfies their expectations for education and community building, while also 

focusing on communicating value to increase satisfaction? This argument supports academic 

capitalism and suggests that college union administrators attempt to satisfy students, and 

encourage continued and potentially increased spending. From an institutional perspective, 

when the college union behaves as a business, student satisfaction increases; however, from a 

student perspective, each student sees the union differently.    

Findings Relative to Student Characteristics 

For students to be successful, the following are critical factors that need to be in 

place: a welcoming environment where they feel valued (Schlossberg, 1989), and a 
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supportive campus environment that positively impacts their learning and development (Pike 

et al., 2011). These environments must first support the safety and inclusion of students 

before they can support involvement and engagement, and prior to a focus on community 

building (Strange & Banning, 2001). When pulled together, the standards, practices, attitudes 

and behaviors of students, faculty and staff comprise the campus climate (Rankin & Reason, 

2008). College unions serve all students and as such they should be committed to and 

demonstrate practices that promote “equitable and safe environments for all students” 

(Patton, 2011, p.257). Members of the campus community experience the effects of the 

campus climate differently based on their group affiliation (Rankin & Reason, 2005) and can 

either provide a welcoming and supportive climate or a negative climate. Students, faculty 

and staff can also experience microclimates on campus that are either more inclusive or 

exclusive (Renn, 2011). Renn uses the example of women in science, math, technology, and 

engineering, but in the context of this study the college union can also be such a 

microclimate compared to the surrounding campus. 

The previous section discussed academic capitalism from the perspective of the 

institution and the college union administrator, noting a positive influence on satisfaction 

when engaging in academic capitalism. However, given the results of this study, most 

notably the differential influence race/ethnicity and gender have on satisfaction measures, the 

academic capitalism behavior in the college union may not be contributing to a positive 

campus climate when viewed from the perspective of the individual student. 
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Previous research has noted the differential impact of the college union on race 

(Webster & Sedlacek, 1982; Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 2009), specifically African American 

students. This study adds to the literature noting the negative influence of identifying as 

African American on all four measures of satisfaction and frequency of visitation to the 

union, compared to White students. Furthermore, this study expands the literature to include 

other racial and ethnic groups, noting negative differential impacts of satisfaction and 

frequency of visitation on students identifying as Hispanic of any race and Asian American 

students, when compared to their White counterparts; however, this differential impact was 

not found for all satisfaction measures. There was no statistically significant relationship 

between identifying as Hispanic (of any race) and satisfaction with value provided by the 

union. Likewise, there was no significant relationship between identifying as Asian 

American and overall satisfaction with the union. The differential impacts of race and 

ethnicity on satisfaction were greatest on African Americans for all the satisfaction measures 

except value. Of interest is that satisfaction with the two primary missions, education and 

community building, was negatively influenced by race/ethnicity for all three groups 

mentioned above.  

One possible explanation of this is the existence of other facilities housing cultural or 

identity centers that these students satisfy their need for a third space. (Howard-Hamilton, 

Hinton & Hughes, 2010). At times cultural and identity centers are housed in a college union 

but on some campuses, they may have their own facility or located in another facility. 

Regardless of where the physical location of these cultural and identity centers, they serve as 

a critical component in community building for various groups and can be an oasis in a 
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difficult campus environment. Another explanation is that these students do not see 

themselves represented in the college union facility via cultural symbols and artifacts as they 

might in a cultural center (Jenkins, 2010). These symbols and artifacts are represented by the 

art, portraits of people, building design features and other elements that speak to the diversity 

of the campus community. Both of these explanations focus on the campus climate for 

historically underrepresented racial/ethnic groups and ways in which the union may not be 

contributing to strengthening the climate. This chapter later provides suggestions for 

overcoming these explanations in policy and practice implications.  

This study supports previous research noting the higher importance females place on 

the college union than their male counterparts (Reynolds, 2007). In support of this research is 

the finding from this study that females are more likely to have higher frequency of visitation 

to the union. On the other hand they are more critical of the college union as evidenced by 

lower levels of satisfaction with the union overall and the contributions it makes to education 

and community building. Women place a high degree of importance on the college union to 

their campus experience, and as such, appear to hold the programs and services of the union 

to a high standard when considering their needs. Similar to the previous discussion on 

campus climate for racial/ethnic groups, the union contributes to the climate for women on 

campus. Location of services in the union targeted toward women can be perceived as the 

importance the university places on their concerns (Rullman & Harrington, 2014). 

As students are retained year to year, the results of this study indicated that the odds 

of satisfaction increase across all measures, with seniors having higher odds of satisfaction 
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than juniors when compared to freshman. Previous research examined student satisfaction by 

class level concluding that as students persist they place different levels of importance on 

various aspects of the college experience (Schreiner & Nelson, 2013). A strength of this 

study was the inclusion of graduate students in the analysis; graduate students had higher 

levels of satisfaction than seniors. Likewise, older students (those over 21) had higher odds 

of satisfaction, compared to those under 21 across all measures, except satisfaction with the 

value provided by the union for dollars spent. An analysis of satisfaction with value produced 

mixed results, while increases in class standing had higher odds of satisfaction, there was no 

relationship with age. The models included both age and class to account for the increase in 

older and returning students to campus. A strength of this study was the omission of the term 

“traditional (undergraduate) student”, age 18-22; instead, the national drinking age, 21, 

provides a useful cut point since many programs in the college union focus on healthy 

behavior. The findings that older students and students with higher class standing had higher 

odds of satisfaction with the college union are counterintuitive given that many programs are 

geared toward retaining younger and first year students. Conversely, a possible explanation 

for the higher odds of satisfaction with the college union may be due to the variety of 

programs and services which may appeal to older students and their families (Wyatt, 2011). 

Not all student characteristics in this study had negative influence on the dependent 

variables. This study also examined the relationship between place of residence and 

satisfaction, and frequency of visitation to the union. Students living at home had higher odds 

of satisfaction with the educational contributions and value provided by the college union 

than students who live in a residence hall. Compared to this same group in residence halls, 
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students living in an “other” situation had higher odds of satisfaction with all measures 

except with the union overall. An example of an “other” living arrangement could be off-

campus rentals, other than an apartment, or students who may be homeless. There was no 

statistical difference in the relationship between those who live in greek housing or on-

campus apartments compared to those living in residence halls. The only satisfaction 

measure in which there was no differential impact based on living situation was overall 

satisfaction with the union. All groups, except those living in on-campus apartments, had 

higher odds of frequency of visitation compared to residence hall students. While these 

findings may be counterintuitive given the proximity of residence halls to the college union 

when compared to living off campus, they are consistent with the findings of previous 

research that indicate students in living learning communities (LLC) within residence halls 

feel a sense of belonging to campus due to their LLC (Spanierman, Soble, Mayfield, Neville, 

Aber, Khuri & De La Rosa, 2013). The authors also found that there are moderate correlation 

between living in a residence hall and a sense of belonging on campus, though they caution 

that more research is needed on this finding. 

Two conclusions can be drawn from these results. The first is that those who 

commute to campus place a higher importance on contributions of the college union to their 

success on campus. Commuter students have different needs than those who live on campus 

(Jacoby, 1989), and for these students, the union, through its facilities, programs, and 

services, provides a meaningful out-of-class experience and a place to feel connected 

(Jacoby, 2000). Furthermore, it is plausible that those students served by residence life are 

receiving similar benefits of education and community building through their residence hall, 
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on-campus apartment or greek house, thus the contributions from the union do not provide 

additional levels of satisfaction. There are differences between the levels of involvement of 

residential and commuter students, however both populations also have a desire to be more 

connected with the campus community (Alfano & Eduljee, 2013). Alfano and Eduljee found 

that residential students had higher degrees of participation in activities from intramurals and 

student activities; however, commuter students had slightly higher levels of desire for more 

interaction with their peers. The findings of Alfano and Eduljee (2013) are supported by this 

study by the variety of opportunities the college union provides commuter students to interact 

with their peers in both a formal and informal manner.  

There is a large body of research regarding on-campus student employment and 

student success. This study found a unique relationship between on-campus employment and 

satisfaction. Compared to those who were not employed, on-campus employees have lower 

odds of satisfaction across all measures and lower odds of frequency of visitation to the 

union, which may be attributed to a reduction in time for leisure activities. The biggest 

impact on satisfaction for on-campus employees is with the educational contributions of the 

college union. This study was unable to break out employment by location in order to 

examine college union employment separately. On-campus employment is an example of co-

curricular and out-of-class experiences that are critical to meeting the expectations of 

students to learn more than just a field of study (Astin, 1993; Kuh, 1995; Perozzi, 2009). 

Thus, it is interesting, though not surprising, to find that students who are employed on 

campus, have lower odds of satisfaction with the union. 
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Academic capitalism notes the use of alternative labor in delivering services, and 

student affairs capitalism highlights this with the use of undergraduate and graduate students 

as free or cheap labor (Lee & Helm, 2013). While on-campus employment, internships, and 

student leadership are meaningful student experiences (Perozzi, 2009; Tinto, 2010; Kuh et 

al., 1991), students may have strong gains from the experience, but may not be satisfied with 

their role in the generation of revenues. On the other hand, not being employed provides 

more free time to engage in other activities and to visit the college union. While this was true 

for on-campus employees, the opposite was found for those students employed off-campus 

who had higher odds of visiting the union. Implications of the student employment findings 

are discussed later in this chapter. 

Overall, the various subgroups of the student body view the contributions of the 

college union to education and community building differently. These subgroups also have 

different satisfaction levels with the union overall, and the value provided by the union. For 

example, older students, commuting students, and those who are not employed, report they 

are satisfied with the contributions to education and community more so than their younger, 

residential, on-campus employed peers. It appears that the college serves more importance 

for students who need a third place when they come to campus and find that place in the 

college union.  

Findings Relative to Institutional Characteristics 

Previous literature noted that the college union can be located in whole or part in the 

division of business and finance, clustered with other auxiliary units (Danals, 2001; 
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Kretovics, 2011). Department structure and organization, and the behavior of the people who 

work in that department impact, student learning (Berger, 2002). This study found a 

significant relationship between reporting line of the union, and student satisfaction with the 

community building and educational contributions in the college union, and between the 

perceived value of the college union for dollars spent. College unions reporting to the 

division of academic or student affairs had lower odds of satisfaction on all three measures 

compared to those that reported to the division of business and finance. The impact of this 

institutional characteristic on satisfaction was stronger than any of the student characteristics 

related to satisfaction. From a business perspective, keeping students satisfied is more 

economical than to go through the efforts to find new students (Bejou, 2005), though from a 

student development perspective, adapting and improving services and programs can foster 

student engagement (Kuh, et al., 1991). Students can also hold the college union accountable 

through their involvement in helping shape the department and facility (Rhoades, 1995; 

Sirvanci, 1996). Using the academic capitalism framework, the college union needs to keep 

students in close proximity as they are a primary source of revenue through student fees, 

rentals of facilities and equipment, and sales of products and services.  

This finding alone does not support the reorganization of the college union to 

business and finance with other auxiliary units since the significance level for educational 

and community building satisfaction was exploratory. Nor does it provide direct evidence of 

organizational structure on student success. What this finding does provide, is a case for 

further exploration to determine why there is a difference. Further implications of this finding 

on theory and research, as well as policy and practice, are discussed later in this chapter.  
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Neither the revenue mix of the college union budget, nor the variables comprising the 

academic capitalism index produced significant findings in the multilevel models. However, 

it is worth noting there were a few statistically significant, although weak, correlations 

between reporting line and these measures. There was a negligible correlation between 

student activities spending and college unions in academic or student affairs. On the other 

hand, there was a weak negative correlation between reporting to academic or student affairs 

and both the influence on setting fees and influence on setting prices. Compared to those in 

academic or student affairs, college union administrators in business and finance reported 

higher influence on their ability to increase fees with a stronger influence on their ability to 

influence prices of goods and services.  

College unions reporting to business and finance had a larger portion of the budget 

from auxiliary sources, and engaged in more academic capitalism activities compared to their 

counterparts in academic or student affairs, as evidenced through the weak but statistically 

significant correlations. Contrary to the small correlation indicating college unions reporting 

to business and finance engage in higher levels of academic capitalism, there was a 

negligible correlation between reporting to student affairs and identifying with an academic 

capitalism operational philosophy. Overall, these results support the literature noting the 

prevalence of market-like behaviors in the field of student affairs and the college union and 

warrant further exploration. 
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Discussion and Implications 

The college union has both a business mission and an educational mission and is 

often seen as an auxiliary unit. This study provides additional support for the long held belief 

of college union administrators, that both missions are vital to the success of the college 

union (Blackburn, 1966); while also highlighting the conflicting nature of student 

development and academic capitalism. Furthermore, this study contributes new knowledge of 

benefit to practitioners and scholars by bringing together a comprehensive literature review 

on the topics of revenue generation, student learning, student affairs, and the college union, 

and also providing a framework to build upon for future research. 

Limitations and Advantages 

One of the limitations of this study which needs to be addressed through future 

research was the use of self-reported satisfaction data that does not examine quality of, or 

reasons for involvement and engagement. Future studies should examine these factors, and 

identify measures that account for the variety of services offered. Given the sample size, this 

study did not allow for additional variables to be used in the multilevel models and still 

maintain statistical power for detecting relationships of characteristics and satisfaction. 

However, the models did control for a variety of student demographics creating a 

theoretically relevant model. Lastly, the results of this study are generalizable to four-year, 

public, masters and doctoral granting institutions.  
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While this study did not provide support for a relationship between revenues and 

satisfaction, it does take into account a critique of previous studies. Few studies to date have 

included measures of revenues and measures of expenditures. This models used both 

revenues and expenditures, but consistent with previous research that had inconclusive 

findings, the data in this study had little variance between institutions (Pike, et al., 2011). 

Pike, et al. also noted that when institutional variables are entered into a model with student 

characteristics, the weak institutional effects are negated. This study intended to help fill the 

research gap by examining the college union as a department and using a measure of the 

revenue sources and student activities expenditures in the models. This study expands many 

student demographic categories, such as race and ethnicity, and place of residence, to provide 

a richer understanding of the student experience.  

Theory and Research Implications 

It is important for the college union to provide educational opportunities, and a 

supportive campus environment that positively impacts student learning and development 

(Pike et al., 2011). This study notes that the college union provides a third space (Oldenburg, 

1999) when students come to campus that contributes to their education and connection to 

campus. The results of this study did not find a relationship between academic capitalism and 

student satisfaction. While this study illustrates a differential influence on student satisfaction 

with the college union, future studies should consider the perceptions of the revenue 

generation activities. Organizationally the union can positively influence satisfaction, but do 
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students of a specific gender or race and ethnicity have a negative perception of the academic 

capitalism activity which contributes to their satisfaction levels?  

A hallmark of academic capitalism is non-Fordist labor in which institutions 

unbundle work to create a flexible workforce that enables them to engage in market-like 

activity (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). This is highlighted with student affairs capitalism 

through the use of undergraduate and graduate students that are both paid and unpaid (Lee & 

Helm, 2013). Future studies should consider the type of, and location of, on-campus 

employment to better understand this experience, differentiating between those that work in 

revenue generating capacity or are used as a way to cut costs. It is easy to identify the student 

at a cash register falling into this category, but research also should consider fee-for-service 

areas like tutoring, fitness classes, and other campus functions. 

Much is known about the individual enriching educational experiences often 

occurring in the college union, such as leadership and employment, but rarely is the physical 

environment considered. Equally important as the quality of involvement and learning, is the 

quality of the space in which it occurs (Narum, 2013). Often ecological theory takes a back 

seat to other student development theories, when they should be considered in tandem. 

Ecological theories are making a resurgence, reappearing in the latest texts for the student 

affairs profession and provide backdrop to understand the process in which students develop 

(Evans et al., 2010). Future scholarly work examining the relationship between market-like 

behavior and student satisfaction confined to a specific unit should consider campus ecology 

theory as a way to account for the quality of experiences, programs, services and facilities the 
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department provide for their students. While all the ecological theories are applicable to 

understanding of academic capitalism in the college union, campus ecology considers the 

transactional nature between student and the environment, and vice versa (Evans, et al., 

2010). The college union, and other student life facilities such as recreation centers and 

health centers, are optimal environments for the use of such theories since in many cases 

students pay a fee not only for the programs and services, but also for maintaining the 

physical facility, and in some cases purchase extra services. 

A great amount of attention in today’s academic environment focuses on cost of 

attending higher education. Academic capitalism notes that as government funding decreases, 

external revenues need to be secured which is most often done through tuition (Slaughter & 

Rhoades, 2004). While both auxiliary revenues and student fees are a form of academic 

capitalism, student fees are seen as a more dependable source of income insulating 

departments from budget cuts (Harris, 2010; Sandeen & Barr, 2006). This study highlights 

the reliance of college unions on student fees, comprising an approximate average of 70 

percent of the college union budget, as well as a low influence on setting fees compared to 

the ability to set prices. Administrators will need to focus on students and adapt programs 

and services to satisfy changing populations and needs (Brown, 2001; Levy, 1995; Dungy, 

2003; Rudisille & Hickey, 2011).  

The academic capitalism framework suggests that students choose a lifestyle and 

institutions market products and services to fit those desires, in turn producing revenues 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). This study did not consider the specific products and services 
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that attract students to the college union or influence satisfaction levels. Furthermore, the 

shift to a neoliberal perspective, in which those who benefit should bear the burden of the 

cost, warrants attention as it can be counter to efforts of educational access as indicated by 

the negative influence of race and ethnicity on satisfaction with the educational contributions 

of the college union. Future research should consider a qualitative approach to provide depth 

to the understanding of this transactional relationship. Both qualitative and quantitative data 

assist to develop a broad understanding of program effectiveness (Evans, et al., 2010) which 

this study sought to understand.  

The relationships between satisfaction levels and students identifying as freshmen 

and/or living in a residence hall warrant additional exploration. A puzzling finding from this 

study noted that older students, and those not in residence halls, indicated higher levels of 

satisfaction. Many programs offered by the college union are geared towards retention efforts 

targeted to on-campus and first-year students. Are these students receiving higher quality 

educational experiences outside of the college union which in turn influences their 

satisfaction with the union? Do the programs and services provided by the college union 

contribute to retention of these populations? What does the college union provide that is of 

increasing importance as students progress through their degree? These questions provide 

initial thoughts on focusing future research on specific populations based on class standing or 

residence. Disaggregating the data can provide useful information to allow administrators, 

such as those in the college union, to target resources for maximum results (Schreiner & 

Nelson, 2013). 
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Multiple characteristics had exploratory significance levels on some measures of 

satisfaction while having stronger significance on others. Future studies on the college union, 

or other departments, which employ multilevel modeling should consider more 

comprehensive data sources that will provide student level data while increasing the 

statistical power through an increase in the number of institutions. This study was limited in 

scope due to the data sources used, which might have masked the results of academic 

capitalism variables. This study presented multiple hypotheses indicating a potential impact 

of revenue generation and academic capitalism on student satisfaction with the college union, 

though the results for these hypotheses were inconclusive. A primary reason for this lack of 

findings is attributed to the shortcomings of the data set with a small sample. Future studies 

should use a data set with a large population in an effort achieve the robust sample needed to 

determine if there is indeed a relationship between revenue generation in the college union 

and student satisfaction. Additionally, future studies should explore a data collection method 

that maximizes the sample size to conduct advanced analyses.  

As higher education adapts to the changing environment, more research is needed on 

the organizational reporting lines and the impact on students. This study found a positive 

relationship between reporting to a division of business and finance, and student satisfaction 

with the college union. This new and unique finding warrants significant attention with future 

research. What are college unions reporting to business and finance doing that positively 

enhances students’ perceptions of program effectiveness? Are these college unions doing 

something specific or is it simply due to the organizational structure of reporting? Do college 

unions reporting to business and finance employ a two-good framework in a manner that 
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emphasizes the cycle mentioned by Brattain (1981) in which profits from sales and services 

are reinvested into meaningful programs that bring students and their dollars to the college 

union?  Do college unions in academic or student affairs have additional organizational 

constraints that in turn impact student satisfaction related to value, education and community 

building? Dissecting this finding of differential impact based on reporting line of the college 

union is critical given ongoing reorganization, budget cuts, as well as renovation and 

construction to the college union facility. 

Finally, the general sentiment in the literature is that academic capitalism and student 

development are mutually exclusive. However, there appears to be a paradox in that student 

development can be a means to enhance academic capitalism. This highlights the idea of 

generating revenue to invest in education, or what Carducci (2010) describes as the business 

of education. Examples of this contradiction include: the use of advisory boards in which 

student seats are touted as leadership positions, student employees used to deliver or provides 

services that other students pay a fee to obtain, internships are required for degree programs 

yet the student works for free and pays tuition, and the same high quality physical spaces and 

services students seek are then also able to be rented or sold to other groups. The quality of 

the student experience matters (Tinto, 2010; Kuh et al., 1991), but are there quality student 

experiences that enhance the academic capitalism efforts of the institution? 

Policy and Practice Implications 

While the auxiliary label for the college union is relevant for budgetary purposes, it 

should not be used to describe the college union in terms of education. The auxiliary label 
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can cause “an ignorance of or misconception of what the union is and how it operates, 

affecting attitudes, budgeting, staff selection, and producing local misunderstanding or 

controversy over the goals for the union” (p. 93, Butts, 1971). This study highlights that the 

college union is more than the mini-mall described by Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) with 

multiple student subgroups reporting statistically significant and substantially higher odds of 

educational satisfaction with the college union than their peers. This is further supported by 

the finding that college unions reporting to business and finance had higher levels of 

satisfaction than those reporting to academic or student affairs. However, this finding alone 

does not warrant reorganization of the college union, nor does it support engaging in higher 

levels of academic capitalism as a means to increase satisfaction.  

This study did not consider if the college union reported in whole or in part to 

business and finance. In the partial model, the management of the facility and revenue 

generation falls to business and finance while the programs reports to student affairs. Senior 

campus administrators should explore the auxiliary services specialist role (Freeman & 

Bresciani, 2012) in which the manager has both the business and educational administration 

backgrounds to make operations, such as the college union, successful on multiple metrics. 

College union administrators and upper administration should explore the unique context of 

their own campus to understand how the college union environment influences students and 

enhances their education. Additionally, significant attention should be devoted to 

understanding the differential impact the college union has on students of color and women, 

in order to reduce the stratification of educational impact. As previous literature notes, 

student affairs capitalism has the potential to stratify students based on their ability to afford 
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programs and services (Lee & Helm, 2013). Higher education administrators should seek to 

understand if academic capitalism in the college union is a reason for decreased satisfaction 

with students of color and women? Regardless of reporting line, college union administrators 

should focus on the role statement of the college union, which includes language highlighting 

quality educational experiences in the college union and creating an inclusive environment.  

As college union administrators engage in more market-like behaviors, they need to 

stay current on trends that impact students (Levy, 1995; Dungy, 2003; Rudisille & Hickey, 

2011), however, they should not do so in an attempt to influence satisfaction and increased 

visitation to the college union. Instead, administrators should focus on the quality of 

interaction with students (Mallinckrodt & Sedlacek, 2009) and creating meaningful 

experiences for students (Tinto, 2010; Kuh et al., 1991). In exploring these activities, 

administrators should identify the services and activities that are meaningful for specific 

populations in an effort to understand the impact of the college union. This understanding is 

necessary as college union administrators engage in tough budget conversations, including 

new charges for existing free programs or services, choosing a mandatory student fee or a 

fee-for-service model, or cutting a program completely. Balancing revenue generation with 

traditional student affairs goals of access, social justice and student learning is critical to the 

success of the college union. College unions can accomplish this balance through investment 

in providing educationally rich and welcoming environments. College union administrators 

should continually invest resources to: provide physical spaces that enhance community, 

acquire culturally significant art, support robust student employment programs, and provide 

other functions that bring people to the facility but also contribute to the educational mission.  
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College union administrators should also work to develop the multicultural 

competence of their organization to better support marginalized populations and create an 

inclusive climate in the college union. This study found a negative relationship between 

identifying as a person of color and perceptions of satisfaction with the college union. Why 

do these students perceive lower levels of satisfaction with education, community building 

and value? The concept of a third space extends beyond a familiar informal place that builds 

community, it can also be a safe space that students can personalize, have ownership of, and 

use to explore their identity (Howard-Hamilton, Hinton & Hughes, 2010). College union 

administrators should make deliberate efforts to support students of color, specifically to 

enhance their sense of community and contribute to their educational experiences. However, 

as noted in the literature, these students first must feel safe and included on campus. 

Administrators need to take time to understand the current campus climate for various 

subgroups and the way the college union contributes to this climate since climate is a 

significant predictor of persistence (Schreiner & Nelson, 2013). Are there separate identity or 

cultural centers on campus or are those centers physically located in the college union? 

Jenkins (2010) provided examples of the physical facilities that cultural and identity centers 

need to create an inclusive and welcoming space that communicates culture. College Union 

administrators need to be proactive in their approach to creating physical space that 

communicates that various student subgroups are welcome. When culture and identity 

centers are physically located inside the college union, an ideal balance is created by 

providing dedicated space to explore identity, but also for the union to illustrate the inclusion 

of all students throughout the entire facility. This includes but is not limited to consideration 
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of the art on the walls, facilities for student groups to enhance their culture such as meeting 

rooms, lounge spaces, space to dance and/sing, and libraries (Jenkins, 2010). Enhancing 

multicultural competence and understanding the climate for various student subgroups, 

college union administrators can further encourage intentional efforts to support ally 

development (Broido & Reason, 2005). Furthermore, increasing multicultural competence 

can have positive impacts on creating policies, practices, programs, services and facilities 

that enhance an inclusive environment, increase involvement and engagement while 

strengthening the campus community.  

Often in practice, programs and services in the college union are geared towards 

residential and younger students; however, more information is needed regarding these 

populations, and more specifically their counterparts. The data from this study indicates 

residential and younger students have lower levels of satisfaction with the educational and 

community building contributions, and perceive lower value of the college union. While the 

college union focuses on community building, there are many other locations that also 

enhance community. Many other places on campus also foster community such as residence 

halls, dining halls, libraries, and recreation centers. College union administrators need to 

understand the unique role their organization and facility play on campus, but also the 

complementary role they can play on campus. The college union does not need to provide 

everything to every student. The focus of the college union should be on creating additional 

meaningful experiences for students that enhance community rather than duplicating campus 

services in an attempt to provide the best experience.  
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One niche area for fostering community is with commuter students, older students 

and graduate students, who might not have an expanded community and are seeking ways to 

feel connected to campus. In this study, these groups had greater satisfaction with the union 

and visit the union more frequently. With the ever changing demographics of higher 

education and more distance learners, those responsible for developing programs and 

policies, as well as enhancing facilities and services should devote energy to understanding 

the needs of these groups. In what ways can the college union fulfill its roles in an online 

environment or in a mixed delivery method, both in-person and online? 

Scholar-practitioners should use qualitative and quantitative benchmarking and 

assessment tools to engage in research to better understand why students have different levels 

of satisfaction with, and visitation to, the college union. This knowledge will inform college 

union administrators and student leaders on how to improve facilities, programs and services 

that support student development. Caution should be taken not to conduct assessment solely 

in order to secure future revenues, but rather to support student learning outcomes (Lee & 

Helm, 2013). When the physical college union facility, and policies governing it, support the 

safety and inclusion of students, a foundation is provided that can enhance student 

involvement and engagement, and as students become more involved and engaged, college 

unions can enhance the campus community (Strange & Banning, 2001). This understanding 

of the campus ecology, coupled with data to support decisions, will allow college union 

administrators to be advocates for students on campus and in the budget process.  
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This study addressed student affairs as a division within the institution as it did with 

reporting line, as well as a professional field of study. As noted in this study, some student 

affairs functions fall outside a division of student affairs. As higher education continues to 

evolve and reorganize to respond to challenges, this distinction between student affairs as an 

organizational unit and a field of study will continue to blur. Many senior college union 

administrators hold advanced degrees and consider themselves student affairs professionals 

regardless of their reporting line, but may also consider themselves auxiliary services and 

facilities management professionals. As the fiscal environment continues to evolve, college 

union administrators need to involve their graduate assistants and new professionals in the 

budget process. Many new professionals are unprepared for the business aspect of student 

affairs (Lee & Helm, 2013), though their degrees might be in higher education 

administration. When crafting job descriptions and recruiting for the position, college union 

administrators should clarify the operational philosophy and revenue generation expectations 

of the department (Lee & Helm, 2013). Moreover, college union professionals, as well as 

other professionals with both a business and education role, should consider the advice in 

Rethinking Student Affairs Practice (Love & Estanek, 2004) to move beyond a dualistic 

mindset and embrace the new realities in student affairs that require a blending of education 

and business skills in the changing roles of student affairs auxiliaries (Freeman & Bresciani, 

2012). 

 In the cases where higher education administrators organizationally separate the 

business function from the educational function, they should do so with caution as education 

is a part of the college union’s purpose. The same can be said for other departments and 
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facilities such as housing and recreation centers. The auxiliary services specialist role in 

student affairs is a changing role in which the administrator blends skill sets of business 

savvy and educational administration (Freeman & Bresciani, 2012). It is critical for this 

specialist role to blend skill sets which is what units such as college unions, residence life, 

and university recreation have as central to their mission, education and business. 

Conclusion 

College unions meet the needs of the campus by “building community, emphasizing 

its educational mission, and promoting student learning and leadership” (Council for the 

Advancement of Standards, 2009, p.1). This study started with the idea that the missions of 

revenue generation and education do not have to be in conflict with each other. The college 

union can successfully manage a two-good framework, in which it must generate revenue to 

fund the mission of education (Weisbrod et al., 2008). College union administrators, and 

their leaders, need to move beyond a dualistic paradigm where academic capitalism and 

education are mutually exclusive to a model that embraces that the two roles are 

interconnected (Love & Estanek, 2004). Moreover, the college union can remain relevant in a 

rapidly changing higher education environment by maintaining a balance of revenue 

generation and remaining committed to the primary role of education (Bookman, 1992), and 

not fall into a model of student affairs capitalism where education is secondary to revenue 

generation (Lee & Helm, 2013). 

The study supports the idea that while the college union engages in academic 

capitalism, it still plays a part in the development of students through its focus on community 
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building and educational opportunities. This study also highlights the variance in needs 

across diverse groups and efforts should be made to consider these populations when 

planning budgets, determining fees, and developing programs and services. Regardless of 

reporting line, college union administrators must remain accountable to students, and the 

programs and services offered must continually adapt to changing student needs.   
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Appendix A: Select Questions from the ACUI/EBI College Union/Student Center 

Survey 

 

Source: Educational Benchmarking, Incorporated, 2006 

1. Academic class standing as of this semester/term: 

Freshman; Sophomore; Junior; Senior; Graduate student; Non-Degree student 

 

2. Enrollment status: 

Full-time student; Part-time student 

 

3. Gender: 

Male; Female; Transgender; Other 

 

4. U.S. Ethnic Group or Nationality: (For students at U.S. Institutions only) 

Multiracial American; African American; Native American; Asian American; 

Hispanic American; White American; Non-U.S. Citizen or Permanent 

Resident; Other 

 

5. Age: 

Less than 18 years old; 18 years old; 19 years old; 20 years old; 21 years old; 

22 years old; 23-25 years old; 26-30 years old; 31-35 years old; 36-40 years 

old; Over 40 years old 

 

6. Place of Residence: 

Residence hall; Fraternity/Sorority; On-campus apartment; Off-campus 

apartment; Living at home; Other 

 

7. What is your current employment status? 

Not employed; Employed full-time, off campus; Employed part-time, on 

campus; Employed part-time, off campus. 

 

8. On average, how often do you visit the College Union building: 

Once or twice a semester; Once a month or less; 2-3 times a month; Once a 

week; 2-3 times a week; 4-5 times a week; 6-7 times a week; 8-9 times a 

week; More than 9 times a week 
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The following questions have a 7 point Likert scale. 

1. To what extent do College Union Activities enhance your overall educational 

experience? 

1 – Not at all; 4 – Moderately; 7 – Extremely 

 

2. How well does the College Union fulfill its mission as the center of college 

community life? 

1 – Not at all; 4 – Moderately; 7 – Extremely 

 

3. Overall, how satisfied are you with the College Union? 

1 – Very dissatisfied; 2 – Moderately dissatisfied; 3 – Slightly dissatisfied; 4 – 

neutral; 5 – Slightly satisfied; 6 – Moderately satisfied; 7 – Very satisfied  
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Appendix B: Study Participation List 
 

Angelo State University 

Appalachian State University 

Central Connecticut State University 

College of William and Mary 

Colorado State University 

Davidson College 

Florida Atlantic University 

Florida State University 

Georgia Institute of Technology 

Iowa State University 

Northern Kentucky University 

Oregon State University 

Purdue University 

SUNY at Brockport 

SUNY at Oneonta 

Texas State University - San Marcos 

Texas Tech University 

The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 

The University of North Carolina at Charlotte 

University of Akron 

University of Arkansas 

University of Kentucky 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas 

University of Nevada, Reno 

University of North Texas 

University of South Florida 

University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 

University of Wisconsin-Madison 

University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh 

University of Wisconsin-Platteville 

University of Wyoming  

Vanderbilt University 

Virginia Commonwealth University 

Washington State University 
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Appendix C: EBI Letter of Approval 
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Appendix D: Institutional Review Board Approvals 
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Appendix E: Informed Consent Forms 

North Carolina State University  

INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH 

Title of Study:  Pre-survey Test for Academic Capitalism in the College Union: The 

Relationship between Revenue Generation and Students’ Perception of 

Program Effectiveness 

Principal Investigator     Faculty Sponsor (if applicable)  

TJ Willis      Dr. Paul Umbach 

 

What are some general things you should know about research studies? 

You are being asked to take part in a research study.  Your participation in this study is 

voluntary. You have the right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate or to stop 

participating at any time without penalty.  The purpose of research studies is to gain a better 

understanding of a certain topic or issue. You are not guaranteed any personal benefits from 

being in a study. Research studies also may pose risks to those that participate. In this 

consent form you will find specific details about the research in which you are being asked to 

participate. If you do not understand something in this form it is your right to ask the 

researcher for clarification or more information. A copy of this consent form will be provided 

to you. If at any time you have questions about your participation, do not hesitate to contact 

the researcher(s) named above.  

What is the purpose of this study? 

This pre-survey test is to validate the survey instrument to be used in dissertation research on 

the topic. 

In light of the recent economic conditions, many college unions are facing budget cuts or 

having to find new sources of revenue while at the same time holding true to the mission of 

developing student leaders. The overall direction of this study is to understand the 

relationship between the revenue generation activities of the college union and student 

satisfaction with the missions of the college union including education, community building 

and overall program effectiveness. 
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What will happen if you take part in the study? 

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a short 10-20 minute 

survey via web regarding the operation and budget of your college union while in person or 

on the phone, Skype or FaceTime with the researcher. During the interaction, questions will 

be asked regarding the survey instrument, the confidence in your answers and suggestions 

you have for improving the instrument. 

Risks 

The risks of this study are minimal as the questions seek to understand your 

department budget, operation and philosophies.  

 

Benefits 

As you know more research is needed regarding the critical role the college union plays on campus, 

and your participation not only will help me achieve a personal goal of completing my doctorate 

degree, but also help contribute scholarly research that will aid in the understanding of our profession. 

Additionally, as a benefit for participating in the pre-survey test, I will be sharing an executive 

summary of my findings with you upon successful defense of my dissertation. This summary will 

briefly highlight the study’s purpose, research questions, literature, relevant findings and implications 

for practice to aid you in your role as a college union administrator.  

Confidentiality 

The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent allowed by 

law.  Data will be stored securely in password protected files on a primary and backup device 

accessed only by the researcher.  No reference will be made in oral or written reports which 

could link you to the study and the only reference to your institution name is in an appendix 

indicating participation. 

Compensation  

You will not receive anything for participating. 

 

What if you have questions about this study? 

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the 

researcher, TJ Willis, at XXXXXXX, Apex, NC XXXXX, or XXX-XXX-XXX. 
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What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? 

 If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your 

rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you 

may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus 

(919/515-4514). 

 

Consent To Participate 

“I have read and understand the above information.  I have received a copy of this form.  I 

agree to participate in this study with the understanding that I may choose not to participate 

or to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am 

otherwise entitled.” 

 

Subject's signature______________________________ Date _________________ 

Investigator's signature__________________________ Date _________________ 
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North Carolina State University  

INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH 

Title of Study:  Academic Capitalism in the College Union: The Relationship between 

Revenue Generation and Students’ Perception of Program 

Effectiveness 

Principal Investigator     Faculty Sponsor (if applicable)  

TJ Willis      Dr. Paul Umbach 

 

What are some general things you should know about research studies? 

You are being asked to take part in a research study.  Your participation in this study is 

voluntary. You have the right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate or to stop 

participating at any time without penalty.  The purpose of research studies is to gain a better 

understanding of a certain topic or issue. You are not guaranteed any personal benefits from 

being in a study. Research studies also may pose risks to those that participate. In this 

consent form you will find specific details about the research in which you are being asked to 

participate. If you do not understand something in this form it is your right to ask the 

researcher for clarification or more information. A copy of this consent form will be provided 

to you. If at any time you have questions about your participation, do not hesitate to contact 

the researcher(s) named above.  

What is the purpose of this study? 

In light of the recent economic conditions, many college unions are facing budget cuts or 

having to find new sources of revenue while at the same time holding true to the mission of 

developing student leaders. The overall direction of this study is to understand the 

relationship between the revenue generation activities of the college union and student 

satisfaction with the missions of the college union including education, community building 

and overall program effectiveness. 

What will happen if you take part in the study? 

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a short 10-20 minute 

survey via web, paper or phone regarding the operation and budget of your college union. 

Additionally, you will be asked to share your most recent (2010/11 or 2011/12) EBI College 

Union/Student Center Assessment data with the researcher for the sole purposes of this study. 
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Attached is a letter from EBI MAP-works allowing you to share this data if you wish, but are 

not obligated to do so, as well as a copy of the EBI terms and conditions.  

Risks 

The risks of this study are minimal as the questions seek to understand your 

department budget, operation and philosophies. Additional risks include theft during 

the transfer of your encrypted data file via the internet to the researcher or potential 

theft of the two portable devices where data is stored and backed up. Data will be 

stored in password protected folders and once this study is complete (degree conferred) 

files will be deleted. 

Benefits 

As you know more research is needed regarding the critical role the college union plays on 

campus, and your participation not only will help me achieve a personal goal of completing 

my doctorate degree, but also help contribute scholarly research that will aid in the 

understanding of our profession. 

Additionally, as a benefit for completing both portions of this study, web survey and 

successful data sharing, I will be sharing an executive summary of my findings with you 

upon successful defense of my dissertation. This summary will briefly highlight the study’s 

purpose, research questions, literature, relevant findings and implications for practice to aid 

you in your role as a college union administrator.  

Confidentiality 

The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent allowed by 

law.  Data will be stored securely in password protected files on a primary and backup device 

accessed only by the researcher.  No reference will be made in oral or written reports which 

could link you to the study and the only reference to your institution name is in an appendix 

indicating participation. 

Compensation  

You will not receive anything for participating. 

What if you have questions about this study? 

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the 

researcher, TJ Willis, at XXXXXX, Apex, NC XXXXX, or XXX-XXX-XXXX. 

What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? 
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 If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your 

rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you 

may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus 

(919/515-4514). 

Consent To Participate 

“I have read and understand the above information.  I have received a copy of this form.  I 

agree to participate in this study with the understanding that I may choose not to participate 

or to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am 

otherwise entitled.” 

 

Subject's signature_____________________________________ Date _________________ 

Investigator's signature_________________________________ Date _________________ 
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Appendix F: Pre-survey Testing Protocol 

 

Survey Instruments 

 

Pre-survey testing protocol 

Length of Time of interview   start time _____   end time _____ 

Length of time to complete each survey section 

 Section I - Introduction    _____  minutes 

 Section II - Question 1    _____ 

 Section II - Questions 2-4    _____ 

 Section III - Question 5-6    _____ 

 Section III - Question 7    _____ 

 Total estimated time to complete the survey  _____   

Section I - Introduction and consent 

Protocol Questions: 

1. Would you as a union director be able to release this data or would you need to contact 

someone else at your institution?  

a. If someone else, who would this be? How long do you estimate this would take? 

2. Would you as a union director have reservations releasing this data for research 

purposed? 

a. If yes, what would help to reassure you of the integrity of the study? 

3. Would an executive summary be beneficial to you as a benefit for participating? 



198 
 

Section II - Union operations & budget 

Protocol Questions for Survey Questions 1-3: 

4. Union Operation – How do you define “your budget portfolio” as stated in this question? 

5. Is the format of this question easy to follow and complete? 

a. If no, what would you suggest to make it easier 

6. Question 2 – was this number easy or difficult to recall?  

a. Did you need look it up? 

b. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being extremely confident, how confident in the accuracy 

of your response? 

7. Question 3 & 4 – were these numbers easy or difficult to recall? 

a. Did you need to look them up? 

b. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being extremely confident, how confident in the accuracy 

of your response? 

8. Do you have any other feedback on these questions or the instrument? 

Section III – Revenue generation 

Protocol Questions for Survey Questions 5: 

9. Describe how you defined “influence” as stated in this question? 

10. In determining your philosophy, what led you to selecting the choice you did? 

11. Do you have any other feedback on these questions or the instrument? 

Protocol Questions for Survey Question 6: 
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12. Where any of these difficult to recall? 

13. What led you to selecting the choice you did? 

14. Do you have any other feedback on these questions or the instrument? 
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Appendix G: Study Invitation  

 

Dear College Union Director, 

As you know the fiscal environment is tough and more demands are falling upon our college 

union/student center operations. We are asked to justify our contributions to the institution while 

ensuring the fiscal health of our operation. It is with this in mind, that I am researching “The 

Relationship between Revenue Generation and Students’ Perceptions of Program 

Effectiveness.” I am writing to you seeking assistance in this research.  

 

You are invited to participate in a research study designed to understand the relationship between the 

college union’s revenue generation activities on students’ perceptions of overall program 

effectiveness. As a doctoral student researcher at North Carolina State University, I am conducting 

this survey with 75 college union directors (or equivalent) as part of my dissertation. As you know 

more research is needed regarding the critical role the college union plays on campus, and your 

participation not only will help me achieve a personal goal of completing my doctorate degree, but 

also help contribute scholarly research that will aid in the understanding of our profession. 

Participation in the study involves two parts. The first involves a brief, 10-20 minute online survey 

regarding your college union operation and budget. The second is your willingness and consent to 

share your ACUI/EBI College Union/Student Center Survey data for the years (2010/11 or 2011/12) 

with me, the researcher. Attached you will find a letter from EBI MAP-Works allowing you to share 

your data with me as well as a copy of the EBI terms and conditions. 

As a benefit for completing both portions of this study, web survey and data sharing, I will be sharing 

an executive summary of my findings with you upon successful defense of my dissertation. This 

summary will briefly highlight the study’s purpose, research questions, literature, relevant findings 

and implications for practice.  

Your decision to participate is completely voluntary. Additionally, your responses and EBI data will 

remain confidential; the only reference to your institution by name will be in an appendix listing 

participating institutions. If you wish to participate the link is included below.  

QUALTRICS SURVEY LINK    

If you need more information or wish to remove yourself from this study at any point, please contact 

TJ Willis at tj_willis@ncsu.edu or XXX-XXX-XXXX 

I value your input. Thank you! 

TJ Willis 

Ed.D. Student, Leadership, Policy and Adult and Higher Education 

NC State University 
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Appendix H: Sample Study Reminder  

 

Study reminder email one – two business days 

Dear College Union Director, 

Recently, you received an email inviting you to participate in a research study designed to 

explore the “The Relationship between Revenue Generation and Students’ Perceptions of 

Program Effectiveness.” This is a reminder that the survey is still available and open at 

QUALTRICS SURVEY LINK  

The original email is below:    

Dear College Union Director, 

As you know the fiscal environment is tough and more demands are falling upon our college 

union/student center operations. We are asked to justify our contributions to the institution while 

ensuring the fiscal health of our operation. It is with this in mind, that I am researching “The 

Relationship between Revenue Generation and Students’ Perceptions of Program 

Effectiveness.” I am writing to you seeking assistance in this research.  

 

You are invited to participate in a research study designed to understand the relationship between the 

college union’s revenue generation activities on students’ perceptions of overall program 

effectiveness. As a doctoral student researcher at North Carolina State University, I am conducting 

this survey with 75 college union directors (or equivalent) as part of my dissertation. As you know 

more research is needed regarding the critical role the college union plays on campus, and your 

participation not only will help me achieve a personal goal of completing my doctorate degree, but 

also help contribute scholarly research that will aid in the understanding of our profession. 

Participation in the study involves two parts. The first involves a brief, 10-20 minute online survey 

regarding your college union operation and budget. The second is your willingness and consent to 

share your ACUI/EBI College Union/Student Center Survey data for the years (2010/11 or 2011/12) 

with me, the researcher. Attached you will find a letter from EBI MAP-Works allowing you to share 

your data with me as well as a copy of the EBI terms and conditions. 

As a benefit for completing both portions of this study, web survey and data sharing, I will be sharing 

an executive summary of my findings with you upon successful defense of my dissertation. This 

summary will briefly highlight the study’s purpose, research questions, literature, relevant findings 

and implications for practice.  

Your decision to participate is completely voluntary. Additionally, your responses and EBI data will 

remain confidential; the only reference to your institution by name will be in an appendix listing 

participating institutions. If you wish to participate the link is included below.  
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QUALTRICS SURVEY LINK    

If you need more information or wish to remove yourself from this study at any point, please contact 

TJ Willis at tj_willis@ncsu.edu or XXX-XXX-XXXX 

I value your input. Thank you! 

TJ Willis 

Ed.D. Student, Leadership, Policy and Adult and Higher Education 

NC State University 
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Appendix I: College Union Revenue Generation Survey 
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205 
 

  



206 
 

  



207 
 

Appendix J: Sample Multilevel Model Equations 

 

Academic Capitalism Model – SATCOMM 

Level-1 Model 

Prob[Rij <= 1|βj] = ϕ*1ij = ϕ1ij 

Prob[Rij <= 2|βj] = ϕ*2ij = ϕ1ij + ϕ2ij 

Prob[Rij <= 3|βj] = ϕ*3ij = ϕ1ij + ϕ2ij + ϕ3ij 

Prob[Rij <= 4|βj] = ϕ*4ij = ϕ1ij + ϕ2ij + ϕ3ij + ϕ4ij  

Prob[Rij <= 5|βj] = ϕ*5ij = ϕ1ij + ϕ2ij + ϕ3ij + ϕ4ij + ϕ5ij 

Prob[Rij <= 6|βj] = ϕ*6ij = ϕ1ij + ϕ2ij + ϕ3ij + ϕ4ij + ϕ5ij + ϕ6ij 

Prob[Rij <= 7|βj] = 1.0 

 

ϕ1ij = Prob[SATCOMM(1) = 1|βj] 

ϕ2ij = Prob[SATCOMM(2) = 1|βj] 

ϕ3ij = Prob[SATCOMM(3) = 1|βj] 

ϕ4ij = Prob[SATCOMM(4) = 1|βj] 

ϕ5ij = Prob[SATCOMM(5) = 1|βj] 

ϕ6ij = Prob[SATCOMM(6) = 1|βj] 

 

log[ϕ*1ij/(1 - ϕ*1ij)] = β0j + β1j*(MALEij) + β2j*(TRANSij) + β3j*(CLASSSOij) + 

β4j*(CLASSJRij) + β5j*(CLASSSRij) + β6j*(CLASSGRADij) + β7j*(CLASSNDSij) + 

β8j*(RESGREEKij) + β9j*(RESONAPTij) + β10j*(RESOFFAPij) + β11j*(RESHOMEij) + 

β12j*(RESOTHERij) + β13j*(CREDITPTij) + β14j*(ETHHISPij) +β15j*(ETHAMINDij) + 

β16j*(ETHASIANij) + β17j*(ETHBLACKij) + β18j*(ETHNPIij) + β19j*(ETHMULTIij) + 

β20j*(ETHUNKij) + β21j*(AGEij) + β22j*(EMPLOYONij) + β23j*(EMPLOYOFFij) 

log[ϕ*2ij/(1 - ϕ*2ij)] = β0j + β1j*(MALEij) + β2j*(TRANSij) + β3j*(CLASSSOij) + 

β4j*(CLASSJRij) + β5j*(CLASSSRij) + β6j*(CLASSGRADij) + β7j*(CLASSNDSij) + 

β8j*(RESGREEKij) + β9j*(RESONAPTij) + β10j*(RESOFFAPij) + β11j*(RESHOMEij) + 

β12j*(RESOTHERij) + β13j*(CREDITPTij) + β14j*(ETHHISPij) +β15j*(ETHAMINDij) + 

β16j*(ETHASIANij) + β17j*(ETHBLACKij) + β18j*(ETHNPIij) + β19j*(ETHMULTIij) + 

β20j*(ETHUNKij) + β21j*(AGEij) + β22j*(EMPLOYONij) + β23j*(EMPLOYOFFij) + δ2 

log[ϕ*3ij/(1 - ϕ*3ij)] = β0j + β1j*(MALEij) + β2j*(TRANSij) + β3j*(CLASSSOij) + 

β4j*(CLASSJRij) + β5j*(CLASSSRij) + β6j*(CLASSGRADij) + β7j*(CLASSNDSij) + 

β8j*(RESGREEKij) + β9j*(RESONAPTij) + β10j*(RESOFFAPij) + β11j*(RESHOMEij) + 

β12j*(RESOTHERij) + β13j*(CREDITPTij) + β14j*(ETHHISPij) +β15j*(ETHAMINDij) + 

β16j*(ETHASIANij) + β17j*(ETHBLACKij) + β18j*(ETHNPIij) + β19j*(ETHMULTIij) + 

β20j*(ETHUNKij) + β21j*(AGEij) + β22j*(EMPLOYONij) + β23j*(EMPLOYOFFij) + δ3 

log[ϕ*4ij/(1 - ϕ*4ij)] = β0j + β1j*(MALEij) + β2j*(TRANSij) + β3j*(CLASSSOij) + 

β4j*(CLASSJRij) + β5j*(CLASSSRij) + β6j*(CLASSGRADij) + β7j*(CLASSNDSij) + 

β8j*(RESGREEKij) + β9j*(RESONAPTij) + β10j*(RESOFFAPij) + β11j*(RESHOMEij) + 

β12j*(RESOTHERij) + β13j*(CREDITPTij) + β14j*(ETHHISPij) +β15j*(ETHAMINDij) + 

β16j*(ETHASIANij) + β17j*(ETHBLACKij) + β18j*(ETHNPIij) + β19j*(ETHMULTIij) + 

β20j*(ETHUNKij) + β21j*(AGEij) + β22j*(EMPLOYONij) + β23j*(EMPLOYOFFij) + δ4 
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log[ϕ*5ij/(1 - ϕ*5ij)] = β0j + β1j*(MALEij) + β2j*(TRANSij) + β3j*(CLASSSOij) + 

β4j*(CLASSJRij) + β5j*(CLASSSRij) + β6j*(CLASSGRADij) + β7j*(CLASSNDSij) + 

β8j*(RESGREEKij) + β9j*(RESONAPTij) + β10j*(RESOFFAPij) + β11j*(RESHOMEij) + 

β12j*(RESOTHERij) + β13j*(CREDITPTij) + β14j*(ETHHISPij) +β15j*(ETHAMINDij) + 

β16j*(ETHASIANij) + β17j*(ETHBLACKij) + β18j*(ETHNPIij) + β19j*(ETHMULTIij) + 

β20j*(ETHUNKij) + β21j*(AGEij) + β22j*(EMPLOYONij) + β23j*(EMPLOYOFFij) + δ5 

log[ϕ*6ij/(1 - ϕ*6ij)] = β0j + β1j*(MALEij) + β2j*(TRANSij) + β3j*(CLASSSOij) + 

β4j*(CLASSJRij) + β5j*(CLASSSRij) + β6j*(CLASSGRADij) + β7j*(CLASSNDSij) + 

β8j*(RESGREEKij) + β9j*(RESONAPTij) + β10j*(RESOFFAPij) + β11j*(RESHOMEij) + 

β12j*(RESOTHERij) + β13j*(CREDITPTij) + β14j*(ETHHISPij) +β15j*(ETHAMINDij) + 

β16j*(ETHASIANij) + β17j*(ETHBLACKij) + β18j*(ETHNPIij) + β19j*(ETHMULTIij) + 

β20j*(ETHUNKij) + β21j*(AGEij) + β22j*(EMPLOYONij) + β23j*(EMPLOYOFFij) + δ6 

 

Level-2 Model 

β0j = γ00 + γ01*(REPORTj) + γ02*(BUDAUXPEj) + γ03*(ACINDEXj) + u0j 

β1j = γ10 

β2j = γ20 

β3j = γ30 

β4j = γ40 

β5j = γ50 

β6j = γ60 

β7j = γ70 

β8j = γ80 

β9j = γ90 

β10j = γ100 

β11j = γ110 

β12j = γ120 

β13j = γ130 

β14j = γ140 

β15j = γ150 

β16j = γ160 

β17j = γ170 

β18j = γ180 

β19j = γ190 

β20j = γ200 

β21j = γ210 

β22j = γ220 

β23j = γ230  

δ2, δ3, δ4, δ5, δ6 
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Appendix K: Expanded Multilevel Model: Community Building

Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

Intercept, β0 -2.706 0.438 -6.184 4  0.003 0.067 (0.020,0.225)

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore  0.068 0.047  1.440 233  0.151 1.070 (0.975,1.175)

Junior  0.081 0.048  1.682 228  0.094 1.085 (0.986,1.193)

Senior  0.197 0.060  3.268 289  0.001 1.218 (1.081,1.371)

Graduate  0.300 0.112  2.675 19  0.015 1.350 (1.067,1.709)

Non-Degree Seeking -0.036 0.206 -0.177 10  0.863 0.964 (0.609,1.526)

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male  0.181 0.042  4.334 160 <0.001 1.198 (1.103,1.301)

Transgender/Other  0.339 0.293  1.155 7  0.286 1.404 (0.701,2.810)

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) -0.181 0.043 -4.176 125 <0.001 0.835 (0.766,0.909)

Native American -0.102 0.135 -0.755 90  0.452 0.903 (0.692,1.180)

Asian American -0.129 0.069 -1.870 165  0.063 0.879 (0.768,1.007)

Black or African American -0.296 0.055 -5.377 39 <0.001 0.744 (0.665,0.831)

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander -0.137 0.174 -0.783 17  0.445 0.872 (0.604,1.260)

Bi-Multiracial -0.007 0.119 -0.062 28  0.951 0.993 (0.778,1.266)

Other/Unknown  0.197 0.232  0.850 15  0.409 1.218 (0.742,1.999)

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 -0.100 0.053 -1.893 36 0.066 0.904 (0.812,1.007)

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time  0.014 0.059  0.241 45  0.811 1.014 (0.901,1.142)

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus -0.133 0.031 -4.246 36 0.066 0.875 (0.822,0.931)

Employed Off-Campus -0.041 0.049 -0.836 20  0.413 0.960 (0.866,1.064)  
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Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House  0.033 0.114  0.294 33  0.771 1.034 (0.820,1.304)

Live in On-Campus Apartment  0.005 0.064  0.083 115  0.934 1.005 (0.866,1.140)

Live in Off-Campus Apartment  0.066 0.052  1.279 25  0.213 1.068 (0.961,1.188)

Live at Home -0.009 0.060 -0.147 31  0.884 0.991 (0.876,1.121)

Other  0.221 0.076  2.914 30  0.007 1.247 (1.068,1.455)

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs -0.447 0.222 -2.017 27 0.054 0.639 (0.406,1.008)

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources  0.280 0.327  0.856 30 0.399 1.323 (0.678,2.581)

ACINDEX -0.008 0.031 -0.258 30 0.798 0.992 (0.931,1.057)

Thresholds

Threshold 2  0.840 0.417  2.012 4  0.115 2.316 (0.727,7.378)

Threshold 3  1.422 0.418  3.401 4  0.027 4.144 (1.299,13.227)

Threshold 4  2.549 0.423  6.021 4  0.004  12.800 (3.951,41.470)

Threshold 5  3.507 0.434  8.076 4  0.001  33.345 (9.989,111.312)

Threshold 6  4.706 0.454 10.375 5 <0.001  110.573 (34.453,354.878)
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Appendix L: Expanded Academic Capitalism Model: Education

Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

Intercept, β0 -2.228 0.177 -12.613 8 <0.001 0.108 (0.072,0.162)

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore  0.032 0.035  0.918 3267  0.359 1.033 (0.964,1.107)

Junior  0.043 0.047  0.919 10022  0.358 1.033 (0.953,1.144)

Senior  0.085 0.057  1.494 204  0.137 1.088 (0.973,1.217)

Graduate  0.282 0.111  2.535 18  0.021 1.326 (1.050,1.676)

Non-Degree Seeking  0.017 0.176  0.099 36  0.922 1.018 (0.712,1.454)

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male  0.126  0.042  3.010 729  0.003 1.135 (1.045,1.232)

Transgender/Other -0.242  0.430 -0.564 9  0.587 0.785 (0.297,2.075)

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) -0.237 0.047 -5.036 1247 <0.001 0.789 (0.720,0.865)

Native American -0.170 0.116 -1.465 205  0.144 0.844 (0.672,1.060)

Asian American -0.345 0.056 -6.188 40 <0.001 0.708 (0.632,0.793)

Black or African American -0.273 0.062 -4.411 39 <0.001 0.761 (0.672,0.863)

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander -0.133 0.145 -0.919 79  0.361 0.875 (0.656,1.168)

Bi-Multiracial -0.086 0.148 -0.577 47  0.566 0.918 (0.681,1.237)

Other/Unknown -0.343 0.355 -0.967 38  0.340 0.709 (0.346,1.456)

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 -0.092 0.046 -1.994 46  0.052 0.912 (0.832,1.001)

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time -0.011 0.060 -0.181 49  0.857 0.989 (0.877,1.116)

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus -0.220 0.032 -6.928 1995 <0.001 0.803 (0.754,0.854)

Employed Off-Campus -0.042 0.044 -0.949 509  0.343 0.959 (0.879,1.046)  
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Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House -0.121 0.102 -1.188 30  0.244 0.886 (0.719,1.091)

Live in On-Campus Apartment -0.060 0.066 -0.911 21  0.373 0.941 (0.820,1.081)

Live in Off-Campus Apartment  0.070 0.043  1.630 54  0.109 1.072 (0.984,1.168)

Live at Home  0.127 0.047  2.704 117  0.008 1.135 (1.035,1.246)

Other  0.344 0.069  5.009 29 <0.001 1.410 (1.225,1.622)

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs -0.368  0.189 -1.945 12  0.076 0.692 (0.458,1.045)

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources  0.026  0.297  0.089 21  0.930 1.027 (0.553,1.906)

ACINDEX -0.011  0.033 -0.342 30  0.735 0.989 (0.923,1.058)

Thresholds

Threshold 2  0.584 0.071 8.179 6 <0.001 1.793 (1.505,2.135)

Threshold 3  1.106 0.092 12.035 7 <0.001 3.022 (2.432,3.756)

Threshold 4  2.285 0.130 17.565 10 <0.001 9.830 (7.355,13.138)

Threshold 5  3.320 0.131 25.307 14 <0.001 27.655 (20.872,36.641)

Threshold 6 4.566 0.139 32.787 328 <0.001 96.204 (73.140,126.541)
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Appendix M: Expanded Academic Capitalism Model: Overall Union

Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

Intercept, β0 -3.148 0.668 -4.715 4  0.009 0.043 (0.007,0.274)

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore  0.083 0.046  1.788 260  0.075 1.086 (0.992,1.189)

Junior  0.091 0.057  1.590 53  0.118 1.095 (0.976,1.229)

Senior  0.141 0.074  1.912 119  0.058 1.095 (0.976,1.229)

Graduate  0.264 0.141  1.872 10  0.091 1.303 (0.951,1.784)

Non-Degree Seeking  0.102 0.227  0.449 8  0.665 1.108 (0.656,1.871)

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male  0.219 0.042  5.162 1134 <0.001 0.124 (1.145,1.352)

Transgender/Other  0.569 0.298  1.905 6  0.105 1.766 (0.851,3.665)

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) -0.112 0.045 -2.506 83  0.014 0.894 (0.819,0.977)

Native American -0.026 0.150 -0.176 30  0.861 0.974 (0.717,1.322)

Asian American  0.128 0.083  1.538 46  0.131 1.137 (0.961,1.344)

Black or African American -0.120 0.054 -2.196 3994  0.028 0.887 (0.798,0.987)

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  0.027 0.209  0.130 87  0.897 1.027 (0.678,1.557)

Bi-Multiracial  0.063 0.106  0.594 194  0.553 1.065 (0.864,1.312)

Other/Unknown  0.809 0.523  1.547 5  0.182 2.245 (0.586,8.601)

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 -0.144 0.063 -2.310 13  0.038 0.866 (0.756,0.991)

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time  0.043 0.057  0.753 28  0.458 1.044 (0.929,1.172)

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus -0.096 0.041 -2.342 27  0.027 0.908 (0.835,0.988)

Employed Off-Campus  0.002 0.058  0.042 17  0.967 1.002 (0.887,1.133)   



214 
 

Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House  0.093 0.124  0.753 46  0.455 1.098 (0.856,1.408)

Live in On-Campus Apartment  0.015 0.088  0.167 13  0.870 1.015 (0.839,1.227)

Live in Off-Campus Apartment  0.076 0.068  1.116 17  0.280 1.079 (0.935,1.245)

Live at Home -0.093 0.088 -1.052 8  0.323 0.911 (0.744,1.117)

Other  0.138 0.115  1.199 8  0.265 1.148 (0.880,1.498)

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs -3.148 0.278 -1.243 14  0.234 0.707 (0.389,1.286)

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources -0.346 0.388  0.624 30  0.537 1.270 (0.577,2.813)

ACINDEX  0.242 0.037  0.144 30  0.887 1.005 (0.933,1.083)

Thresholds

Threshold 2  0.738 0.505  1.462 4  0.218 2.092 (0.515,8.501)

Threshold 3  1.219 0.568  2.148 4  0.098 3.385 (0.700,16.365)

Threshold 4  2.138 0.625  3.421 4  0.027 8.484 (1.497,48.100)

Threshold 5  3.007 0.644  4.668 4  0.010  20.230 (3.381,120.980)

Threshold 6  4.522 0.634  7.292 4  0.002  101.748 (17.510,591.239)
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Appendix N: Expanded Academic Capitalism Model: Value

Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

Intercept, β0 -2.088 0.206 -10.145 16 <0.001 0.124 (0.080,0.192)

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore  0.080 0.049 1.626 22   0.118 1.084 (0.978,1.201)

Junior  0.127 0.052 2.439 79   0.017 1.135 (1.024,1.258)

Senior  0.167 0.055 3.048 850   0.002 1.182 (1.061,1.316)

Graduate  0.270 0.136 1.978 10   0.076 1.309 (0.966,1.774)

Non-Degree Seeking  0.043 0.218 0.197 15   0.846 1.044 (0.656,1.660)

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male  0.050 0.039  1.258 53   0.214 1.051 (0.971,1.137)

Transgender/Other -0.149 0.595 -0.251 5   0.812 0.861 (0.187,3.974)

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) -0.067 0.043 -1.562 1091   0.118 0.936 (0.861,1.017)

Native American  0.114 0.141  0.807 97   0.421 1.121 (0.847,1.484)

Asian American -0.171 0.067 -2.562 83   0.012 0.843 (0.738,0.962)

Black or African American -0.162 0.051 -3.167 178   0.002 0.851 (0.769,0.941)

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  0.053 0.153  0.349 92   0.728 1.055 (0.778,1.430)

Bi-Multiracial -0.014 0.105 -0.138 464   0.891 0.986 (0.803,1.211)

Other/Unknown  0.111 0.319 0.348 11   0.734 1.118 (0.553,2.258)

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 -0.070 0.061 -1.153 10   0.276 0.933 (0.815,1.067)

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time -0.031 0.057 -0.538 30   0.594 0.970 (0.864,1.089)

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus -0.162 0.036 -4.454 84 <0.001 0.851 (0.791,0.914)

Employed Off-Campus -0.006 0.040 -0.150 222   0.881 0.994 (0.919,1.075)  
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Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House -0.066 0.102 -0.644 19   0.527 0.936 (0.756,1.160)

Live in On-Campus Apartment  0.036 0.075  0.478 12   0.641 1.036 (0.881,1.219)

Live in Off-Campus Apartment  0.163 0.055  2.973 24   0.007 1.177 (1.051,1.319)

Live at Home  0.194 0.071  2.741 18   0.013 1.214 (1.046,1.408)

Other  0.358 0.070  5.100 26 <0.001 1.431 (1.238,1.653)

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs -0.498 0.185  0.271 30   0.011 0.607 (0.417,0.886)

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources  0.288 2.710  0.028 30   0.296 1.334 (0.767,2.320)

ACINDEX -0.010 0.028 -0.354 30   0.726 0.990 (0.934,1.049)

Thresholds

Threshold 2  0.605 0.095  6.348 10 <0.001 1.832 (1.481,2.266)

Threshold 3  1.664 0.146 11.386 27 <0.001 5.278 (3.911,7.124)

Threshold 4  2.732 0.176 15.512 49 <0.001 15.370 (10.788,21.900)

Threshold 5  3.664 0.195 18.764 370 <0.001 39.025 (26.578,57.300)

Threshold 6  4.606 0.243 18.964 2384 <0.001  100.051 (62.143,161.085)
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Appendix O: Expanded Academic Capitalism Model: Visit

Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

Intercept, β0 -3.593 0.112 -32.032 30 <0.001 0.028 (0.022,0.035)

CLASS (Freshman = reference)

Sophomore -0.051 0.039 -1.298 23038   0.194 0.95 (0.880,1.026)

Junior -0.066 0.044 -1.480 6417   0.139 0.936 (0.858,1.022)

Senior -0.010 0.041 -0.194 7430   0.846 0.990 (0.895,1.095)

Graduate  0.784 0.063 12.420 23038 <0.001 2.190 (1.935,2.478)

Non-Degree Seeking  0.198 0.127  1.560 23038   0.119 1.219 (0.951,1.562)

GENDER (Female = reference)

Male -0.292 0.025 -11.821 2736 <0.001 0.747 (0.712,0.784)

Transgender/Other -0.526 0.246 -2.142 11   0.055 0.591 (0.344,1.015)

ETHNICITY (White = reference)

Hispanic (any race) -0.164 0.430 -3.782 23038 <0.001 0.849 (0.780,0.924)

Native American -0.127 0.112 -1.142 23038   0.254 0.880 (0.707,1.096)

Asian American -0.410 0.043 -9.479 23038 <0.001 0.663 (0.609,0.722)

Black or African American -0.484 0.047 -10.261 23038 <0.001 0.617 (0.562,0.676)

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander -0.145 0.153 -0.946 23038   0.344 0.865 (0.641,1.168)

Bi-Multiracial -0.170 0.096 -1.775 23038   0.076 0.844 (0.700,1.018)

Other/Unknown -0.181 0.153 -1.181 13 0.259 0.835 (0.600,1.162)

AGE (Over 21 = reference)

Under 21 -0.265 0.038 -7.046 1807 <0.001 0.767 (0.712,0.826)

ENROLL (Full-time = reference)

Enrolled Part-Time  0.341 0.042 8.068 429 <0.001 1.406 (1.294,1.528)

EMPLOY (Not employed = reference)

Employed On-Campus -0.543 0.030  -18.030 22748 <0.001 0.581 (0.548,0.617)

Employed Off-Campus  0.199 0.032  6.194 276 <0.001 1.221 (1.146,1.301)  
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Coefficient

Standard 

error t -ratio

Approx. 

d.f. p -value Odds ratio C.I.

RESIDENCY (Residence hall = reference)

Live in Greek House  0.273 0.083  3.286 560   0.001 1.315 (1.116,1.548)

Live in On-Campus Apartment -0.065 0.055 -1.173 17692   0.241 0.937 (0.842,1.044)

Live in Off-Campus Apartment  0.134 0.037  3.608 9622 <0.001 1.143 (1.063,1.229)

Live at Home  0.327 0.045  7.202 1971 <0.001 1.386 (1.268,1.515)

Other  0.424 0.059  7.208 1789 <0.001 1.528 (1.362,1.716)

Level-2

REPORT (Business & finance = reference)

Student/Academic Affairs -0.282 0.272 -1.037 30   0.308 0.754 (0.422,1.315)

REVENUE: Auxiliary sources -0.061 0.340 -0.153 30   0.879 0.941 (0.415,2.129)

ACINDEX -0.036 0.049 -0.741 30   0.465 0.965 (0.873,1.066)

Thresholds

Threshold 2 1.066 0.029 36.756 1519 <0.001 2.903 (2.742,3.073)

Threshold 3 2.108 0.034 62.739 8176 <0.001 8.230 (7.706,8.791)

Threshold 4 2.759 0.035 78.022 3777 <0.001 15.784 (14.727,16.917)

Threshold 5 3.995 0.037 106.955 10955 <0.001 54.301 (50.468,58.425)

Threshold 6 4.990 0.039 126.529 7839 <0.001  146.879 (135.954,158.682)

Threshold 7 5.694 0.041 137.336 12012 <0.001  297.187 (273.991,322.347)

Threshold 8 6.182 0.430 142.508 23038 <0.001  484.198 (444.728,527.172

 

 

 


