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Abstract 

This paper contributes a new conceptual framework for understanding 

undergraduate student persistence. The social change model of leadership development 

(SCM), with its emphasis on helping students develop leadership capabilities and 

encouraging them to work for the common good, has been chosen for integration with 

Vincent Tinto’s 1975 model of student persistence, which is widely considered a 

landmark framework in retention and persistence scholarship. In consideration of the 

ways in which the SCM and the Tinto model have the potential to complement each other 

and address each other’s shortcomings, this paper proposes an incorporation of the 

frameworks toward the creation of a new structure for conceptualizing how institutions 

approach student persistence, and it is thus useful for a wide range of stakeholders in the 

field. 

Introduction 

Theories, frameworks, and perspectives that inform the shaping of new 

educational practices need not be disconnected. Indeed, with the inherent emphasis 

theoretical integration places on absorbing concepts and joining together propositions 

from different theories, creating and putting into practice integrated conceptual 

frameworks can be valuable to the change process undertaken by organizations from 

numerous fields (Thornberry, 1989). Integrated conceptual frameworks can be 

particularly useful for higher education because the connectedness that exists among the 

different areas of the academe makes blended theoretical approaches useful for 

strategizing and considering new ideas for implementation. Integrated conceptual 

frameworks not only provide unique spaces to connect theories from different disciplines, 

but they can help address shortcomings of prevailing theories and establish more 

inclusive and direct approaches to aid in the improvement of existing theory and practice. 

Finally, integrating theories can have the benefit of creating a reciprocal effect, whereby 

the new framework provides a construct for components of the integrated theories to 

complement each other. 

There are numerous steps necessary to the process of creating a new integrated 

conceptual framework.  First, it is important to articulate a theoretical framework that 

will guide the creative process and serve as the basis for explaining relationships and 

making connections between core tenets of the framework.  It is also necessary to provide 
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a rationale for the selection of the theories being integrated, offer an explanation for why 

the integration of these theories will be useful for both theory and practice, and set forth a 

synthesis, analysis, deconstruction, and reconstruction of the selected theories. 

Particularly important to this process is the reconstruction element. Not only does 

reconstruction involve addressing shortcomings, but by providing a roadmap for 

possibilities, reconstruction serves as the lynchpin for establishing the foundation for the 

new single integrated framework (Dugan, 2017). Finally, a discussion of how the new 

conceptual framework specifically and meaningfully integrates the selected theories and 

how the new model will have an impact on theory and practice will be important. 

Theoretical Framework 

In exploring and unpacking the concept of student learning and its potential 

relationship to persistence, Wolniak, Mayhew, and Engberg (2012) relied upon the 

National Council for Liberal Education and America’s Promise report, College Learning 

for the New Global Century, to highlight the importance of socially responsible 

leadership as an important dimension to learning outcomes (Tyree, 1998). Specifically, 

in examining students’ persistence between the first- and second-year of college, 

Wolniak, et al. (2012) established that those who acquired key socially responsible 

leadership capabilities were more likely to enroll for their second year of college. 

Moreover, in examining numerous factors related to learning constructs and academic 

and social integration, their study indicates that socially responsible leadership and grade 

point average were the only factors to have a statistically significant relationship with 

persistence. As the Wolniak, et al., (2012) work suggests, when students, particularly 

first-year students, participate in campus leadership opportunities, those experiences can 

be valuable to shaping a student’s feeling of engagement and involvement, which plays a 

role in establishing an important relationship between socially responsible leadership and 

persistence. In establishing connections between leadership participation and persistence, 

the Wolniak, et al., (2012) study serves as an important theoretical framework for this 

paper. 

Selected Theories and Justification 

For the purposes of this project, I have chosen to integrate the social change 

model of leadership development (SCM) and Vincent Tinto’s model of student 

persistence, each of which will be discussed in greater detail in the forthcoming synthesis 

section. I have chosen these theories because I believe their integration has the potential 

to be uniquely beneficial to thinking more deeply about the value of applying the SCM in 

an effort to address a specific issue in higher education, in this case undergraduate 

student persistence. Integrating these theories also has the potential to challenge 

underlying assumptions about the study of persistence, which is among the most 

important challenges facing modern college and university administrators. This 

challenge includes not only understanding the rates at which students persist or not, but 

the reasons for student persistence decisions and the kinds of high-impact practices in 

which institutions can engage in working toward solutions. It is incumbent upon 

institutions to prioritize persistence, and the SCM is a useful instrument to do so. 
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The integration of the SCM and Tinto theories has the potential to enhance the 

ways in which undergraduate student persistence is understood in relation to leadership. 

As the SCM focuses on collaborative and inclusive leadership, integrating it with the 

Tinto model has the potential to offer a roadmap for how to re-conceptualize and create a 

more inclusive approach. Additionally, as will be discussed here, integrating these 

theories has numerous equity and social justice implications.  Finally, this new 

conceptual framework, which I have titled Improving Persistence though Social Change 

Leadership (IPSCL), also has the potential to make an important contribution to the field 

of leadership theory and application by providing a tool to create new pedagogies and to 

aid in the integration of theory and practice (Enns & Sinacore, 2005). 

Synthesis of the Selected Theories 

Social Change Model of Leadership Development. First published in 1996 by 

the Higher Education Research Institute, the SCM is a widely used leadership model that 

has been particularly useful as a framework for defining and promoting leadership 

development among undergraduate college students (Owen, 2012). While other models 

that challenge institutions to use leadership frameworks were designed for corporate 

environments, it is this specific and intentional focus on the undergraduate student that 

makes the SCM unique (Wagner, 1996). The SCM, which integrates existing leadership 

development concepts, outlines a deliberate and collaborative process for leadership 

training rooted in values and service in which participants work toward creating positive 

change for the common good (Dugan, Kodama, Correia, & Associates, 2013; HERI, 

1996; Humphreys, 2011; Kezar, 2010). 

Different from traditional notions of leadership that focus on prototypes of the 

gallant leader who independently creates transformational change (Alvesson & Spicer, 

2014; Liu & Baker, 2014), the SCM, with its emphasis on collaboration, suggests that all 

people can be leaders in the positive change process (Kezar, 2010). At its foundation, the 

SCM is a model designed with the idea of encouraging and providing guidelines to 

people who want to make positive changes to their organizations.  As the SCM outlines, 

it is this emphasis on positive social change that should be the fundamental goal of 

leadership (Owen, 2012). The positive social change resulting from successful 

implementation of the SCM is values-based, and it encourages students to organize and to 

collaborate to promote equity, social justice, empowerment, and citizenship within the 

community (Cilente, 2009; Dugan, et al., 2013; Owen, 2012). 

The SCM focuses on leadership as a process (Owen, 2012). Pivotal to this 

process are the model’s leadership spheres through the perspective of the individual, 

group, and society, and the interrelationship between them (Dugan et al., 2013; Komives 

& Wagner, 2012). Also important to the SCM is the commitment to the seven critical 

values: consciousness of self, congruence, commitment, collaboration, common purpose, 

controversy with civility, and citizenship (Dugan, et al., 2013; HERI, 1996; Kezar, 2010). 

Change is the eighth value, and is meant to be the principal goal in the process (Owen, 

2012). 
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Consciousness of self, congruence, and commitment are attached to the individual 

values component, where the main focus is on understanding the personal qualities 

sought after by those who participate in leadership development and on enhancing 

individuals’ ability to understand themselves so that they can meaningfully involve others 

in a collaborative and creative process (Dugan, et al. 2013; Dugan, 2006; HERI, 1996). 

Collaboration, common purpose, and controversy with civility attach to the group values 

component where the main focus is on how collaborative leadership can encourage not 

only individual actors, but also create broader positive social change (Dugan, et al. 2013; 

HERI, 1996). Finally, citizenship connects to the community/society component where 

the emphasis is on the kinds of positive social outcomes sought after by leadership 

development (HERI, 1996; Humphreys, 2011). Additionally, as Dugan et al., (2013) 

suggest, the sequential nature of the leadership learning process is an important part of 

understanding the SCM. In this sequential process, the individual impacts the group, 

which then impacts the community or society (Dugan, et al., 2013). 

It is also important to note, especially for the purposes of this project, that the 

SCM is adaptable and open to revision by those implementing it (HERI, 1996). Further, 

it is understood that those using the SCM may incorporate only those components they 

find to be most useful to their leadership development needs (HERI, 1996). The 

malleability of the model contributes to its usefulness into an integrated framework. 

Tinto’s Model of Student Persistence. Vincent Tinto first outlined his model 

explaining motivations for undergraduate student dropout rates in his 1975 work.  Even 

as the model has evolved over the years, the core original framework has remained one of 

the most important and formative in the modern study of undergraduate student 

persistence and retention (Berger & Lyon, 2005; Braxton, Sullivan, & Johnson, 1997; 

Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006). Indeed, the Tinto model has in many 

ways gained definitive standing in the field and has sparked both keen interest and new 

research streams about why students leave college and the roles institutions can play in 

reversing the trends (Braxton, et al., 1997). 

In short, Tinto’s (1975) original model directly connected the environments of 

colleges and universities with rates of student retention, specifically suggesting that 

college students who are best able to immerse themselves into the new institutional 

context are more likely to persist in their studies and thrive socially in the environment 

than those who are not (Tinto, 1975). Parenthetically, Tinto focuses most extensively on 

the first-year experience, because that is when the greatest number of students will make 

their persistence decisions (Elkins, Braxton, & James, 2000; Tinto, 1987). 

Tinto’s model relies on two core principles: academic integration and social 

integration, which Tinto suggests have an interrelated and reciprocal effect with respect 

to student persistence. As to academic integration, Tinto measures this by student grade 

performance and intellectual development, though he emphasizes that grades, as the 

easier to define and more tangible form of validation from the academic system, represent 

the more important acknowledgement from the institution that the student has 
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participated (Tinto, 1975). As a consequence, for the student, his academic performance, 

measured by grades, is most reflective of how effectively he has adopted the institution’s 

academic norms and integrated academically (Tinto, 1975). This, in turn, becomes 

important to the student’s persistence decision (Tinto, 1975). 

Academic performance plays an important role, but Tinto (1975) suggests that 

social integration is just as meaningful to student satisfaction and, ultimately, to 

persistence decisions. Tinto (1975) explains that integration into the social spheres of the 

campus in the way of informal peer groups, extracurricular opportunities, and interaction 

with faculty members and administrators, leads to students feeling rewarded and 

experiencing a sense of affirmation, which is important to how they evaluate the value 

and opportunity cost of attending college. This, consequently, impacts a student’s 

commitment to his education and to the institution (Tinto, 1975). Taken collectively, 

these elements of social integration play a role in whether that student will stay in college 

(Tinto, 1975). 

By Tinto’s own admission, the original 1975 model is, in hindsight, quite limited 

in its complexity and breadth (Tinto, 2007). For example, the original model focused 

almost entirely on residential institutions and students from demographic majority 

backgrounds. As such, it does not take into account other institution types like 

community colleges, nor does it address the experiences of students who are diverse with 

respect to gender, race, ethnicity, income, sexual orientation, first-generation status, or 

socioeconomic status. Recognizing these shortcomings, Tinto has made numerous 

additions and modifications to the original 1975 model. In an important revision, Tinto 

(1993) identified new groups of students who, because of their unique backgrounds, are 

deserving of special consideration from the academe and could require specific 

interventions from the institution. These groups included African American students, 

low-income students, and other “non-traditional” students including adults and transfers 

(Tinto, 1993). 

Related to the inclusion of these groups into Tinto’s amended framework is one of 

the most controversial revisions, and one that will be a focal point of my deconstruction: 

the concept of stages of passage in the college student career (Tinto, 1988). Relying on 

the work of Dutch anthropologist Arnold Van Gennep, who suggested that the movement 

of people from youth to adulthood centers around the phases of separation, transition, and 

incorporation, Tinto (1988) suggested that students entering college must separate 

themselves from their precollege contexts (e.g., high school peers, families, and 

community relationships). They must then begin the transition process, meaning 

intentionally adopting the values and norms of the new community (Tinto, 1988). 

Finally, in the incorporation phase, students must fully integrate into the community of 

the institution by gaining membership in the college’s social environment (Tinto, 1988). 

Other revisions and amendments to Tinto’s original model have included goal 

commitment as a variable, the importance of quality academic advising, the availability 

of accessible academic, personal, and social support services, increased prospects for 

meaningful faculty-student interaction through undergraduate research programs, and the 
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institutional elimination of cultural barriers that serve as roadblocks to students 

integrating socially into the campus community (Kuh, et al., 2006; Tinto, 1999; Tinto, 

2004; Tinto, 2007).  Other significant shifts in Tinto’s recent revisions have been the 

focus on academic integration and the important role faculty members can play in student 

engagement and the decreasing relevance to administrators of student entry 

characteristics because of the inability to control for past experiences (Tinto, 2007). 

Certainly there are multiple models of retention that are more contemporary and 

could be used in making connections between a leadership framework and persistence, 

but as Tinto’s is among the most cited and important, I have use that as a frame of 

reference. 

Deconstruction of the Selected Models 

The Tinto Model. While Tinto’s model has generated wide support by numerous 

scholars since its inception and has shaped how researchers and practitioners understand 

undergraduate college student retention, it has also been extensively scrutinized for its 

theoretical and practical limitations (Swail, 2004).  Using a critical lens, the areas in 

which there are perhaps the greatest opportunities for deconstruction are with Tinto’s 

position on social integration and with the lack of application of his model to non- 

majority students. While Tinto suggests that a student’s ability to socially integrate into 

the college community is aligned with her feelings of connection to the institution and 

eventual success, a critical perspective would suggest that, since the original Tinto (1975) 

model does not consider important concepts like social location, and instead largely takes 

into account only the experiences of majority students who already possess or have 

access to the kinds of cultural norms, rules, and customs that are aligned with the 

dominant norms, rules, and customs of the institution, there is a foundational limitation to 

Tinto’s scope and analysis (Berger & Melaney, 2003; Dugan, 2017; Kuh, et al., 2006; 

Museus, 2014). This point gives weight to ideological critiques which suggest that, in 

failing to consider diverse students and their experiences, Tinto’s model, though 

unknowingly, may have contributed to the perpetuation of a system of cultural bias 

(Museus, 2014), and thus reflects the kind of willful blindness described by Dugan 

(2017). 

For example, Tinto’s (1975) original model does not consider the experiences of 

transfer students, many of whom have widely diverse family and economic contexts than 

the “typical” majority student. These and other factors can lead to a “transfer shock” 

experience, which can have a significant impact on the persistence decisions of these 

students (Laanan, 2001).  The situation is similar for first-generation students who are at 

a disadvantage without the kinds of social experiences valued by a majority of 

continuing-generation students, making it more difficult for them to develop the social 

capital necessary to feel fully engaged with the institution (Housel & Harvey, 2009). 

According to the self-determination critique offered by Museus (2014), Tinto’s model 

places the responsibility to feel engaged and gain social capital exclusively on the 

students, without recognizing the important role institutions play in guiding these 

students toward success. 
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Using other critical tools, Tinto’s model is also open to deconstruction through 

critical ethnography. Focusing as he does on the fit between the student and the 

institution, the Tinto model can be viewed as culturally biased because of its basic 

assumptions about what is needed for a student to persist in college (Kuh, et al., 2006). 

Research has shown that students from racially and ethnically diverse backgrounds who, 

because of differences in the levels of social capital they possess, may encounter 

roadblocks on their way to collegiate social integration (Berger & Melaney, 2003; Kenny 

& Stryker, 1996). This is one of many examples of nuance in understanding the needs of 

undergraduate students, and absent such elements, the Tinto model is limited. 

Tinto’s (1975, 1987) model also suggests that a student’s ability to socially 

integrate is dependent on the ability to separate from the former group (e.g., high school 

friends) and adopt the values and norms of the new college group. As such, Tinto 

establishes a link between student persistence and the relationships that students are able 

to form once in college. However, Tinto fails to take into account how the inherently 

unequal power dynamics that often exist in many institutional contexts can make such 

integration unrealistic for students from diverse backgrounds (Metz, 2004). For example, 

Tierney (1992a, 1992b) suggests that there are important and distinct contextual elements 

to consider with Native Americans college students, whose transition to higher education 

often represents a significant cultural disruption. In his (1992b) case study of such 

students, Tierney highlights a perception among student participants that there exists a 

"culture of power" in higher education.  Additionally, insight from the student 

participants clearly underscore that the Native American college experience is vastly 

different from the majority experience assumed by the original Tinto model (Tierney, 

1992b). Especially using the lens of cultural ethnography, the question, then, becomes 

whether the kind of social conformity and assimilation that Tinto suggests as being all but 

an imperative is really necessary or holds any value whatsoever (Kuh, et al., 2006; 

Tierney, 1992a). Thinking about the cultural tensions, this element of Tinto represents an 

important shortcoming. 

Finally, by focusing almost exclusively on majority students, Tinto’s model does 

not take into account various social-psychological explanations for student retention that 

are especially relevant to underrepresented students. In their study, Bennett and Okinaka 

(1990) found that some underrepresented minority students have transitional encounters 

to college that can actually resemble traumatic experiences. Additionally, in their study 

focusing on underrepresented first-year students, Smedley, Myers, and Harrell (1993) 

found that students from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds experience levels of 

psychological distress not experienced by majority students. These minority status 

stresses are an important consideration in understanding the potential pitfalls in the 

underrepresented student adjustment experience (Smedley, et al., 1993). 

First-generation students, who are also excluded from the original Tinto model, 

experience similar social-psychological effects. In their study, Richardson and Skinner 

(1992) concluded that first-generation college students often disproportionately 

experience feelings of cultural alienation, isolation, and disconnection as they transition 
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into college. First-generation students often perceive a lack of family support and a lack 

of encouragement from their friends as they transition into college and as they struggle 

with their persistence decisions (Donatelli, 2010; Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, 

& Nora, 1996). Some first-generation students report that family members actively 

discourage them from attending college, and that they experience problems creating 

friendships with college peers and finding balance between their academic and social 

expectations (Engle, Bermeo, & O’Brien, 2006). Many of these students also develop 

strained relationships with precollege family and childhood friends, as it is perceived that 

the students are pulling away from their previous relationships (Engle, et al., 2006). 

This is a much different scenario than occurs with many continuing-generation 

students. While some first-generation students see college as a pivotal point of 

disconnection in their lives and in the lives of their families, continuing-generation 

students view college as a logical continuation of their academic careers (Engle, 2007). 

For these continuing-generation students, college is an expectation that has been 

cultivated and nurtured by their families and reinforced by peer groups (Engle, 2007). 

This expectation informs not only their levels of academic preparation, but also how 

confident continuing-generation students are in their ability to effectively navigate and 

succeed in the college environment (Engle, 2007). The research clearly suggests that the 

social-psychological effects of transitioning into college are significant for many non- 

majority, transfer, and first-generation students. Tinto’s exclusion of these students from 

his original model represents not only an important shortcoming, but by effectively 

normalizing an existing social order, it is fair to criticize the model for being, albeit 

unintentionally, a hegemonic tool (Dugan, 2017). 

In neglecting to incorporate diversity and related social-psychological elements 

into his original model, Tinto also fails to address the concepts of stereotype threat and 

social comparison as factors critical to student persistence decisions. Tinto’s model 

accurately demonstrates that students arrive at college with widely different backgrounds 

and widely different ranges of precollege academic preparation, and these achieved 

characteristics and skill differences can have an impact on how college students view 

their ability to perform and to be successful in their coursework. While students from 

advantaged backgrounds may feel well-prepared for the challenges of higher education, 

those from backgrounds in which less social capital is acquired may experience feelings 

of inadequacy and intimidation in the college environment, and some experience feelings 

of isolation by the mere perception that negative stereotypes might exist (Born, Revelle, 

& Pinto, 2002; Micari & Drane, 2011). This stereotype threat may cause some students 

to view themselves as less skilled or less able to perform on a high level academically 

than their peers (Micari & Drane, 2011). 

Finally, and relating to practice, a shortcoming of the Tinto model is that it does 

not provide ideas for a specific roadmap for the creation of an effective institutional 

response to undergraduate student persistence. Tinto (1997, 2007) argues for the 

importance of institutional support programs geared toward improving levels of 

integration and, in turn, persistence. But what is missing from Tinto’s outline is a 

broader and more integrated institutional approach reflective of the intentional inclusion 
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of theoretical frameworks. Interestingly, this limitation is acknowledged by Tinto (2007) 

in which he suggests the need for a new model of institutional action that reflects 

multiple levels of understanding and which connects institutional policies, programs, and 

practices geared toward improving retention. 

Social Change Model of Leadership Development. In comparison to the Tinto 

model, the SCM has not been deconstructed as frequently in academic literature. 

However, there are some important opportunities for deconstruction of the theory to 

consider, especially related to the concept of citizenship. Applying a critical lens to this 

aspect of the model, it does not address how and why people engage in social change 

activities motivationally, nor does it address issues related to the multiple conceptions of 

citizenship. This is not to say that the concept is left undefined. The model does outline 

the significance of active participation in the shared goal of change for the common good 

and the importance of interdependence and the responsibility of each participant to help 

further these objectives (HERI, 1996).  The citizenship element of the SCM is 

democratic, meaning that it encourages participation by all interested in affecting change. 

Absent from the model is a hierarchical paradigm, further illustrating the idea that all 

participants have the space to become leaders. From this broad scope, however, emerge 

some important questions about what it means to be a good citizen at every level in 

addition to power considerations. Regarding the latter, the SCM carries with it potential 

for the kind of flow of power issues addressed by Dugan (2017) relating to the perception 

among non-participants that SCM participants have, albeit unintentionally, assumed a 

level of authority and status that can be alienating to others. 

Finally, though not a criticism of the core tenets of the theory itself, because of 

the relative age of the SCM, there is a scarcity of available empirical research that 

assesses its lasting impact on leadership development (Haber & Komives, 2009). The 

SCM served as the basis of Dugan and Komives’s (2007) Multi-Institutional Study of 

Leadership, which provides important quantitative data about students’ perceptions of 

leadership on the scale of the SCM’s values. The study also suggests that there is 

significant potential for helping students develop leadership competencies (Dugan & 

Komives, 2007). Additionally, Dugan’s (2006) work provides important insight into the 

role of involvement measures using the SCM, but there remain significant opportunities 

for future research on the applicability and lasting impact of the model. 

A New Conceptual Model 

Outside of the limitations discussed here and suggestions regarding a lack of 

empirical support for his propositions, the Tinto model has been fundamental to changing 

how institutions think about student persistence and retention, and it provides a 

theoretical underpinning to numerous academic and social support programs on college 

campuses (Braxton, Milem, & Sullivan, 2000; Braxton, Sullivan, & Johnson, 1997). 

Moreover, even with ongoing debate about its specific components, the primary tenets of 

Tinto’s input – environment – output model have gained wide acceptance in higher 

education (Braxton, et al., 1997; Kuh, et al., 2006).  Accordingly, I propose the 

Improving Persistence through Social Change Leadership (IPSCL) integrated conceptual 
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framework that largely keeps intact Tinto’s explanations that students arrive at college 

with certain ascribed and achieved characteristics, that they are challenged and shaped by 

their new collegiate environments, that academic and social integration are important to 

their feelings of success, and that decisions to persist or not can be informed by a 

combination of all of these factors. 

This IPSCL model diverges from the Tinto model because of the infusion of 

pertinent elements of the SCM, which have been brought in to address the components of 

the Tinto model that have deconstructed in this paper. The illustrated model found at the 

conclusion of this paper presents the basic outline of the IPSCL, which contains four 

main components: (1) a precollege context (input) dimension, (2) an institutional 

commitment dimension, (3) an institutional and community environment dimension, and 

(4) a resultant experience (output) dimension. Each of these components explains

important elements of input, environment, and output, and there is interplay between the

dimensions showing a reciprocal effect.

The SCM has been specifically incorporated into both the institutional 

commitment and institutional and community environment dimensions of the IPSCL 

model. The institutional commitment dimension shows components of an integrated 

leadership training program rooted in the SCM for all incoming students.  This program 

is meant to reflect the principles of the SCM, and as departments and divisions from 

academic affairs, student affairs, and senior administration all participate in its 

construction and fulfillment, it also signals recognition by the institution that a multi- 

layered response to the persistence issue is needed. This component of the new model 

directly addresses the lack of an institutional action plan in the original Tinto (1975) 

model. The SCM is introduced particularly because its unique dimensions and its 

foundational emphasis on change for the common good, offer opportunities for new ways 

for institutions to think about and approach persistence. 

In the institutional and community environment dimension of the IPSCL model 

are a multitude of traits, all reflective of the SCM, including common good, sense of 

belonging, equity, empowerment, and collaboration. The incorporation of these elements 

of the SCM into the institutional commitment and institutional and community 

environment dimensions is also meant to intersect with and challenge Tinto’s (1987) 

revision regarding the expectation that students separate from their precollege identities 

and assimilate into the dominant institutional and normative values.  Tinto (1975) 

correctly suggested that precollege family and other ascribed attributes are important 

predictors of student persistence, and while this dimension is important to shaping a 

student’s perceptions, the structure of this new framework intends to articulate an 

approach in which components like family background and individual attributes are seen 

as assets that will be included in determining each student’s path to academic and social 

integration. By incorporating institution-wide participation in leadership programs rooted 

in the SCM, these precollege contextual elements shift from being challenges to 

persistence and retention to qualities used by students to redefine their college 

experiences.  Rather than adopting new norms, students utilize their ascribed and 
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achieved characteristics to create new meaning for what Tinto (1975) described as 

collegiate integration. 

Finally, the resultant experience (output) dimension presents an outline of the 

ultimate effects of the model. These effects illustrate how, ideally, the IPSCL model 

benefits the student participants, the community, and persistence rates. As a result of the 

inclusion of the students’ ascribed and achieved precollege characteristics from the input 

dimension, the institutional commitment to a SCM leadership program in the second 

dimension, and impact from the enhanced community environment in the third 

dimension, by the resultant experience dimension, students are meant to have gained 

enhanced confidence and beliefs in their own abilities (efficacy), along with greater 

capacities, an enhanced sense of identity development, and improved resilience, of which 

the latter two play a role in the socially responsible nature of their leadership behaviors 

(Dugan, 2006).  The IPSCL model is structured so that meaningful participation in each 

of the dimensions is meant to guide students to gain academic and social integration in 

the community, and to become the kind of “engaged owners of their community” 

described by Heifetz (2010). With the combination of the assumed validity of relevant 

components of the Tinto model and the hoped outcomes of active, participatory 

citizenship from the SCM, these factors will have the effect of improved rates of student 

persistence. 

The IPSCL model also directly addresses the absence of social-psychological 

elements from the Tinto model. For example, the new framework is designed to 

counteract stereotype threat and social comparison by using participation in leadership 

programs as a means to generate inclusivity and to encourage students to take ownership 

in meaning making. As students gain a sense of agency and confidence through 

leadership training, the model’s structure is intended to motivate them to construct their 

own experiences and to push back against what were the previously held normative 

institutional expectations. Especially for underrepresented students in this process, as 

they confront stereotyped perceptions and challenge others to consider their own hidden 

biases, this framework is meant to provide space for student leaders to gain efficacy and 

begin redefining the notion of developed leader (Hoyt & Murphy, 2016). 

While far fewer, the elements of the SCM deconstructed here are intended to be 

addressed by the relative placement of those elements and the ways in which they are 

incorporated into the IPSCL framework. In other words, any existing limitations with the 

SCM are addressed by where the SCM is included with the idea that the other elements of 

the model will give further definition to those shortcomings. For example, the concept of 

citizenship is the primary focus of my deconstruction of the SCM. To address this, I have 

infused the element of citizenship into both the institutional commitment and institutional 

and community environment dimensions of the IPSCL as a way to better define it and 

provide perspective to what it means in context and in relationship to the other 

components. As the illustrated model demonstrates, citizenship in this context is 

connected to the idea of multiple memberships and to the expectation that citizens in the 

community establish relationships with those influenced by decisions. This is meant to 

create a framework for reciprocal empowerment (Laycock, 2011). 
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In this framework, notions of what it means to integrate into the community are 

flexible and are meant to be defined by student participants. This is unlike the Tinto 

model in which the conditions of integration into the community are dictated to students 

by the institution’s existing norms and values.  In the IPSCL model, existing 

communities retain their forms of capital and students acquire agency as a result of being 

engaged in an institution-wide commitment to the SCM. In consideration of this element, 

it is fair to assess this new framework as highly individualistic, and this is intentional. 

This element also makes the model reflective of the kind of collective, constructionist 

leadership explored by Ospina and Su (2009) in which leadership is described as being 

fluid and in which ascribed characteristics like race and ethnicity are interwoven as a way 

to encourage people to define leadership. 

The IPSCL integrated conceptual framework is designed both to enhance 

theoretical understanding and to contribute to educational practices related to 

undergraduate student persistence. I attempt to show how this framework can help users 

to better understand the important relationship between leadership theory based on 

creating positive change and a benchmark model of student retention. This new 

framework also clearly articulates the integration of relevant elements from both the 

SCM and Tinto persistence models as well as the reciprocal relationship that exists 

between both models. This framework has applicability for analyzing new approaches to 

student persistence and retention, and also as a source for the creation of new models. 
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IPSCL Improving Persistence through Social Change Leadership 
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Discussion 

There are numerous connections between leadership and undergraduate student 

persistence and retention.  However, as I attempted to demonstrate through this model, it 

is important that we move away from the traditional, normalized, romanticized notions of 

a single transformational leader, especially as those notions relate to whiteness (Liu & 

Baker, 2014; Robinson, Hohepa, & Lloyd, 2007). The backgrounds, perspectives, and 

unique contextual elements derived from the ascribed and achieved characteristics of 

incoming college students need to be meaningfully woven into redefining the concept of 

integration. In exploring “mestizo consciousness,” Anzaldua (2010) suggests that the 

contradictions in mixed cultures represent an incredible richness, and that misperceptions 

need to change. Those with mixed culture identifications can have unique perspectives 

and ways of challenging traditional thinking that make their inclusion extremely valuable, 

especially to the change process (Anzaldua, 2010).  The focus that the IPSCL model 

places on the meaningful inclusion of the perspectives inherent from diverse ascribed 

characteristics represents a significant challenge to the original Tinto persistence model. 

Through participation in leadership training grounded in the SCM, students are provided 

with a structure by which their precollege contexts are given an important voice. 

There is a multileveled purpose to the IPSCL model. First, it is meant to disrupt 

the assumptions made by Tinto about who undergraduate students are, the necessity of 

students to conform to existing normative institutional values, and what they must do to 

thrive. In outlining an approach in which students gain agency and become leaders 

invested in and in control of their own outcomes via social change, the new framework 

challenges Tinto’s student-institution fit assumptions. Tinto’s notions of the importance 

of academic and social integration remain intact, but instead of placing the obligation on 

students to disassociate from their precollege environments and characteristics in an 

effort to gain acceptance by the dominant culture, the IPSCL encourages them to become 

leaders and collaborate to create their own communal values, allowing them to define 

their own conceptualizations of social integration. 

The most important goal of the IPSCL framework is to offer a nuanced and 

complex understanding of the interaction between social change leadership and student 

persistence. Referring back to the Wolniak, et al., (2012) work, distinct connections exist 

between socially responsible leadership and persistence, especially since, as the authors 

suggest, persistence may be viewed by students as an important component to positive 

leadership. Considering the particular relevance of persistence solutions to 

underrepresented populations, the IPSCL model has the potential to enhance the study of 

leadership theory and to impact practices that implicate relevant issues of equity and 

social justice. As for the theoretical component, by blending the academic and social 

integration elements of the Tinto model with relevant elements of the SCM, a roadmap 

for conceptualizing how the infusion of leadership theory into a persistence model is 

offered, which can be important to how leadership theory is explained in literature and 

taught.  Perhaps more significantly, in application, models such as the IPSCL offer the 
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possibility to spur productive resistance and positive disruption to traditional leadership 

paradigms. 

Implications for Future Research 

The IPSCL is intended to address many of the shortcomings of the Tinto model 

and to offer a potential path for how leadership theory, practically applied, can be useful 

in improving rates of persistence. Since a majority of students who do not persist in their 

undergraduate studies to degree completion are underrepresented by race, ethnicity, and 

first-generation and socioeconomic status (Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup, & Kuh, 2008; 

Museus, 2014), there are obvious social justice implications if the use of integrated 

models such as the IPSCL were to begin making a difference in persistence rates. 

Despite the model’s intentions in this manner, understanding more about how it and 

others like it may be relevant and applicable to students from diverse populations 

represents an important line of future inquiry. The IPSCL is a framework that must be 

tested, and until research is conducted that assesses the model’s validity for diverse 

students, any conclusions about its relevance and usefulness for different groups would 

be premature. 

Additionally, I believe that successful implementation of the IPSCL model offers 

opportunities for positive disruptions to current leadership structures. The emphasis the 

model places on the role of students from diverse backgrounds has the potential to push 

college administrators to not simply count the numbers of enrolled students from diverse 

backgrounds, but instead to invest in inclusive and meaningful leadership practices 

(Gallegos, 2014). If institutions can move beyond mere acceptance or tolerance of 

diverse perspectives and toward a model that encourages the incorporation of these 

perspectives, there is greater potential for changes to institutional cultures (Gallegos, 

2014).  Of course, only time, the thoughtful and purposeful implementation of models 

like this at different institution types, and the process of empirical academic research will 

demonstrate the likelihood of achieving these objectives. 

Finally, it is important for scholars to explore how other models of student 

persistence could be integrated with the SCM and other leadership theories. Persistence 

models including Museus’s (2014) culturally engaging campus environments (CECE) 

model; Milem and Berger’s (1997) model related to student behavior, perceptions, and 

integration; and Braxton, Hirschy, and McClendon’s (2004) model implicating the 

concept of psychosocial engagement have each made a meaningful contribution to how 

student persistence is perceived, understood, and addressed, and examining how these 

and other models can intersect and integrate with different leadership frameworks offers 

important possibilities. 
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