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AS JUNIOR colleges spring up in profusion over
the United States, certain questions assume far
more importance than they deserved in the past.
When transportation was difficult and w he n junior
colleges were located far from senior colleges, it
may not have mattered much to the student or to the
counselor whether the student attended a junior col -
lege before transferring to his baccalaureate insti-
tution. The student often had no real choice. Now
when transportation is simple, commuting 30 or 40
miles each way to college is not u nc om m o n , and
when junior colleges are often within shouting dis-
tance of senior colleges, it is not necessary for the
individual to suffer a disadvantage as aconsequence
of his decision of which to enter. It is important
for a counselor to call a student's attention to t he
potential importance of such a decision and to ad-
vise him as soundly as possible on its ramifications.

There are those who would argue that it would be
preferable for a student to start his college educa-
tion in a junior college. In that way he might make
a gradual transition to the rigors of college life; he
might find faculty who were devoted to t e ac h i ng
rather than to other academic pursuits; he m ight
find that better guidance was obtainable in a small-
er student body; and he might be less subject to be-
ing taught by mere graduate students. On the other
hand, there are those who would argue that by start-
ing in a four-year college or university the student
avoids the problem of transfer, and he may obtain
better-trained faculty faculty who are paid well
enough so that they can afford to devote their full
time to academic endeavors. He is more likely to
find a well-supported, professionally-trained, full-
time guidance staff, and a lively academic atm o s-
phere in which ideas and research keepfaculty com-
petence continuously honed to a fine edge. In such
an atmosphere, progress is central; each person
is attempting to contribute to his professional spe-
ciality; and few persons of mediocre talent survive
long as faculty to be endured by students, or as stu-
dents to hold down the level of instruction offered by
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the faculty.
With such reasonable but diametrically-opposed

arguments available, the thoughtful counselor can-
not use mere logic to help a child choose wisely be-
tween junior and senior college. He needs some
data on the academic experiences of junior college
students who transfer to senior colleges. Do they
perform better than native students asilLessilt of
having a gradual transition, good counseling, teach-
ers oriented toward teaching, etc. ? Or do they per-
form in senior colleges less well than the native
students and less well than they themselves, per -
formed during junior college? In the material fol-
lowing, the findings from more than a score of stud-
ies of this question will be examined.

THE JUNIOR COLLEGE POINT OF VIEW

The perception of the situation that is common
among junior college staffs is expressed in the fol-
lowing quotation from an article published in 1954
by S. V. Martorana and L. L. Williams: "Almost
invariably the group of junior college transferscon-
sidered has been found to do at least as well ac a-
demically in the latter years at a higher institution
as do students in the same fields who have spent all
four years at the same institution. " (12) Let us
examine this assertion.

Martorana and Williams cite three references
immediately after making the quoted statement.
One is to an article by Rodes, published in 19 4 9
(14). In that article, Rodes asserts that at the Uni-
versity of California's school of engineering there
is no significant difference between the scores of
junior college transfers and native s tude nt s on a
day-long battery of achievement tests given as stu-
dents enter the upper division. He cites no data on
this point. Later, with no data or citation of a ref-
erence, Rodes states, "Studies of relative perform-
ance have indicated that junior college graduate s
do just as well, both in the examinations for admis-
sion to the junior year and in the subjects of the jun-
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to that of the transfers. The transfers recovered,
obtaining semester-average grades of 1. 66 during
the eighth semester as compared with 1, 17 upon
transfer, The upper-division averages of natives
and transfers were 1.46 and 1. 41, respectively, not
very different. However, only 66 percent of t he
transfers graduated or remained in attend once in
December of 1928 compared with 78 percent of the
natives.

Those two studies do not support the findings of
Martorana and Williams, but at the same time Mit-
chell and Eells were reported as doing a sim i l a,r
study at Stanford h. Studying 510 junior college
transfers from 1923 to 1927 they found that the jun-
ior college transfers at Stanford scored higher on
intelligence tests than the native s tudents , per -
formed superior to native students (after the first
quarter at Stanford), and their superiority to natives
increased markedly each successive semester. (Ap-
parently, there was even some transfer shock here,
since the report implies that the transfers per-
formed superior to natives after their first quarter
at Stanford, )

R, R. C. Watt and F. C. Touton, at the Univer-
sity of Southern California, noticed the UCLA, Cal,
and Stanford studies, and their disagreement, and
decided to conduct the same study at USC (18). They
examined the transfers entering Southern Cal be -
moon 1922 and 1928, and compared them with 100
randomlychosen native students. They found that
the transfers obtained about .3 grades higher aver-
ages in junior college than the natives obtained in the
University. The difference dropped to less than .1
letter grades in favor of the transfers d u r i n g the
filth and sixth semesters, evidence of transfer shock.
During the eighth semester, the natives exceeded
the transfers by . 4 letter grades. Apparently, the
transfers at Southern California did not recover
from their shock relative to the natives. Watt and
Teuton also determined that the transfersfrom state
teachers' colleges suffered less shock than did the
junior college. transfers.

A little later, in 1930. W. S. Allen reported (1)
that at Baylor University the junior college trans-
fers performed as well as the nativee. He c o m -
pared 330 transfers entering Baylor between 1910
and 1929 after being graduated from 26 junior c ol-
leges. These transfers survived to receive bache-
lor's degrees. The average grade for these trans-
fers while at Baylor was 83. 4. The average grade
during the last two years at Baylor for a randomly-
selected group of 330 native students was 83. 5. Al-
len gives no data of the transfers' g r ad e s at their
junior colleges, their academic aptitude, or data
concerning drops or rises in the transfers' perform-
ance. All we can conclude is that these junior col-
lege transfers apparently suffered no pe r m one n t
handicap in academic performance, assuming that
their aptitude was equal to that of the natives. (The
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Stanford data make that assumptionquestionable; at
Stanford the transfers were superior to the natives
in academic aptitude.)

At the University of Arkansas, Gerberich and
Kerr studied the junior college transfers w ha e n
tered between 1928 and 1932 with two years of ad-
vanced standing (5). .They compared these 215 stu-
dents with 436 native students who were chosen o n
a stratified-randoM basis to match the transfers on
sex, age, class, and college at the University. Dur-
ing the first four semesters of college, the n a t i v e
students received average grades of 2.36 while the
transfers received junior, college grades of 3. 25, a
statistically significant difference in f a v or of the
junior college transfers. During the fifth semester,
when all were at the University, the natives received
average grades of 2. 43 while the transfers received
grades of 2.16 a shock for the transfers of more
than a whole letter grade, on the average. During
the fifth through the eighth semesters, the natives
averaged 2. 55 while the transfers averaged 2. 2 5 ,
evidence that the transfers recovered so m ow hat
from their initial University performance; but they
did not raise their performance during this period
as much as did the natives, and they regained less
than 10 percent of their loss. Only 56 percent of the
of the junior college transfers received d e g r e e s
compared with 65 percent of the natives. These da-
ta are very similar to those from the University of
California and from UCLA, differing principally in
the greater severity of transfer shock at Arkansas.

The Siemens study, which was invoked by Ma r
torana and Williams, was conducted on students en-
tering t he University of California to study engineer-
ing between 1928 and 1938 (17). Siemens compared
583 natives with 243 students t r a n s f e r r i n g from
large California junior colleges. All the included
students eventually graduated in engineering. H e
found that in their work in engineering, the trans-
fers averaged a grade of 1. 37 compared to the av-
erage grade of 1029 obtained by natives. Siemens'
results are markedly different from the findings on
the total group of 1926 junior college transfers t o
the University of California studied by Ruch, Baker,
and Ryce (15). However, remember that Ruch,
Baker, and Ryce included all junior college trans-
fers, in all programs at tee University, and regard-
less of whether they were graduated. Siemens stud-
ied only the transfers from large, California junior
colleges who studied engineering at the University
and who graduated from the University.

Not all of Siemens' results differ from the earlier
University of California results. Siemens concludes
that the junior college transfers hold their own at the
University and the junior college grading standards
are like those of the University. However, in doing
that he ignores certain aspects of his data The low-
er division (junior college) average grades of h i s
transfers was 1. 55 which dropped to a 1. 23 for their



204 THE JOURNAL OF EXPERIMENTAL EDUCATION

first semester grades in upper-division engineering
courses. That is transfer shock of nearly a third of
a letter grade. The natives averaged only 1.38 in
their lower-division work at the U n i v e r s i t y, but
their average for the first semester of upper-divi-
sion engineering work was a 1. 24, practically t he
same as that of the transfers. There is so se e re-
covery from the shock. The transfer's average in
all engineering courses is 1. 37, a rise f r o m t he
1. 23 of the first semester of engineering, but not a
rise to their junior college performance of 1. 5 5.
While the transfers may do as well as the natives,
something certainly disrupted their performance up-
on transfer.

Unfortunately, we do not have data here to ascer-
tain whether the transfers from large junior colleges
to the engineering program of the University of Cal-
ifornia are more intelligent than the native students,
as was the case for students during the immediately
preceding years at the neighboring institution, Stan-
ford (15). Even Siemen's data, then, are not care-
fully-controlled support for MartoranaandWilliams'
assertion about the equality of transfer and n at ive
performance. His data certainly would c ;los e a
counselor to wonder about the wisdom of subjecting
a student to the shock of the transition between jun-
eor and senior college after his having alr e ad y
struggled through the transition from high,school to
junior college.

In 1941, an article with the nonpareil title, "Jun-
for College Graduates versus Senior College jun-
iors", was published by Fichtenbaum (4). He com-
pared the junior college graduates transferring t o
the University of Texas in 1935, 1936, and1937with
the juniors at the University who had done all their
work at the University. He compared thorn during
their firat year at Texas and during the first session
after their first year. Altogether there were over
2,500 students involved, so he was dealing with very
large groups. He found that about five percent more
of the junior college transfers returned for the sec -
ond year, but the natives had a greater proportion
of honor grades (A's and Ws) during both years; the
natives had higher average grades duri n g both
years, by about .2 to .3 letter grades; and the jun-
ior college transfers' average grade was less dif-
ferent from the natives' in the second than the first
year. There is apparently some r e c o v e r y from
what may have been transfer shock. Fiehtenbaum
speaks of the period, "...after the junior col le ge
graduates have adjusted themselves to U n i v e r s ity

" (4)

EARLY SCORE

At this point in our chronological segue n r, e we
come to the Martoratra-Willituns era. Let's review
to see what our score is at this point. We have con-
sidered eight studies with reported data. None con-
trols aptitude experimentally or statistically in or-

der to provide clear evidence that transfers perform
as well as natives. One provides e v id e n c e t het
transfers may be academically more talented than
natives. None provides evidence to the co ritr ary,

Six of the studies provide data whIch reveal trea-
ter shock, i, e. the transfers obtain lower average
grades immediately after transfer than they r e -
ceived in junior college, One of the eight studies
provided no evidence on this point in either dire c-
tion, The eighth provided no data on junior college
grades, but the senior college grades of the trans-
fers were less than those of the natives by a small-
er amount during the later period after transfer,
and it is suggested that the transfers suffered a pe-
riod of adjustment.

In five sets of data there is evidence of appreci-
able recovery from the tranafer shock, i. e. , as the
junior college transfers continue in the senior insti-
tution their grade averageS improve. They do not
always reach their junior college level. In tw o of
the sets of data there was little or no recovery, arid
in one there is no evidence on this point.

Without regard to control for academic aptitude,
four of the sets of data show that natives performed
better in upper-division work than did t r an s f rs.
One indicates that the transfers performed be t t e r
than the natives. Three indicate that the transfers
and the natives performed about equally well during
their upper-division years.

One study reports that transfers from institutions
other than junior colleges perform better than junior
college transfers. To that could be contraete ri
Grossman's findings at the University of Illinois
(7) that female transfers from junior colleges and
four-year colleges did equally well in upper-d i v i-
sion work, but that for males the j uni or co Ile ge
transfers obtained upper-division averages about .1
letter grades higher than the transfers from f o u r -
year colleges. Two studies indicate that higher pro-
portions of natives graduate.

At this point one must surely wonder how Mar-
toraaa and Williams reached their conclusion that
the almost unanimous decision of research in the
years prior to their study was that transfers did at
least as well academically as the no ntrae s rs.
Martorana and Williams' own data show t r an el e r
shock, recovery, and, even with the best equating,
on aptitude that was possible, a superiority of per-
formance of the native students, Let us see w hat
studies come to hand after their article.

MORE RECENT STUDIES

Junior college transfers to the College of Liberal
Arts of Syracuse' University were co m par e d with
transfers from four-year colleges daring the period
between 194 and 1955, in a study r epor ted by
Holmes (8). There were 1553 transfers from four-
year colleges and 385 tranrfers from junior colleges
during this period. The junior college t r a nsfers
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envied transfer shock, their grades in the College
.,1 Liberal Arts dropping to a 1. 3 cow par ed with
teeir 1, 6 average in the junior college, (There is
ee evidence about recovery. )

Honors at graduation were received by 22 per -
;tent of the total student body of the College of Lib-

Arte, 15 percent of the transfers from foo r -
pew colleges, but only 10 percent of the junior col-
,ege transfers. This implies that the junior college
:rasters obtained lower average grades thaneither

nattves or the transfers from four-y ear c o l-
eers, Twenty-six percent of the junior college
e7ansfers had grades above 2. 0 in the junior college,
eat only 14 percent had grades above that le v e 1 at
Syracuse, The four-year group obtained grades at
Syracuse slightly lower than their grades bef ore
transfer, but while 19 percent of the four-year
transfers had grades above 2. 0 before transfer, un-
like the junior college group, the percentage rose
;0 24 after transfer. Since the reported mean grade
is 1, 4 for the total student body, 1, 3 for the junior
:ollege transfers, and "in the interval from 1.50 --
1,59" for four-year transfers, we have additional
iiittt that junior college transfers perforn Yd less
well than either the natives or the transfers from
iour-yoar colleges.

In 1962, Darley published a book (3) from which
eeta can be extracted which are relevant to our dis-
ieeeeion. lie presented data for 86 percent of t he

froolunen entering Minnesota colleges in Sep-
tember of 1952, For those who entered junior col-
ntes and for those of the junior college entrant s
who later transferred to the University of Minneso-
ta, the mean 14; school rank (percentile), the mean
raw score on the American Council on E ducat ion
Psychological Examination (ACE) taken in high
school, and the mean college honor-point ratio (A=
3.00) appear in Table 1. (The honor-point ratiofor
tne junior college entrants seems to represent their
evades for as long as they remained in junior col-

/ iege. The honor-point ratio for the transfers is
stated by Darley to include both junior and senio r
college performance. )

Table 1 shows clearly that, on the average, the
St udents transferring to the University of Minnesota
were more able in terms of high-school rank and
ACE scores than the total group of junior college
entrants. However, their total ho no r -point ratio
for junior and senior college is not higher than the
senor -point ratio for the total junior college group.
For females, it appears to be noticeably low e r.
This finding would be expected if transfer shoe k
were a common occurrence for junior college stu-
dents transferring to the University.

Klitzke, in 1961, reports that, "... r e se arch
has indicated that Colorado's junior college trans-
fers are significantly inferior to native students of
Denver University and of the University of Colo-
rado. " (11) He cites three unpublished master's
and doctoral theses from the period of 1949 to 1958.
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Then he reports the data for Colorado State College
at Greeley. He studied 231 students who attended
one of Colorado's junior colleges for at le a s t St%
quarters before entering Colorado State be twee az

1953 and 1957. These students were compared with
a group of natives matched on the basis of m ajor ,
sex, and number of hours toward graduation. Klitz-
ke reports no significant differences in ACE scores
or high-school rank, in dropouts by q u a r ter? in
mean grade-point averages by quarter, or in mean
cumulative grades, There is a signif Want d if f c r-
ence between the proportions of natives and trans-
fers who graduated. The percentage for natives is
90, and for transfers it is 78.

Although he does not present the relevant d a t a,
Klitzke states, "The students in the junior college
transfer group decreased in cumulative :trades -point
average from junior college to senior college, while
the native students increased their cumulative grade-
point averages from lower to upper division, " This
is a report of observed transfer shock. Klitzke re-
ports no difference in academic pc rform mice be-
tween natives and transfers, but concludes that the
transfers are not as academically successful in that
they less often graduate.

In 1960 Modsker published a book entitled, "The
Junior College: Progress and Prospect. "(13)Chap-
ter 5 of that book concerns the performance and re-
tention of transfer students as they attend four-year
colleges, In that chapter, Medsker re po rts on a
study involving 16 four-year colleges in eight states.
Each college collected data on the performance of
junior college transfers. Fourteen sets of dat a
were based on students classed as juniors in the Fail
term, 1953. One was based on 1954 juniors, and
one was based on 1956 juniors. Over 2, 500 transfer
students were included. For most of the instit u-
tions, comparisons were possible between the per-
formance of the transfers and the performance of
native students. Summary tables of the findings ap-
pear as Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2 is related to the grade-point averages ob-
tained by natives and transfer students. In the col-
umn headed, "Median grade-point average, fall,
1953", it can be seen that in the majority of cases
the grade-point averages for transfers are low e r
than the grade-point averages for natives in this first
quarter after transfer.

Recovery from what may have been t r a ns f e r
shock appears in the column labled, "Median grade-
point average, spring, 1955." There the grades for
natives and transfers are much more similar, f or
the most part, and sometimes the transfers exceed
the natives, notably in Kansas and Michigan. T his
column refers to grades obtained in what should be
these students' last quarter before graduation, o r
sixth quarter after transfer. Not all the transfers
survived to this time. Table 3 reveals t hat only
about 70 percent of those transferring per s is t e d
through these two years. Only about*50 percent both

f
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persisted and received degrees. It is probable that
many of the rest will continue beyond six quarters
and eventually receive degrees. However, since 63
percent of the natives received degrees in Spring,
1955, the implication is that transfers are slower
at getting degrees after transfer than are natives.

SUMMARY OF MEDSKER'S RESULTS

In Medsker's report, we have a larger number of
colleges than we have considered altogether so far.
The tabulation for Medsker's data alone is interest-
ing. There are no data on transfer shock ,per se in
that the junior college grades of the transfers are
not reported. In the semester immediately of t e r
transfer the natives obtained higher averages t ha n
the transfers in 12 out of 16 institutions. The
groups were equal in one, and the junior c ollege
transfers excelled the natives in three. (T hose
three were all teacher's colleges in one state, Kan-
sas. )

There appears to be recovery from what m i g h t
have been transfer shock in 14 out of the 16 institu-
tions, with the recovery being m u c h more pro-
nounced in some than others.

For only 15 of the 16 institutions c an compari-
sons be made of the graduation rate of natives and
transfers, but for those 15 the rate for the natives
is higher in 13. (The remaining two are colleges in
Kansas, )

The results are rather devastating to Martorana
and Willhuns' claim of anything like unanimity of re-
sults indicating that junior college transfers per -
form as well or better than native students. How -
ever, it may be well at this point to rem i nd our-
selves again of possible uncontrolled variables lurk-
ing in the background, Medsker's data include no
institution in which academic aptitude for native s
and transfers was controlled. It might be that the
transfers who persisted to the sixth quarter, for in-
stance, were the more able of the transfers, so the
apparent recovery for transfers is, perhaps, mere-
ly evidence of continued academic selection in op-
eration. (Only 70 percent of the transfers persisted
compared with 80 percent of the natives. ) Again, it
may be that transfers performed less w ell in the
first quarter after transfer because they were, as a
group, less able than the natives. Or it c o uld be
that the superiority of performance of the natives is
greater than it appears to be, if the transfers here
are (like the transfers reported earlier at Stanford)
superior to the natives in intellectual quality.

In research in the University System of Georgia
it is a very common occurrence to obse r v e that
while the average academic aptitude of the students
who survive through several years of college is no
greater than was the aptitude of the entire entering
group, the average .college grades are m a r kedly
higher during the later years. If this is also the
case in the institutions we ha 'e been considering in

,
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this review, then we should not expect t r a n s f or
shock at all. We should expect that as 010 j LUI i c, r
college students enter their upper-divis lo n work
their grades would improve Instead of suffer. The
shock that does appear, then, may be rnoro ,,oven
than the data indicate, On the other hand, if the
transfer students are having to make up lower-divi-
sion requirements during the first guar ter after
transfer, and if lower-division grading stariciarcis
are more severe in relation to academie apt it ude,
perhaps the shock is nothing more than a rUflOetiOr,
of poor curriculum articulation between junior a ed
senior college. Also, if the deley in graduation for
the transfers is due to their having to make ep low-
er-division requirements, the counselor is well ad-
vised to warn the high school student about the com-
mon unfortunate adjunct. of transfer. The double
transition may, indeed, be a more severe h ;u
than any of the possible benefits of commeecieg rat
one institution while planning to graduate at another.

Having been reminded of these qualifications, let
us examine additional studies. Hoyt studied the
310 men and 80 women who transferred to K a n s
State University from junior colleges ie 1954, 1955,
or 1956 and who completed at least one semester at
Kansas State (9). They were compared with a rite-
dom sample of natives matched in sex, class and
year of first collegiate enrollment. (They were eet
matched in ACE score or high-school average, ap-
parently.) Transfer shock is evident in these data
in that the junior college transfers' junior cello ;e
grades averaged 25 to 50 letter grades higher than
the grades they received after transfer to the Uni-
versity. However, the grades after transfer were
not consistently different from the u pp° r -division
grades of the Kansas State University natives. Hoyt
noticed that the longer a junior college engineering
student stays in the junior college, the greater is the
drop in his grades upon transfer.

All of the studies we have examined so far have
been conducted from a. viewpoint of the senior col--
lege. The next study it. Lhe series was do no at a
junior college by a junior college administrator.
Teel gathered data on the 1958-59 transfers to sen-
ior colleges from Georgia Southwestern C a 11 e g e3.
He was able to obtain data on 49 former s tu de n t 41.
Thirty-one percent of these students received high-
er grade-point averages at the senior college t h an
at Georgia Southwestern; 69 percent received lower
averages at the senior college. These grades show--
ing transfer shock were for the early par t of the
transfers' senior college career. Teel provided no
comparisons with natives, no data on possible r e
covery, and no information on graduation rate.

An abstract of the findings concerning the a c a-
demic performance of Florida tenior college trans-
fer students hi Florida degree-granting institutions,
prepared for the fall term of 1959, provides data
for 17 junior colleges, 11 senior colleges, and1,174
students 4. The students included had ear n e d at



east 12 semester hours of credit in a junior college
ee had attempted at least 12 semester hours in a
. 4ree-granting institution. Considering all f all,

junior college students as a s i n g l e group,
nvirago grade earned in the degree-granting

,eetitution was . 3 letter grades. lower t h a n I he ir
.verage grade in the junior college. This is appre-
..eible transfer shock, especially when one realizes
..nt it includee students who may have already ex-
trienced some recovery. When the group w ho
ieinsferred prior to 1959 is examined separately,

,eir average in the degree-granting institution i s
;,:y .1 letter grades lower than in the j u nior col-

seen on the average. So there apparently is some
..covery from transfer shock in Florida, but t he
,mount of shock is somewhat greater than .3 letter
ades, on the average. (Oddly enough, there is

eene indication that students with lower test scores
,eosin better grades in the degree-granting install-
!,en than they received in the junior c o 1 le ge
e.ough the junior college was not particularly effec-
tive with the weaker students. )

A comparison of sorts between the performance
.1 transfers and natives can be derived f r o m th is
Florida report. The "natives" which can be ex-
anined are those from the University of Floc id a,
Florida State University, and Florida Agricultural
and mechanical University. The students are a p-
etretitly not really natives, but are instead the en-
nre group of students at these institutions, including
:ne transfers. When the transfers' grades at these
degree-granting institutions are compared with the
.n.ades of these total junior classes at these institu-
tams, the grades of the total junior c 1 as s e s ar e
,,;;her than the grades of just the transfers by . 2
letter grades at the University of Florida and by .1
:cue r grades at Florida Agricultural and Mechanical
College. They are equal at Florida State Unive r-
sity. When the grades at the degree-granting insti-
tutions of the transfers are c o m par e d with the
erades of the entire senior classes at these institu-
tions, the difference in favor of the total se ni o r
class over the transfers is . 3 letter grades at t he
University of Florida and Florida State University,
and it is . 4 letter grades at Flor id a Agricultural
end Mechanical University. While the report is not
es clear as one might want it to be on the details of
what was compared, there is no way to interpret the
data that does not seem to result in superiority, on
the average, of the performance of the "natives".
It is not at all easy to tell from the report how great
the superiority is. The largest difference between
the performance of "natives" and transfers at the
junior-year level occurs at the University of Flori-
da, the "major state university" as that term is de-
fined by Dr. Dorothy Knoell in a major s t u dy we
shall consider next,

STUDIES IN THE 1960's

Dr. Dorothy Knoell is currently c o n d u c t i n g a
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study of junior college students who transferred t 0
one or another of 40 :our-year colleges for the fall
term of 19005. While many more of her data w 111
be made public in the near future, we have access
to extensive data now from 12 different colleges to
which students transferred, Some of those data ap-
pear in Table 4 which gives the mean junior college
grade-point averages, the mean GPA's for the first
term after transfer, and the mean CPA's for t he
last term for students who persisted for two years
after transfer. In every single one of these 12 in-.
stitutions transfer shock takes place, appearing as
lower average grades in the first term after trans-
fer than during the junior college career. It can be
seen in Table 4 that for every one of these institu-
tions the grade-point average for the last term after
transfer was higher than for the first term of t e r
transfer, so recovery does occur. In seven out of
12 colleges, the last term GPA is higher than t he
junior college GPA, so in those cases recovery i s
more than complete. Knoell observed that transfers
are less likely to raise their CPA's to their junior
college level if they have transferred to major state
universities rather than to other colleges, that the
highest rate of dismissal-for-poor-scholarship o:
transfers was for males in the major state univer-
sities, and that the lowest rate of g r a ci uation for
transfers was at the major state universities. This
is in agreement with the evidence we noted in Flor-
ida of transfers being handicapped according to the
kind of institution to which they transfer. Knoell's
observations about transfers to major state univer-
sities should probably be given r elatively great
weight in our review because Knoell's study involved
many institutions.

The Board of Control of Florida conducted a study
of the academic performance of transfers from Flor-
ida degree-granting institutions in the Fall Term of
1961 6. In this report, a comparison of all, j u n i o r
college transfer students in all degree-granting in-
stitutions (N = 1,328) reveals that the grade-po
average in the junior college was . 29 letter g r ad es
higher than the grade-point average received in the
degree-granting institution. When only the 784 jun-
ior college transfers who enrolled in a degree- grant-
ing institution for the first time in Fall, 1960, ar e
examined, the difference in grade-point average is
. 38 letter grades. For the 544 whotransferred be-
fore 1960 the difference was only .17 letter grades.
Apparently the difference between . 38 and .17 letter
grades reflects recovery from the initial y ar's
shock.

When, among the 19 Florida junior c o Ile g e
comparisons are made of the transfer students with
60 or more semester hours of junior college credit,
for 17 there is a drop in grades upon transfer the
magnitude of the drop ranging from . 09 letter grades
to . 74 letter grades. For only two is there an in-
crease, both of those two being of the magnitude
. 0 2 letter grades. From the information available

f'
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to the reviewer, one cannot ascertain precisely how
many senior colleges are involved in t his report,
but clearly the Florida data are again overwhelm-
ingly opposed to a belief that a junior college trans-
fer will maintain his level of p e r f orma n c e upon
transfer. Transfer shock is a predominant finding
in this state. No comparisons between t r a n s f e rs
and natives were available, and from the d at a at
hand little can be determined about such matters as
graduation rates, transfers from junior versus from
four-year colleges, and transfers to major st a t e
universities versus to other four-year colleges.

At the University of Georgia, Russel compared
natives in the College of Arts and Sc i e nc e s with
transfers to the College from Georgia's junior col-
leges 7. Of his 298 subjects, 178 were natives and
120 were transfers. He found that the transfers ob-
tained higher lower-division grades than the natives,
but that the two groups' upper-division grades were
not distinguishably different from each other. Here
we have transfer shock but equivalent performance
of transfers and natives. The shock was of a mag-
nitude of about . 25 letter grades. We ha v e no in-
formation in this study about recovery f r o m the
shock, but Russel did note in his data that transfers
from public junior colleges performed relatively
least well in the University courses in physical sci-
ences. He also found that only 57 percent of trans-
fer students (including transfers from colleges oth-
er than junior colleges) graduated on time, w h i le
83 percent of the natives graduated within two or
three years after entry into upper-division work.

Willingham studied nearly 1, 000 stud° nts who
transferred into Georgia Institute of T e c h no logy
from over 200 colleges between 1957 and 1961 8. He
found that, on the average, transfer s t ude nt s re-
ceived first year grades at Georgia Tech about.. 75
letter grades lower than th it previous college av-
erages. Here, again, is transfer shock. S ince
Willingham did not report on what happened to these
people after their first year at Tech, we cannot tell
how much recovery from the shock took place. How-
ever, about 50 percent more transfers w it hcir e w
during the first year than did natives (regular fresh-
men), and 46 percent of the natives e n t or ed their
second year with passing averages compared to 33
percent for transfers. Transfers are disproportion-
ately often on probation. Thus, transfers are less
likely to survive to graduation, or at least to grad-
uation on time, than natives. (It m i g ht be eoted
here that 60 percent of Tech's transfers are fresh-
men, 36 percent are sophomores, and only four per-
cent are juniors. )

Willingham found that at Georgia Tech the over-
all average grade prior to transfer correlated only
. 33 with the over-all average grade receivedduring
the first year after transfer. The low correlation
caused him to try to improve prediction of grades
for transfers by making adjustments to their aver-
age pre-Tech grades according to the college, or
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kind of college, from which the students earne. lie
divided his 754 transfers who entered T e c h f rom
1957 to 1960 into groups so that within each group;
1) the students carne; from colleges which were sim-
ilar in some respects, and 2) the students earned
similar grades at Georgia Tech relative to their pre-
vious college grades. Ten groups consisted of sin-
gle colleges. Others were combinations such as,
"All junior colleges outside of Georgia. " For each
group an "adjustment factor" was develo2ed which
was approximately the difference between the aver-
age over-all grade at Tech and the average o v e r-
all grade at the previous institution for all students
in that group. Table 5 shows for the s gro ups
whether they were junior college students, how many
were in the group, the size of the adjustment factor,
and the percentage of students who were in Tech
with a passing average after the first year.

While nearly all the kinds of institutions f r o m
which students transfer to Tech receive negative ad-
justment factors (evidence of the generality of trans-
fer shock at Tech), the adjustment factors are more
negative on the whole for students from junior c a l-
ieges. (Forty percent of the transfers came f r o im
junior colleges, 40 percent from large f our - ye ar
colleges, and 20 percent from small four-year col-
leges. ) A quick computation, without adjusting for
sample sizes, gives the mean negative adjustment
for junior college transfers as -1. 08, slightly more
than a whole letter grade, while the mean a dj us t-
ment for transfers from other institutions is -.66.

Similar findings appear in the column recording
the percentage of students who were in school with
a passing average after the first year. The per -
centage for all the junior college t r a ns f e r s is 25,
while for the transfers from other kinds of institu-
tions the percentage is 37. Thus the junior college
transfers seem to suffer more severely Iroxr, trens-
fer shock at Tech than do transfers from four-year
colleges. And, while all transfers have a low rate
Of "satisfactory performance" in these terms, the
transfers from junior colleges are less satisfactory
than those from four-year colleges. As far as Tech
is concerned then, not only do transfers do less well
than they did in their previous college and less well
than natives do during their first year after transfer,
but the transfers from junior colleges do less well
than the other transfer students.

Willingham contributed one more helpful detail
here in that further analysis revealed that the trans-
fer students make lower grades in q u ant I t at i
courses than in verbal courses, comparedwith their
previous grades. This seems to agree with Rus-
sell's findings that transfers were most weak in the
physical sciences.

At the annual meeting of the Southern As so c i a-
tion of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Off
cers in 1963, Godfrey reported on the admission of
transfer students to ttie University of South Carolina
(6). He examined the records of 398 transfers irons



HILLS

colleges and universities who entered in the Fall
E.sreester of 1960 and completed one or more s e-
:.)eoters at the University of South Carolina, Of
:i;ese students, 175 had a "C" average at entrance
tect also a "C" average on university work, The
transfers from junior colleges had the lowest per-
centage of students who had earned a "C" or better
),,fore transferrring and also earned "C" or better
.i.Cter transferring. Only 33 of the 56 junior college
;rensfers (59 percent) kept above C level, while 88
2orcent of the transfers from large out-of-state in-.

Dtitutions performed that well, as did 81 percent of
the transfers from public South Carolina senior
colleges, 73 percent from private South Carolina
seniov colleges, and 02 percent from "other" col-
leges. This study, then says little about transfer
shock, but does agree with several of our earlier
studies which show junior college transfers to be
weaker academic performers than transfers fro m
other kinds of institutions.

Our chronology of data is nearly at an e lid. In
another study done at a junior college, Blanton ex-
amined the transfers from Abraham Baldwin Agri-
cultural College to the University of Georgiaduring
the 1962-63 academic year (2). For the 77 students
involved he found a drop in grade from the junior
college to the senior college of .4 letter grades and
interpreted this as transfer shock. The amount of
shock seemed to be nearly twice as greatfor the 27
who transferred without graduating from the junior
college.

Finally, Irvine reported that for undergraduates
transferring to the University of Georgiaduring the
Fall, Winter, and Spring quarters of 1962 and 1963,
the University grade averages for the 559 transfer-
ring fromejunior colleges averaged out to be . 3 let-
ter grades lower than the University grade averages
of the 294 who transferred from four-year institu-
tions (10). This is another instance of the j u n i o r
college transfer performing less w ell than the
transfer from another kind of college.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

There we have more than 20 studies of the aca-
demic performance of the junior college transfer.
The number of institutions involved is well into the
hundreds; the number of students is well into t he
tens of thousands. It is a little hard to arrive at a
summary tally since some of the studies involved
many colleges. If we look at the studies from the
point of view of the number of senior institutions
with separate data, and count the number of junior
colleges reported from the Florida study for which
we do not know the number of senior colleges , a
fairly sound score comes out about as follows:

There were 46 sets of data relevant to the ques-
tion of transfer shock. Of those, 44 revealed shock
and two showed no shock. Clearly, it is a most prev-
alent occurrence that junior college transfer st u-
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dents suffer an appreciable loss in t he ir level of
grades when they transfer.

Out of 38 sets of data in which a phenomenon like
recovery from shock could be observed, 34 showed
recovery and 4 showed none. Recovery to some de-
gree from transfer shock is about as pre v n.1 e n t
as shock itself, though we did notice that the degree
of recovery varies widely.

Out of 33 sets of data relevant to the question of
whether native students obtain better g r ad e s than
transfers, 22 indicated that the natives performed
better, 4 indicated that the junior college transfers
performed better, and 7 indicated that t hey per-
formed equally well. The predominance is two to
one in the direction opposite to that which Martorana
and Williams concluded to be the almost unanimous
decision of the studies they had considered.

Of the six sets of data which compared the per-
formance of junior college transfers with the per-
formance of transfers from other k Inds of institu-
tions, five found that transfers from other ,institu-
tions were more successful than j u nior c o 11 e
transfers. One found that the junior college trans-
fers were more successful.

Out of 21 sets of data that examined whether the
junior college transfers took longer than natives to
graduate or that considered whether a 3maller pro-
portion of transfers than natives graduated , 1 9
showed the natives to graduate sooner or in greater
proportions, and 2 showed the junior college trans-
fers to graduate sooner or in greater proportions.

DISCUSSION

Taking these findings at face value, what 5,hould
the counselor say to the student who is in a position
to choose between entering directly from high school
the college from which he desires a bachelor's de-
gree or entering a junior College while pianning
later to transfer to that desired college? First, t h e
counselor must point out that the bulk of. the d ata
from the many years of research indicate that if he
enters the junior college and transfers, he can ex-
pect to have an appreciable drop in his co 11 e e
grades when he transfers. Probably his grade s
will recover at least to some extent. Second, after
he transfers his grades will, more likely than not,
be lower than those of the native students at the col-
lege to which he transfers. Third, as a transfer, he
will be less likely to survive to graduate from the
four year college than if he were a native, and it
will probably take him longer than if he were a na-
tive. There is some evidence that he will have the
most trouble as a transfer in "quantitative" sub-
jects, such as the physical sciences; he will prob-
ably not fare as well as a j for college transfer as
will the transfers from oths. r kinds of colleges; and
he will be particularly handicapped if the college to
which he desires to transfer is a major state u n i
versity.

S.'
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If a student is undecided, those facts may make
up his mind in favor of enter ,ng directly the college
from which he wants to graduate. That is in clear
contrast to the result which might be expected if he
were told, in Martorana and Williams' words, "Al-
most invariably the group of junior college trans -
fors considered has been found to do at least as well
academically in the latter years at a higher institu-
tion as do students in the same fields w ho have
spent all four years at the same institution. " (12)

Certain types of studies might change this pic-
ture. Analyses which examine the extent to which
transfers are subject to taking required lower-divi-
sion courses after transfer, and which examine the
extent to which lower-division grading standards
are disproportionately severe, may reveal the basis
for the transfer shock. U it is due to po o r articu-
lation, then the counselee can be warned to look out
for this for himself as he enters the junior college.
Apparently, the colleges don't look out f or it f or
him. Studies of the courses taken by transfer stu-
dents may also clarify the reason for delay in their
graduation. Studies comparing junior college and
senior college grading standards may point out an-
other factor in shock and suggest a remedy for it.

Studies comparing the academic aptitude of na-
tives and transfers may be revealing. If the trans-
fers are, unlike Stanford's experience, le s s aca-
demically apt than the natives, we may have an ex-
planation of the greater relative frequency of grad-
uation of natives. Studies which control academic
aptitude statistically through analysis of covariance
may reveal that with this factor taken into consider-
ation the transfers do regularly perform aS well as
natives in upper-division work. (Or, it may reveal
that the disparity is even greater than it appears to
be. )

Even if it turns out that the junior college trans-
fers do less well in upper-division co u r s e s than
equally apt natives, the junior college is entitled to
ask another question. That question is, "Are those
bachelor's degree candidates who choose junior col-
leges in the first place somehow d if f e r e n t f r om
those who choose senior colleges?" Are they differ-
ent in a way for which the junior college cannot b e
held responsible, but in a way which influences their
performance? Might it be that t he pe Toon who
chooses the junior college has a different at t i t ude
toward obtaining a baccalaureate degree, which is
reflected in transfer shock and in lagging perform-
ance? A junior college might start to in vesti gate
this point by ascertaining from its entering students
which ones had applied to four-year colle ge s. An
analysis of covariance of these students' grades in
academic (transfer) courses, with aptitude con-
trolled statistically, might reveal that even in the
junior college those who started out with the junior
college idea did not perform as well as those who
accepted the junior college only as a substitute.

Many colleagues have seen or heard ear lie r

drafts of parts of this review '9. Friends in junior
colleges have sometimes felt that the presentation
was an attack on their institutions. Toforestallthat
reaction and to focus attention on the f nd ngs of
these studies, let the following be entered as a dis-
claimer. These studies are solely concerned with
the "transfer function" of the junior college. Many
junior colleges have other functions such as adult
education, terminal education, and community ser-
vice. Nothing reported above is relevant to the se
worthwhile functions. Nothing reported, above should
be interpreted as a universal condemnation of junior
colleges. Remember that data showed t hat trans-
fers from some junior colleges experienced no trans-
fer shock10. Also while fewer transfers than na-
tives may graduate, still many of the transfers do
eventually graduate with four-year degrees; the
transfer function of junior colleges is by no means
wasted. There are probably many students who do
not have the freedom to choose between entering a
junior college and transferring as opposed to enter-
ing a four-year institution directly. For those pee-
ple it makes no difference whether they are less sec-
cessful than natives, whether they are likely to suf-
fer transfer shock, or whether they are less likely
than natives to graduate. There can be no question
of the value to society of making higher education
available to people who could not otherwise take ad-
vantage of it. But this does not absolve the counse-
lor from knowing the facts and presenting them hon-
estly to the student who does have the choice to
make.

If further investigation does not s u b s t an tially
change the implications of the many studies we have
examined above, one might legitimately ask ques-
tions about the cause and effect. Could t r an sfer
shock merely be a function of the j u n lc r colleges
having more generous grading standards? Could the
shock and the poor performance compared with the
natives be due to such things as weak faculty and
poor facilities at the junior colleges? Could the jun-
ior college product be inferior b e c au s e junior col-
leges tend to be small, and like Conant's small high
schools, simply cannot afford to have excellent pro-
grams in many fields, special library holdings going
back many years, etc. ? Many junior colleges seem
to draw their faculties from the high schools, and in
some states junior gollege faculties are paid on a
lower scale than fagalty members with the same
cwalificatidn.$ and responsibilities at four- year c o l-
ieges and universities. Junior colleges may have to
use as faculty those who have failed as faculty mem-
bers in senior colleges. Many junior college faculty
seem actively to reject the scholarly implications of
college faculty membership; they justify their exist-
ence as missionaries attempting to salvage the edu-
cational lives of borderline students. Can f ac u l ty
with these attitudes and chosen on these bases be ex-
pected to produce the same sorts of students that are
normally produced in the university atmosphere?
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Questions such as these are not answered by the
data we have been examining. Those data can only
call our attention to the need for other data w h ic h
will shed light on these questions. But the counse-
Ior and his client should not base their dec is to n
making on hypotheses about the reasons for the trans-
fur students' problems. The differences between
transfers and natives exist, as far as we can t e 11,
regardless, of the reasons for them. The client can-
not wait for the situation to he remedied bef or e
making his decision. The counselor cannot ethical-
ly hide the information from his client merely be-
cause these facts seem to be unfair or unfavorable
to an educational institution which has many o the r
commendable features and which may have reasons
for its failures that are not within its ow n control.
Unless a counselor has trustworthy information t o
the contrary about transfers from a specific junior
college to a specific senior college, he has litt le
choice but to familiarize his client with the general
findings presented above. Unfortunately, they do
not encourage the baccalaureate bound s t u d e n t to
choose to embark on his educational j our n e y in a
college other than the one from which he desires to
graduate. They especially discourage him f rom
planning to transfer from a junior c o lle ge . If he
chooses that course, he should recognize at the out-
set. the handicaps which he invites.

FOOTNOTES

1. An earlier draft of this paper was presented to
the Psychology Section of the 1964 annual
meeting of the Georgia Association of Junior
Colleges at Abraham Baldwin A g r i c u 1 tural
College, Tifton, Georgia.

2. The study by J. P. Mitchell and W. C. E e 11 s ,
quoted by Ruch and his colleagues, is cited as
appearing in the Stanford Faculty Bulletin, No.
13, June 30, 1928.

3. Dr. Teel's report is in mimeographed form.
The title is, "Follow-up Study of G e or g i a
Southwestern College Graduates and Transfer
Students Who Continued College in Senior In-
stitutions, 1958-59. " It appeared in 1963 and
is five pages long.

4. The title of this abstract is, "An Abstract of
Findings: The Academic Performance of Flor-
ida Junior College Transfer Students in Flor-
ida Degree-Granting Institutions; F all Term
1959. " It was mimeographed, but it is not dat-
ed, and no author is named. It was furnished
for this review by Dr. James Wattenbarger,
Director of the Division of Community Junior
Colleges of the Department of Education of the
State of Florida.

5. Knoell's data were reported on the program of
Commission XI of the American College Per-
sonnel Association at the annual meeting of the
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American Personnel and Guidance Association
held in Boston on April 9, 1963. The title of
her paper was, "Preliminary Findings from
a Study of the Factors Affecting the Perform-
ance of Students Transferring from T w o- to
Four-Year Colleges. " The study is be ing
conducted under the auspices of the Center for
the Study of Higher Education of the University
of California at Berkeley.

6. The author has not been able to obtain a corn plete
copy of this report. Certain relevant pa ge s
have been obtained. The title of the report is,
"The Academic Performance of Florida Jun-
ior College Transfer Students from Florida
Degree Granting Institutions, Fail Te r rn of
1961. " It was printed by the Of f ice of the
Board of Control. The pages available were
16-20, and 36-37.

7. Russell, J. W. An Anal,rsis of the Acadern i c
Performance of Tral :er and Native Students
and Their Major Fieias in the College of Arts
and Sciences at the University of G e o r r, i a ,
unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Georgia, School of Education, 1963.

8. Willingham, W. W. "Prediction of the Academ-
ic Success of Transfer Students. " Research
Memorandum 61-16 from the Office of the Dean
of Faculties of Georgia Institute of Technology.
December, 1961, 23 pp. + Appendix. Person-
al communication with the author perm i t t e d
identification of junior college and four -year
college transfers.

9. The author is particularly grateful for the help-
ful comments received from Dr. W i l s on Co-
rner, late President of Abraham Baldwin Agri-
cultural College, Tifton, Georgia; Dr. Thom-
as Y. Whitley, President of Columbus College,
Columbus, Georgia; Dr. Henry L. Ashmore,
President of Pensacola Junior College, Pen-
sacola, Florida; Dr. Kenneth M. Wilson, Re-
search Associate of the Southern Regional Ed-
ucation Board, Atlanta; Dr. Dorothy Knoell,
Associate Research Psychologist, Center for
the Study of Higher Education, University of
California, Berkeley; Dr. 'A. J. Brumbaugh,
Consultant to the Southern Regional Education
Board; Dr. James L. Wattenbarger, Director
of the Division of Community Junior Colleges
of the Department of Education of the State of
Florida; and to Dr. Logan Wilson and Dr. El-
mer West of the American Council on Educa-
tion. Many of the references would not have
been found and many of the points in the dis-
cussion would not have been properly empha-
sized without their help. it would, of course,
be unlikely to find all of them in agreement on
the details of interpretation of this much data.
The author must take sole responsibility for
the interpretation presented here.
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10. This was true of two of the 19 junior colleges
described earlier in the data from the Board
of Control of Florida.
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TABLE 1

HIGH SCHOOL RANK, ACE SCORE, AND COLLEGE HONOR-POINT RATIO MEANS FOR MINNESOTA
JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENTS AND FOR JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENTS TRANSFERRING TO THE
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Junior College Students
(N = 419)

Male Female

1
Junior College Transfers

= 108)

Male Female*Wr.1.4

High School Rank 51.4 70. 1 64. 2 78.2ACE Score 105.7 105. 6 116. 4 103.9Honor Point Ratio 1.28 1.63 1. 28 1.47
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COMPARISON OF GRADE-POINT AVERAGE BETWEEN NATIVE AND TRANSFER STUDENTS IN CERTAINFOUR YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
(N = 10, 940)

Institutions

Number of Students
Classified as Juniors

Fall, 1953

Median Grade-Point
Average

" Fall, 1953

Median Grade-Point
Average

Spring, 1955
Native Transfers Native Transfers

11.E...../..1

Native Transfers

Fresno State College 171

.1.11.1....1.11,
116 1. 63 1. 40 1. 81 1. 71Kansas State Teachers

College (Emporia) 173 30 1. 77 2. 00. I. 67 1. 97Kansas State Teachers
College (Fort Hays) 150 11 I. 80 1. 82 2. 03 2. 02Kansas State College
(Manhattan)** 30 30 1. 57 1. 28 1. 77

e,

1. 94Kansas State Teachers
College (Pittsburg) 111 68 1. 60 1. 89 1. 60 2. 00Michigan State University 1, 336 124 1. 53 1. 23 1,, 60 1. 75San Jose State College 288 233 1. 68 I. 60 1, 72 1. 71University of California 924 397 1. 63 1. 15 I. 78 1. 73(Berkeley) Eligible (184) 1. 45 1. 84Ineligible (213) 1. 07 1. 60University of California 593 429 1. 68 I. 21 1. 88 1. 63(Los Angeles) Eligible (141) 1. 43 1. 75Ineligible (288) 1. 10 1. 57University of Southern
California 495 321 1.43 1.27 1. 57 1. 55University of Georgia + 321 127 1. 82 1. 80 2. 50 2.44University of Illinois * 1, 040 168 1. 64 1. 19 1. 83 1.68University of Kansas 455 81 1. 72 1. 26 1. 87 I. 59University of Michigan 1, 556 129 1. 70 I. 40 1. 70 1.80University of Mississippi 200 88 1. 33 1. 33 1.76 1. 65University of Texas 546 197 1. 50 1. 20 1. 67 1. 50

Total 8, 391 2, 549

* From The Junior College: Progress i Prospect, by Leland L. Medsker, Copyright 1960,McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc. Used by permission.

** Data are a sampling of native and transfer students matched by sex and curricula
+ Class of 1956

; Class of 1954

4



214 THE JOURNAL OF EXPERIMENTAL EDUCATION

TABLE 3*

COMPARISON OF RETENTION AND DEGREES RECEIVED BETWEEN NATIVE AND TRANSFER STUDENTS,
IN CERTAIN FOUR YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
(N = 10, 940)

Number of Students
Classified as Juniors

Fall, 1953

Percent of Students
Persisting Through

Spring, 1955

Percent, of Students
Receiving Degrees

Spring, 1955

Institutions
Or
Native Transfers Native Transfers Native Transfers

Fresno State College 171 116 86 74 84 54Kansas State Teachers
College (Emporia) 173 30 60 60 45 43Kansas State Teachers
College (Fort Hays) 150 11 64 60 58 54Kansas State College
(Manhattan)** 30 30 79 80 37 53Kansas State Teachers
College (Pittsburg) 111 68 70 63 40 44Michigan State University 1,336 124 71 78 67 53San Jose State College 288 233 84 69 72 52University of California 924 397 83 66 57 46(Berkeley) Eligible (184) 77 57

Ineligible (213) 56 35University of California 593 429 80 66 49 27(Los Angeles) Eligible (141) 67 28
Ineligible (288) 65 26University of Southern

California 495 321 80 73 67 48University of Georgia + 321 127 84 83 75 74University of Illinois * 1,040 168 86 60 61 41University of Kansas 455 81 92 82 65 41University of Michigan 1,558 129 84 60University of Mississippi 200 88 81 64 75 60University of Texas 546 197 95 72 86 66

Total 8,391 2,549

* From The Junior Colsel: progress and Prospect, by Leland L. Medsker, Copyright 1960,
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc. Used by permission.

** Data are a sampling of native and transfer students matched by sex and curricula.

+ Class of 1956

* Class of 1954



HILLS 215

TABLE 4*

GRADE POINT AVERAGE EARNED AT JUNIOR COLLEGE AND IN THE FIRST AND LAST TERMS AFTER
TRANSFER FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED FOR TWO YEARS AFTER TRANSFER

Institution
Junior College

GPA
First Tern)

CPA
Last Term

CPA
Last Tc,rm

Better than JC
4....

A 2.86 2.40 2.60
13 2.62 2.44 2.79 x

2.81 2.31 2.50
2. 72 2, 46 2. 74 x
2. 63 2. 34 2. 73 x

F 2.97 2. 52 2. 84
2.70 1.40 2.62
2. 58 2. 47 2, 65 x

I 2. 99 2.45 2. 65
J 2. 57 2. 34 2. 65 x
K 2. 53 2.43 2. 69 x
L 2. 52 2. 36 2. 74 x

*From Dr. Dorothy Knoell, ACPA Paper, April, 1963.

TABLE 5

ADJUSTMENT FACTORS, SAMPLE SIZES, AND I ZRCENT SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE OF JUNIOR
COLLEGE TRANSFERS (JC) AND OTHER TRANSFERS TO GEORGIA TECH, 1957-1960

Group
Type

College N
Adjustment

Factor
Percent

Satisfactory

1 JC 25 -1. 1 36%

2 JC 10 -1. 2 uu,u

3 JC 40 -.9 15(7,

4 JC 21 -1.0
5 JC 25 -1. 3 Iro
6 JC 20 -1. 1 40';')

7 JC 63 -1. 1 16(:)

8 JC 19 -1. 1 16%

9 25 -1.2 40%

10 157 -.6 37(7,

11 64 -.9 30%

12 JC 45 -.0 42%

13 12 - .5
14 19 0 47'70

15 71 - .6 38%

16 58 - .8 33%


