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Foreword

INCREASINGLY, the community college is the means by which states
are equalizing and expanding educational opportunity beyondthe higlk school. Some state universities and state colleges have raisedtheir standards for admission, which means that students of lesserability must turn to community colleges in thy.: public educationalsystem. For example, the University of California and the CaliforniaState Colleges now accept only students in the upper eighth andthird, respectively, of their high school graduating classes. Further-more, the University of California and the California State Collegesencourage students to take the first two years of a four-year programin the community colleges. The University of Illinois recently lim-ited for the first time the number of freshmen accepted. At the sametime, Illinois adopted a statewide master plan which included a pro-posal for the establishment of many new community colleges. Newuniversities or university campuses and new state colleges are alsobeing created in various states, but it is obvious that two-year institu-tions will have to carry the greater part of the load of students duringthe enrollment bulge.

If education beyond the fourteenth year is to be assured to stu-dents whose aptitude and achievement qualify them for it, commu-nity colleges, in addition to their several other functions, will have toprepare students for successful work in the upper divisions of four-year institutions. The importance of the transfer function of com-munity colleges led the Center for the Study of Higher Education,under the direction of Dr. Dorothy M. Knoell and Dr. Leland L.Medsker, to make a nationwide study of the performance of transferstudents, and to study the articulation between two-year and four-year colleges.1 The center is indebted to a joint advisory committee
I Dorothy M. Knoell and Leland L. Medsker, Factors Affecting Performanceof Students from Two- to Four-Year Colleges and Articulation Between Two-Year and Four-Year Colleges (Berkeley: Center for the Study of Higher Education,University of California, 1964).



From Junior to Senior College

comprised of representatives from the Association r f American Col-
leges, the American Association of Collegiate Regis .ars and Admis-
sions Officers, and the American Association of Junior Colleges for
its assistance in designing and guiding the research.

A grant from the Esso Education Foundation made it possible for
the American Association of Junior Colleges to hold state confer-
ences on the results of these studies and the implications of the find-
ings for admission, counseling, curriculum, instruction, and institu-
tional articulation for both two-year colleges and senior institutions.
The conferences were attended by representatives of both the junior
and the senior colleges and of appropriate state coordinating agen-
cies. The interest of the participants at these conferences made it
apparent that a summary of the KnoellMedsker investigations
should be prepared for wide distribution. Fortunately, the American
Council on Education has undertaken the publication and distribu-
tion of this document.

There is no need to paraphrase here the characteristics and find-
ings of the studies. It may be worthwhile to point out, however, that
the national transfer study involved some 10,000 students, 345 two-
year institutions which they entered as freshmen, and a diverse group
of forty-three senior colleges and universities to which they trans-
ferred. The prediction of success of the transfer student turned out
to be a complicated problem. His academic performance in the four-
year college or university was the outcome of a subtle accommoda-
tion between his attributes and the characteristics of the institution
he entered or the particular part of the institution in which he con-
centrated his studies. The success of the transfer student was a func-
tion of his characteristics, the range of alternatives open to him when
he chose a senior institution, the academic standards and the total
climate of the senior college to which he transferred, and the inter-
action between the characteristics of the student and the institution.
This finding has significant implications for the assessment of indi-
vidual characteristics; the definition and dissemination of the at-
tributes of four-year institutions; the counseling, admission, and
academic placement of students; and finally, the articulation and
coordination between particular institutions. These are some of the
problems to which Knoell and Medsker have addressed themselves
in this summary of their investigations.

T. R. MCCONNELL, Chairman
Center for the Study of Higher Education

vi



Contents

Foreword v

List of Tables ix

1. Significance
of the Transfer Function 1

2. Nature
of the Transfer Study 8

3. Performance
of the Transfer Students 24

4. State and Institutional Differences
in Performance 44

5. Curriculum, Counseling,
and Economic Problems 59

6. Articulation and Coordination 73

7. Conclusions and Implications 86

vii



List of Tables

1

1. Numbers and Types of Students
in the Four-Year Institutions Participating
in the Transfer Student Study 10

2. Enrollment Status of the Junior College Students
Three Years after Transfer 25

3. Semester and Cumulative Grade Point Averages
Earned at the Four-Year Institutions
by Students Who Graduated, Were Still Enrolled,
Withdrew, or Were Dismissed Two Years ate': Transfer . 28

4. NativeTransfer Student Comparisons
of Grade Point Averages, by Type
and Individual Institutions 30

5. Enrollment Status Two Years after Transfer,
by Junior College Grade Point Average
and Type of Four-Year Institution 39

6. Enrollment Status of the Junior College Students
Three Years after Transfer,
by Type of Four-Year Institution 46

7. Enrollment Status of the Junior College Students
Three Years after Transfer, by Type
and Individual Institutions 47

8. Grade Point Averages Earned in junior College
and after Transfer and Grade Point Differentials,
by Type and Individual Institutions 49

9. Enrollment Status of the Junior College Students .
Three Years after Transfer, by States 52

ix



Significance
of the Transfer Function

A CONSERVATIVE estimate of the junior college role in the na-zi. tional enrollment pattern places one in four first-time stu-
dents in some type of two-year institutiona traditional junior col-
lege, a comprehensive community college, a university extension
center, or a technical institute. In California, where about 80 per-
cent of the high school graduates reside in junior college districts,
as many as three new freshmen in five are entering the seventy-five
or more public junior colleges which are now offering lower divi-
sion programs. The proportion will most certainly increase in the
next decade, both in California and nationally, as more states de-
velop new community college systems, as existing two-year colleges
and systems are strengthened, and as four-year institutions become
at the same tune more selective and more costly to students. While
it now seems unlikely that senior colleges and universities will soon,if ever, abandon their fmshman classes completely, the trend toward
enrolling a high proportion of new freshmen in local two-year col-
leges seems irreversible.

The present decade in higher education is distinguished by a
greatly accelerated effort to expand opportunity for education be-
yond the high school. Many state master plans now include propos-
als both for achieving greater coordination of higher education at
the state level and for developing (or strengthening) the two-year
colleges. In state after state the junior college has been seized upon
as the most likely institution for achieving the twofold goal of ex-panding educational opportunity and conserving the state's eco-nomic and other resources. This need to conserve while expandingis quite apparent from long-range estimates of the numbers of stu-dents who will want to attend college, the size of the faculties



From Junior to Senior College

needed to teach them, the scope of the builditg program to house
them, and the cost of the total enterprise. Master planners aspire to
have a low-cost, open-door community college within the reach of
nearly all high school graduates by the early 1970's. They want an
institution that will be committed to serving the broad educational
needs of the local communities. The planners make the assump-
tion, at least tacitly, that there will continue to be ample opportu-
nity for qualified junior college graduates to transfer to four-year
institutions to complete their degree programs and that articulation
between and among the two types of institutions will be easily ac-
complished.

Need for an Educational Model

New institutions and whole new systems of colleges are being
created to meet the increased demand for higher education without
benefit of a comprehensive model of a system of higher education
against which to test the effectiveness of particular types of institu-
tions in achieving societal goals. The assumption tends to be made
that "more is better," i.e., increased opportunity for higher educa-
tion will automatically produce a better educated citizenry. Little
attempt has been made until now to study the flow of students
through secondary school into different types of colleges and uni-
versities, among and through collegiate institutions to different
levels and degrees, in different state subsystems, and under different
types of organization of higher education. While statistical infor-
mation about access to college at the freshman level is improving,
very little is yet known about the mobility of students after they
first enroll in collegemobility between institutions, overseas, into
off-campus programs of study, and from level to level.

The focus is now rightfully on the junior college in the higher
education model as the institution which increasing numbers of col-
lege freshmen will enter on their way to achieving a wide spectrum
of educational and occupational objectives. Many newly attracted
students would not have attended college at all if a low-cost, open-
door junior college had not been within commuting distance. To
these will be added the students who are being diverted from exist-
ing four-year institutions as a result of higher freshman admission
standards and increased costs of attending college. The net effect
will be increased heterogeneity in the junior college population to
be served and, at the sane time, increased homogeneity in the lower
division population of the four-year colleges.

The new comprehensive community college is, of course, a multi-
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Significance of Transfer Function

function institution serving not only recent high school graduates
but also adults whose previous education ranges from less than high
school completion to a baccalaureate degree and beyond. Transfer
programs now attract the largest proportion of junior college stu-
dents, particularly among recent high school graduates. However,
technical-vocational curricula leading to immediate employment
are also attracting large numbers of students, as are terminal liberal
arts programs and adult education offerings. The effective commu-
nity college offers post-high-school instruction of high quality and
at the same time serves the equally important function of guidance
for the very large segment of students who have not yet tested their
intermits and capabilities sufficiently to embark upon employment
or on baccalaureate degree programs.

The junior college population in the aggi te probably re-
sembles the high school graduating class with rt xt to both aca-
demic ability and socioeconomic characteristics, although there are
fewer junior college students at the extremes in both these dimen-
sions than are found in the total age group? There are the high
school under-achievers who are taking advantage of one more
chance tc. demonstrate their ability to do satisfactory college work;
the late deciders about college attendance who have high school
deficiencies; the immature who are emotionally and intellectuallyunready to enter a four-year college; the insufficiently motivatedand the uncertain; and the capable students who lack financial
backing for college attendance away from home or who simply want
to attend what may be a smaller, less formal college for their first
two years.

The net effect of junior college development on the production
of baccalaureate recipients has scarcely been considered in making
master plans. Logic dictates that an increase in the number of high
school graduates entering any type of college will bring about an
increase in the gross number of baccalaureate degrees- produced.
However, there are those who fear that the best students may be-
come disillusioned by higher education in the junior college and
that the less able transfer students from junior college will be un-
able to compete in a four-year institution.2

'Leland I.. Medsker, "The junior College Student," one of a series of papersto be published by the Committee for the Appraisal and Development of JuniorCollege Student Personnel Programs, a project supported by the Carnegie Corpo-ration of New York in a grant to the American Association of Junior Colleges(page 10 of the mimeographed paper).
There is some, as yet. unpublished, evidence that California has one of the

nation's highest percentages of high school graduates attending college, but atthe same time its percentage of baccalaureate-degree recipients in the col-lege -age group is below the national average. The large proportion of lower

3
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The study of the success of transfer students from two-year col-
leges which is reported here is but one small part of the research
which is needed on the flow of students through the higher educa-
tion system. Its importance rests on the fact that an increasing num-
ber of students are taking their lower division work in two-year in-
stitutions, and on the need for a large percentage of the work force
to be trained at the baccalaureate degree level. The research sheds
no light on the comparative incidence of attrition among lower di-
vision students of equal ability who enter the two types of colleges
as freshmen. Information still needs to be obtained about attrition
both during the first two years of college and between the sopho-
more and junior years when students normally transfer and/or
enter upper division programs.

In spite of this limitation in scope, a study of transfer student
performance should contribute significantly to an understanding of
this one major subsystem of the higher education modelthe junior
college as a transfer institution. If the two-year colleges do not pre-
pare students to achieve their baccalaureate degree goals at some
acceptable level of performance, the effectiveness of the entire sub-
system will be seriously open to question. Transfer student perfor-
mance may be thought of as a more critical test of the subsystem
than the mere flow of students through junior college into four-year
institutions, since transfer is relatively pointless if students have a
low probability of succeeding in the upper division.

Scope of the Transfer Study
The primary goal of the transfer study was to obtain facts,

figures, and opinions leading to a fairly comprehensive evaluation
of the junior college transfer function as it was being performed in
the early 1960's. The following assumptions were made:

1. Students going to junior college are probably different from
those attending four-year institutions as freshmen, in their so-
cioeconomic characteristics, intellectual disposition, occupa-
tional interests, and ability to do college work.
2. Junior college grading standards may (and perhaps should)
be different from those of many four-year colleges because of
differences in the students whom they serve and in the objec-
tives they are expected to achieve.

3. The junior college should not be a carbon copy of the lower

division students enrolled in junior college is believed to be a factor in this
seeming discrepancy.

4



Significance of Transfer Function

division of the state university or any other four-year institu-
tion. Instead, each junior college should create the best pos-
sible program to prepare transfer students for upper division
work in a multiplicity of four-year institutions, and to give
those students who do net transfer a general education experi-
ence of high qual;ty.

The rather immediate objectives which dictated the design of the
transfer study are these:

1. To find out what junior college students are likefor ex-
ample, their personal and family characteristics, economic re-
sources, age, interests, abilities, and experiencesand to learn
how these students made their educational plans and decisions.
2. To learn as much as possible about their performance in ju-
nior college and after transfertheir grades, patterns of at-
tendance, academic penalties and awards, and, most important
of all, what their degree status was at the beginning of the
fourth year after transfer, i.e., graduated, still enrolled at the
undergraduate level, or dropped out.
3. To compare them with "native" studentsthose who took
all their work at a single four-year institutionusing measures
of their personal characteristics, academic ability, the grades
they earned at different levels, and their patterns of progress
through college.

4. To find out which characteristics, traits, and achievements
are linked to success after transfer, in terms of the students'
earning good grades, persisting in their programs, and grad-
uating on time.

5. To learn whether transfer students are equally successful in
all types of four-year colleges and in all states and, if not, why
not.

6. To gain a better understanding of attrition among transfer
studentsthe distinctive characteristics of students who drop
out, the circumstances under which they do so, and what hap-
pens to them afterward.

7. To find out what kinds of admission requirements, credit
evaluations, retention policies, and graduation requirements
were in effect in the various four-year colleges both in 1960
and in 1964, and to estimate changes and trends which might
affect the future mobility of transfer students.
8. To analyze the ways in which the two- and four-year colleges

5



From Junior to Senior College

have been working together on transfer problems, both in
voluntary articulation arrangements and in the newer, more
formal coordinating agencies.

The transfer study was commissioned by a Joint Committee on
Junior and Senior Colleges of the Association of American Colleges,
the American Association of Junior Colleges, and the American As-
sociation of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers. The com-
mittee was established in 1957 to deliberate about transfer problems
and practices, and in 1960 it requested the Center for the Study of
Higher Education to formulate an appropriate research proposal, to
secure the necessary funding, and to carry out the research. The Co-
operative Research Branch of the U.S. Office of Education supported
the research with two successive grants, with the committee serving
in an advisory capacity throughout the study. Two technical re-
search reports were published by the center at the conclusion of the
projects In late 1964 the Esso Education Foundation made a grant
to the American Association of Junior Colleges for a series of state
and regional conferences leading to the developmentof a set of guide-
lines for transfer which the three sponsoring associations will beasked to adopt at their 1966 annual meetings.

Belated Research
Earlier studies of junior college transfer students yielded findings

which may be summarized briefly as follow;:*

1. Junior college students usually experience some drop in
grade point average in their firF term after transfer, below the
cumulative average they earned in junior college. The grades
of the students who persist in the four-year colleges generally
improve in successive terms after transfer.
2. Junior college students often do less well than native stu-
dents in their first term in the upper division, but the differ-
ential between the two groups decreases in successive terms. .

'Dorothy M. Knoell and Leland L. Medsker, Factors Affecting Performanceof Transfer Students from Two- to Four-Year Colleges: With Implications forCoordination and Articulation and Articulation Between Two-Year and Four-Year Colleges (Berkeley: Center for the Study of Higher Education, University ofCalifornia, 1964).
*Grace V. Bird, "Preparation for Advanced Study," The Public Junior Col-lege, Fifty-fifth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1956), LV, Part L,..eland L. Medsker, The Junior College: Progress and Prospect (New York:N. r .;raw-Hill Book Company, 1960).
Selection and Retention of Students in California's Public Institutions ofHigher Education (Sacramento: California State Department of Education, 1961).

6



Significance of Transfer Function

3. Attrition tends to be higher for junior college transfer stu-

dents in the upper division than for native students who per-
sist to the junior year.

4. Junior college transfer students often require more time

than native students to complete their baccalaureate degree
programs.

Several major studies of the flow of students in higher education
are in various stages of completion. Among these is Project Talent
which involves a follow-up of high school graduates in 1960 and for
several subsequent years, many of whom entered junior colleges and

later transferred to four-year institutions. Likewise, certain studies

are now under way at the Center for the Study of Higher Education

at Berkeley which are focused on the flow of students through col-

lege. Several of them involve students who first enrolled in junior
colleges. Thus, in the near future findings from other longitudinal
studies will supplement the data from the project reported here and
should facilitate decision-making about such matters as planning
educational systems, articulating college programs, and counseling

students.

Overview of This Volume

A brief description of the samples studied, data collected, proce-
dures followed, and the general findings of the transfer study will
be given in the second chapter. Subsequent chapters will contain
detailed findings on student performance, individual and group fac-
tors affecting performance, curriculum problems, counseling and
other student personnel services, policies affecting transfer students,
and articulation and coordination. The major conclusions and their
implications appear in the final chapter.

7



Nature
of the Transfer Study

IN one sense the transfer study is the story of what happened to

one large group of junior college students who enrolled in bac-

calaureate degree programs in many different four-year colleges and

universities. In another sense it is an account of articulation and co-

ordination among colleges in states with some type of system of

public junior colleges in 1960.
The core group on which the study was focused included 7,243

junior college students who transferred in 1960 to forty-three four-

year colleges and universities in ten states. Sampling began with the

selection of states in which the study was to be carried on. In most

states all institutions which admitted one hundred or more junior

college transfer students in 1960 were invited to participate, to-

gether with some which admitted fewer than one hundred. No

specification was made of the type or location of the junior colleges

from which the students came, nor of when the students may have

enrolled in junior college. The students represented a total of 345

two-year institutions located in forty-three states and the Canal

Zone. However, 70 percent of the junior colleges were located in

the ten states which were selected for study, and 91 percent of the

students transferred from an in-state junior college.

The sample of states was limited to ten on the grounds that a

larger number could not be studied firsthand or reported on in

depth. However, enrollment statistics for 1960 made it appear quite

certain that few, if any, states with very large junior college transfer

groups would be overlooked in restricting the sample to ten. Size of

junior college enrollment was the first criterion for selecting states.

Then an attempt was made to secure broad geographical represen-

tation from all parts of the country and to include states with

8



Nature of Transfer Study

different types of organization and control of higher education. The
states selected are California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas,
Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Washington. NewYork and Pennsylvania were included, despite the rather restricted
groups which were available for study, as the best representatives ofthe eastern states. Pennsylvania also provided an opportunity tostudy one situation in which the two-year colleges are primarily
branches of the state university. A number of other types of organi-
zation or control are represented by particular states: Georgia, withall public institutk ., , under a single governing board; Michigan
and Illinois, with locally controlled junior colleges, several separate
governing boards for various state universities, and little coordina-
tion among them in 1960; Florida, with the junior colleges a partof the county school system and with the state universities under asingle Board of Control; and New York, with the planning and co-ordination of all education, both public and private, the responsi-
bility of the University of the State of New York. New York Statewas unique in that it had no land-grant university comparable tothose of other states in 1960 but its two-year institutions included
both comprehensive community colleges and highly specialized ag-ricultural and technical institutes.

In each state an attempt was made to involve in the study themajor state university, several other state institutions, and one or
more private institutions. There was no direct involvement of thejunior colleges in the selection of institutions, although many werehelpful in identifying the most important four-year institutions tobe included. None of the invited institutions declined to partici-pate; a few private universities were dropped by mutual consentwhen a canvass of their records yielded only a small number of full-time junior college students. The participating institutions arelisted in Table I, together with the numbers of students who wereincluded in various types of analyses.

These institutions were grouped into five types in the expectationthat certain similarities in program, policies, and characteristicswould produce a certain communality in transfer student perfor-
mance. The five types are these: (1) the major state universities (orthe public university in each state which has the longest record ofuniversity status), (2) public institutions with primary emphasis onthe preparation of teachers, (8) other state colleges and universitieswith multiple functions, (4) private universities, and (5) technicalinstitutions.

The private segment of higher education was undoubtedly under-
represented in the study at both the two-year and four-year college

9



TABLE 1: NUMBERS AND TYPES OF STUDENTS IN THE FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS
PARTICIPATING IN THE TRANSFER STUDENT STUDY

INSTITUTIONS BY TYPE

1960 TRANSFERS 1962 GRADUATES

Men Women Total Natives
1960

Trans-
fers

Early
Trans-

fers

Type 1: Major stale universities
University of California:

Berkeley Campus 470 146 616 203 252 104
Los Angeles Campus 328 134 462 218 223 77

University of Florida 197 65 262 112 55 61
University of Georgia 238 56 294 133 152
University of Illinois 177 41 218 82 55 21
University of Kansas 140 50 190 116 37 64
University of Michigan 147 80 227 139 92 42
Pennsylvania State University 228 41 269 143 158
University of Texas 186 69 255 137 85 83
University of Washington 258 65 323 110 75 64

Total 2,369 747 3,116 1,393 1,184 516

Type 2: Teachers colleges
Georgia Southern College 51 36 87 32 63 22
Kansas State College of Pittsburg 129 66 195 89 84 26
Kansas State Teachers College of

Emporia 61 37 98 90 70 26
Central Michigan University 70 53 123 38 53 18
Eastern Michigan University 29 40 69 51 36 22
Western Michigan University 130 73 203 96 84 10
State University of New York:

College at New Paltz 14 20 34 13 4 7
College at Oswego 40 12 52 47 24 1

Sam Houston State Teachers College 83 34 117 74 7
Western Washington State College 95 40 135 61 57 30

Total 702 411 1,113 591 545 162

Type 3: Other state institutions
Long Beach State College 221 136 357 122 157 51
San Francisco State College 294 197 491 166 169 77
Florida State University 161 83 244 145 149 1

10



TABLE 1Continued

1960 TRANSFERS 1962 GRADUATES
INSTITUTIONS BY TYPE

Men Women Total Natives
1960

Trans-
fers

Early
Trans-

fensType 3 (continued)
Northern Illinois University 86 43 129 68 70 10Southern Illinois University 42 18 60 o7 29 12Kansas State University 126 28 154 68 37University of Michigan:

Dearborn Campus
Flint Campus 5

39
12
24

65
63Michigan State University 410

55
194 116 112 72Wayne State University 127 5 182 67 41 76Texas Technological College 108 44 152 123 58 66Washington State University 74 24 98 78 35 29Total 1,471 718 2,189 1,020 857 394Type 4: Private universities

University of the Pacific 51 28 79 32 29 11University of Southern California 122 35 157 80 98University of Miami 54 36 90 34 23 16Emory University 42 9 51 46 33 8Loyola University (Illinois) 43 11 54 45 13 5Roosevelt University
New York University 64

43
17
47

81
90

17 25 21Seattle University 17 5 22
Total 436 188 624 254 221 61

Type 5: Technical institutions
Georgia Institute of Technology 51 51 25 2 19Rochester Institute of Technology 76 5 81 38 7 28Texas A&M University 69 69 28 30

Total
196 5 201 91 39 47

Grand total 5,174 2,069 7,243 3,349 2,846 1,180
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From Junior to Senior College

levels. The bias occurred as a result of the design of the study or, to
look at it another way, as a result of the differing attendance pat-
terns of students in the private and public sectors. Students from
private junior colleges tended to disperse themselves among a very
large number of four-year institutions, usually private, while the
public junior college students tended to flow into a small number
of public institutions in each state. It was thus impossible to obtain
appropriate representation from the private sector without ex-
panding the study to include a very large number of states and in-
stitutions.1 However, the smallness of the sample of private colleges
was regarded as only a minor limitation in the study, since future
growth is expected to take place primarily in the public sector.

The "Who" of the Study
The 1960 Transfers. Although states and four-year institutions

within states were sampled, all junior college transfer students who
met certain criteria were included in the data collection and analy-
sis. In other words, no sampling of transfer students was made, per
se. The major criteria which the participating institutions were in-
structed to use in identifying students for study were these:

1. The last college the student attended before transfer should
have been a junior college (or other two-year institution) and
the student should have had at least a full semester's work
there. However, he may have attended any number of colleges
after graduation from high school. Students with lapses in
enrollment after junior college were to be included, as well as
those who transferred without a break in enrollment.
2. The transfer student should have entered the participating
four-year institution in the fall of 1960 as a full-time student
with junior and/or upper division standing. When it was
found that a sizeable group of students transferred to some
institutions after only one year in junior college, the criterion
was modified to include such students whenever institutions
were willing to undertake the additional work. Because of
the lateness of the modification in the design, the sophomores
who were included constituted only 11 percent of the total
study group.

1A different type of transfer study involving private institutions appears to
be needed which would be concerned less with statistical evidence concerning
performance and more with the accommodation of small numbers of transfer
students in programs which have not been formally articulated with junior
college programs.
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The number of 1960 transfer students at each institution studied
is shown in the first three columns of Table 1. Nearly three-fourths
of the students transferred to the twenty state universities in the
study-43 percent to what have been called the ten major state
universities and 30 percent to the ten other multi-function state in-
stitutions. Only 15 percent transferred to the ten teachers colleges, 9
percent to the eight private universities, and 3 percent to the three
technical institutions in the study. A common pattern of dispersion
among the types of colleges was observed in most of the statesa
tendency for students to flow into the large state universities except
when they were exduded by selective admission policies. There was
considerable imbalance among the states in the numbers of transfer
students who participated in the study. California, with its several
hundred thousand students in public junior colleges, contributed 30
percent of the transfer students in the study. Michigan students ac-
counted for 16 percent. New York and Pennsylvania, on the other
hand, had only 3 and 4 percent, respectively. Each of the remaining
six states accounted for about 8 percent of the total. New York ap-
pears to have been quite seriously under-represented in the study
when its 1959 junior college enrollment is compared with those of
other states in relation to their participation in the study. However,
there is reason to believe that the percentage of junior college stu-
dents in New York who transfer to in-state institutions is much
smaller than in other states.

NativeTransfer Student Comparisons. To assess the perfor-
mance of transfer students against that of students who took all
their work at a single four-year institution, comparison groups of
4,026 transfers and 3,349 native students were chosen. The figures
for each institution are shown in the last three columns of Table I.

Ideally, in order to make a fair comparison of the two types of
students, matched samples in two- and four-year institutions would
be identified at the freshman level and followed until most had ei-
ther graduated or dropped out permanently. Still another appropri-
ate but less tedious procedure would be to identify matched samples
of native and transfer students at the time of transfer as juniors or
entry into the upper division. However, neither procedure was op-
erationally feasible in the present studythe first because of the ob-
vious fact of time, the second because there is often no dear de-
marcatic ) qetween the lower and upper division and because claw
level has relatively little meaning in this context. It would have
been possible to obtain a sample of native students who entered
four-year colleges in 1958 and who were still enrolled in 1960, pre-
sumably as juniors, when the junior college students transferred.

13
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However, such a procedure would have ignored the large number
of transfer students who entered junior college before 1958 and pro-
gressed slowly through the lower division. A prime consideration in
selecting comparison groups was the necessity to terminate the
major data collection in 1962.

In light of these considerations, a decision was made to abandon
the traditional technique of identifying a sample at some point of
intake (or at the beginning of some aspect of program) and. instead,
to draw samples of 1962 graduates for comparison purposes. The
graduates had entered college at various times, progressed at
different rates of speed, and followed various attendance patterns
before completing their degree programs. The colleges were asked
to estimate the number of junior college transfer students who
would complete their degree programs in 1962, regardless of their
date of transfer, and to draw a sample of native students who were
expected to graduate at the same time. The native sample was to be
equal in number and with about the same proportions of men and
women and distribution of majors as the transfer group.

There were certain advantages to the plan to compare groups of
graduates, rather than entering students. One advantage rests on
the assumption that the most able students persist through the
lower division of each subsystem of higher education, i.e., the ju-
nior college and the four-year institution, and continue to gradua-
tion. If baccalaureate degree recipients who began their work in a
junior college did not compare favorably with those who took all
their work in a four-year institution, then there appeared to be
little likelihood that other groups of transfer students would com-
pare at all well with native students. Second, no artificial time limit
was imposed by comparing graduates, such as that which character-
izes most longitudinal studies which move forward in time. Date of
enrollment was allowed to vary, thus making it possible to compare
attendance patterns, length of time required to complete degree re-
quirements, scholarship actions, and other occurrences in the
groups of native and transfer student graduates. Some of the trans-
fer students entered four-year institutions at the sophomore level in
1959 or earlier, others entered as juniors before 1960 but took more
than two years to complete their programs, and still others attended
somewhat sporadically between the time they transferred and grad-
uation in 1962. Similarly, some native students entered college be-
fore 1958 and either took more than four years to complete their
programs or withdrew temporarily at some point during their pro-grams.

The major disadvantage in comparing graduates was, of course,
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the lack of access to information about attrition among native stu-
dents. However, there is considerable evidence from institutional
studies that attrition is quite high during the lower division, partic-
ularly in public institutions, and that native students who persist
into the upper division have a high probability of graduating. Prior
studies of entering native and transfer students have involved gross
groups whose composition changed from semester to semester as at-
trition took place. It is believed that the present study is unique in
that fairly intact groups have been compared, both on a term-by-
term basis and over the entire degree program.

A total of 2,846 junior college students who transferred in 1960
received their degrees in 1962, or about 45 percent of those who had
been granted junior standing at the time they transferred. This
group was augmented by some 1,180 students who transferred be-
fore 1960 and who graduated in the spring of 1962, giving a total
transfer comparison group of 4,026 graduates. The native group
which received their degrees at the same time numbered 3,349.
Nearly 700 native students who had expected to graduate in 1962
did not complete their requirements at that time and had to be
dropped from the sample, with the result that the native and trans-
fer comparison groups differed in size.

To recapitulate, the study dealt with a core group of 7,243 junior
college students who entered four-year institutions in the fall of
1960, primarily as full-time students with junior standing; and with
comparison groups of 4,026 transfer students (Z846 of whom trans-
ferred in 1960, 1,180 at an earlier date) and 3,349 native students
who graduated in 1962.

Timing of the Study
A majority of the junior college students whose performance was

studied entered some type of college in 1958 and persisted in con-
tinuous attendance until graduation or permanent withdrawal, in-
duding transfer in 1960 with no lapse in enrollment. The remain-
der entered college before 1958 and pursued various patterns of at-
tendance. The core group of junior college students was identifi.ld
in the spring of 1961, the graduate comparison groups in the spring
of 1962. The first research grant was made for only a two-year lon-
gitudinal study, on the assumption that the group which was se-
lected for study had a reasonable probability of graduating two
years after transfer. Preliminary findings early in 1962 showed quite
clearly that a majority of the 1960 group would not live up to the
expectation of graduation in 1962. A second grant was then secured
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for a further follow-up which ended in the fall of 1963, at the be-
ginning of the students' fourth year after transfer.

The major points of data collection were the spring of 1961,
when a biographical questionnaire was administered to the transfer
students and when preliminary performance data were obtained;
the fall of 1961, when an enrollment check was made and dropout
questionnaires were sent to the students who were no longer en-
rolled; the spring of 1962, when a biographical questionnaire was
administered to the candidates for graduation in the native sample
and to the additional transfer students; late summer of 1962, when
complete transcripts were obtained for all native and transfer stu-
dents; and the fall of 1963, when a final enrollment check was
made. Test results were also obtained for large numbers of students
who participated in various state and institutional testing pro-
grams, some of which were at the high school level, others at the
point of freshman college admission, and still others at the time of
transfer. A continuing follow-up was made of the students who
dropped out, as new enrollment information became available.

Extensive field work was begun early in 1961 when arrangements
were made for the. identification of students and for data collection
by the participating institutions. Field work ended with the dose of
the spring term in 1962. Interview data were obtained in a series of
campus visits during the first six months of 1962, both from transfer
students and from faculty and staff in each institution. In addition,
the field work included participation in various statewide meetings
at which problems of mutual concern to the two- and four-year col-
leges were discussed. These included meetings of registrars and ad-
mission officers, counselors and stmlent personnel administrators,
and academic deans.

Types of Data Analyzed
The tws, major types of data which were used in the various

analyses are college transcripts and responses to the biographical
questionnaire. Complete transcripts of work taken at the four-year
colleges were obtained for all students. Junior college transcripts
and forms showing the evaluation of junior college credit were also
obtained for students whose four-year institutions gave only scant
information about the junior college record on their own tran-
scripts. The records of the four-year colleges showed all work
through the 1962 summer session, unless the student graduated or
withdrew before that time. An attempt was also made to obtain
transcripts for students who dropped out and subsequently entered
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other four-year institutions, when the fact of their transfer could be
established.

Extensive information relating to the nonacademic characteristics
of the 1960 transfer students was obtained from the questionnaire
which was administered during their spring term after transfer. Its
ninety-nine items were drawn from four major areas: personal and
family characteristics, decision-making about college and career,
evaluation of junior college experiences and transfer problems, and
participation in extracurricular activities. An abbreviated, twenty-
item form of the questionnaire was administered to the samples of
native students and the additional transfer students during the term
in which they completed their degree requirements. Questionnaires
were completed by 84 percent of the 1960 transfer students and by
nearly 90 percent of the graduate comparison groups.

Transfer students who dropped out or were dismissed for poor
scholarship were sent an additional questionnaire as soon as their
status was made known by the college. They were requested to re-
gard the questionnaire as a kind of substitute for a personal inter-
view and to give whatever information they deemed appropriate to
supplement their answers to the questions. Unlike the biographical
questionnaires, the questions in the dropout instruments were un-
structured and were not intended to yield data for formal statistical
analysis. Two forms of the questionnaire were developed, one for
students who withdrew voluntarily and a second for students who
were dismissed. The questions in both were designed to elicit infor-
mation about the circumstances leading to the student's with-
drawal, the kind of help he sought and received while making a de-
cision to withdraw or when he was confronted with dismissal, his
current activities, and his plans to continue his education. Re-
sponses were obtained from only 36 percent of the dropouts-31
percent of those who were dismissed and 38 percent of those who
withdrew voluntarily. Rather large numbers of the dropouts could
not be located after they left the campus, particularly dropouts
from institutions in large metropolitan areas. Some students who
were dassified as dropouts apparently declined to respond on the
grounds that they transferred to another institution, rather than
dropped out of college. Although post-dropout information was
lacking for many students, biographical information was available
for most and transcripts were obtained for all for use in various
analyses.

Interviews were conducted with a sample of ten students on each
campus during their fourth semester after transfer. Biographical
and transcript information was used to select interviewees with
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different academic and personal characteristics. The interviews were
relatively unstructured and ranged over a broad spectrum of prob-
lems of adjustment to the four-year institution, satisfactions with
and criticisms of the junior college, and suggestions for better artic-
ulation between the two types of colleges. Interviews were also held
with selected staff members on each four-year college campus repre-senting various areas of administration, student personnel, and in-struction.

Finally, various types of material were collected for use in inter-
preting the findings relating to performance. These included cata-logs, institutional studies, orientation materials, state statistics, and
articulation conference proceedings.

Summary of Major Findings
Student Characteristics. Much of the variability in personal char-

acteristics which was anticipated in the transfer student group sim-ply was not found. As the junior college freshman class is almost
indistinguishable from the high school graduating class, so is thejunior college transfer group like the native student population
found in the four-year colleges. The transfer students were mostly
white, Protestant, of native-born parentage, and under twenty-one
years of age when they entered the senior institutions. There were
many more men than women in the transfer group. The high
school record of the men was not as good as that of the women.
However, a majority of both groups took a general or college pre-
paratory program in high school and graduated in the upper halfof their class.

Economic factors played a major role in the decisions of the
transfer students to attend a two-year college as freshmen. The fa-
thers of a large segment of the group worked in skilled or semi-
skilled occupations which reflected 'he low level of formal educa-
tion many had completed. The mar ...t-idents in particular could
count on relatively little financial support from their parents, either
in junior college or after transfer. For this reason they attended a
junior college where tuition and fees were low and where it was
possible for them to live at home with their parents, often whik
gainfully employed at the same time.

The transfer students tended to give somewhat negative ream-- as
for choosing a junior college, but they gave high ratings to the
quality of the education they had received. They praised both their
junior college instructors and the scope of the curricular offerings.
Junior college counseling and advising received higher ratings wan
18
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did similar services offered by the four-year institutions, but the rat-
ings were less favorable than those given to the various facets of in-
struction. On the whole, the transfer students were very well
satisfied with their experience in junior college and encountered
few serious problems in the four-year institutions.

Academic Performance. Sixty-two percent of the junior college
students were granted their baccalaureate degrees within three years
after transfer and 9 percent were still enrolled at the beginning ofthe fourth year. It is estimated that at least 75 percent of the group
will receive their degrees eventually, including some dropouts who
transferred to other institutions and others who planned to re-enter
the same institution. While the eventual graduation rate will appar-ently be good, fewer than half the students graduated on time, i.e.,
at the end of two-plus-two or one-plus-three year programs. Therecord of the students who transferred with junior standing was
much better than that of students who transferred with lower class
standing, in terms of both persistence and on-time completion ofprogram.

Most junior college students experienced some drop in grades
when they transferred, particularly in their first term. The first-term
differential was only 0.3 for the entire group, but there was a wide
range of differentials among the various two- and four-year colleges.
The performance of the dropouts was dearly inferior to that of the
graduates, both in junior college and after transfer. Both groups
sustained some drop in grades immediately after transfer, but the
latter group showed steady improvement in the grades they earned
in subsequent terms.

On the whole the transfer students had about the same probabil-
ity of success in each of the broad major fields. However, their ex-
perience differed in the various four-year institutions and in
different states. Although attrition in engineering was no greater
than in other fields, engineering transfer students tended to take
longer to complete their programs than students in other major
fields. However, they did not require more time than native stu-dents in engineering at most institutions. More than half the gradu-
ates received their degrees in an applied field, primarily in business
administration, engineering, and teacher education. Nearly two-thirds of the women and one-fourth of the men planned to enter
the teaching field after receiving their degrees and credentials, manyof them after taking at least one year of graduate work.

Comparisons with Native Students. A comparative analysis oftransfer and native students who received their baccalaureate
degrees in 1962, regardless of the date of their initial registration in
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a junior college or four-year institution, showed that both groups
took about the same number of terms to complete their programs
after entering the upper division. Furthermore, the total amount of
degree credit used to satisfy baccalaureate degree requirements was

about the same for both groups. The percentages of graduates who
completed their programs in four semesters (or six quarters) after
attaining upper division standing were also about equal although
the junior college group made somewhat greater use of the summer
session as they neared the end of their programs. The male gradu-
ates who went to junior college were a year older, on the average,
than those who took all their work in one institution, but this
difference in age had existed when the two groups entered the
upper division.

Test results showed that although there was considerable overlap
in the test scores of the native and transfer students, the graduates
who began their work in a university as freshmen tended to have
more academic aptitude and a greater readiness to undertake col-

lege work than those who entered a two-year college. At many uni-
versities the native student group also earned higher grade point av-
erages in the upper division than their classmates who were transfer
students. The grades of the native students were found to improve
steadily as they progressed through their degree programs. Al-
though the junior college grades of the transfer students were
higher than the freshman and sophomore grades of the natives, the
junior college students experienced a drop in grades after transfer
which placed them at a disadvantage in the upper division. The
pattern of nativetransfer differences was less likely to occur in the
teachers colleges than in the major state universities.

Individual Characteristics Related to Success. The junior college
student most likely to succeed in a four-year institution was found
to be one who performed well both in high school and in junior
college. Junior college grades were more highly related to perfor-
mance after transfer than was high school performance. However, a
poor high school record, e.g., rank in the lowest quintile of the
graduating class, often forbode academic difficulty after transfer un-

less the junior college record was considerably above average.
Although the grade point average of the dropouts was lower than

those of the graduates and the persisting students, their mean test
scores did not differ significantly at most institutions for which

analyses of test data were made. The average score of the dropouts
was often lower on a variety of aptitude and proficiency measures,
but there was a great deal of overlap in the distributions of scores
earned by the graduates, the students who were still enrolled, and

the dropouts.
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Transfer students who made an early decision to attend college
experienced less attrition and were more likely to graduate on time
than those who delayed their decision until graduation from high
school. Time of decision to transfer to a particular four-year college
was not found to be a factor in the prediction of success, provided
the decision was made by the end of the freshman year in junior
college. The relationship between age and performance after trans-
fer we'. rather complex because of factors of motivation, attendance
patterns after high school, and financial backing. The two
subgroups with the highest probability of completing a degree pro-
gram were found to be (a) the early decision-makers who progressed
from high school to junior college to four-year institution with no
break in enrollment, provided they made academically realistic de-
cisions about college and major, and (b) adults who dropped out
after high school (or early in college) in order to follow some non-
collegiate endeavor, particularly if they attended junior college im-
mediately prior to entering a four-year institution. Social class vari-
ables did not appear to x related to success after transfer in any
consistent manner, except as studcnts lacking adequate financial
support after transfer were prone to drop out.

Attrition after Transfer. At the beginning of the fourth year after
transfer, 29 percent of the students were no longer enrolled and had
not graduated from the institutions to which they had transferred
in 1960. Only one-third of the dropouts were dismissed because of
their unsatisfactory grades, but two-thirds had averages below C
when they withdrew. While post-attrition information was lacking
for a large percentage of the dropouts, there was considerable evi-
dence that manyincluding a sizeable number of dismissed students
entered other four-year institutions where they successfully pur-
sued degree programs.

Economic factors played a major role in the attrition of the
transfer students. Many had transferred without a satisfactory plan
for meeting their expenses at the four-year institutions, while others
had family illness or other unanticipated expenses which drained
their income or savings. Economic and motivational factors were
intertwined for still another group of dropouts who found oppor-
tunities for employment or business ventures more attractive than
continued enrollment in their degree programs. Financial problems
were mentioned by a larger percentage of the students who with-
drew voluntarily, motivational problems by a larger percentage of
the dismissed students. Some of the motivational problems were ap-
parently present when the students graduated from high school, in-
cluding a lack of clearly defined interests, values, career plans, and,
most important of all, a realistic self-image.
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Institutional and State Differences. Vast differences were found in

the success of the transfer students in the forty-three participating
colleges and universities, in the five types of institutions into which
the forty-three were grouped, and in the ten states in which the
study was conducted. A student's probability of success after trans-
fer depended heavily upon his choice of four-year institution in the
particular state in which he attended junior college, in relation to
his previous academic record. Students whose junior college average
was below 2.5 (C+) were somewhat unlikely to earn satisfactory
grades in many of the major state universities. Students with mini-
mally satisfactory grades in junior college were more likely to be
successful in colleges which placed major emphasis on the prepara-
tion of teachers than in other types of institutions. However, there
was wide variation in the findings for individual institutions and in
the factors which produced institutional differences. A few of the
factors were found to be the quality of the native students with
whom the transfer students competed for grades, the size and com-
plexity of the institution, and the institution's philosophy concern-
ing undergraduate instruction and advisement.

Junior college transfer students were also found to have a higher
probability of obtaining a baccalaureate degree in some states than
in others, in spite of large differences among institutions. A few of
the rather complex factors which appeared to produce state
differences are these: the extent to which opportunity to transfer
was restricted to students with above-average grades in junior col-
lege; the degree of diversification of curricular offerings in engi-
neering, business administration, and other specialized fields in the
various four-year colleges; and the development of good guidance
and articulation programs involving the various levels of secondary
and higher education.

Policies and Practices. Most students with at least a C average in
their junior college program had a fairly wide range of four-year
institutions to which they could transfer in 1960. By 1964 the open
door to transfer admission had closed only slightly as a result of in-
creased selectivity at the freshman level and limitations on enroll-
ment in the preferred institutions. However, the prevailing philoso-
phy continued to be one which advocated freedom for junior col-
lege students with a C average to transfer to the institution of their
choice. At the same time, there had developed a greatly increased
emphasis on guidance. There was also an increase in the testing of
transfer students by 1964, but the expectation was that the scores
would be used in advising students, rather than in denying admis-
sion to those with satisfactory junior college records.
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The four-year institutions were found to be fairly liberal in
evaluating junior college courses for transfer credit, up to an
amount equal to about half the baccalaureate degree program
However, very few institutions credited the students with the grades
they earned in junior college, either in applying retention standards
or in determining eligibility for graduation. Furthermore, there was
some trend toward disallowing courses in which grades of D were
earned before transfer. On the whole, the trend was toward the lib-
eralization of policies governing the evaluation of transfer credit,
an example being the removal of all restriction on amount by some
institutions and the substitution of an increased residence require-
ment.

Articulation and Coordination. The area in which the most
significant changes occurred during the course of the study was that
of articulation and coordination among the two- and four-year col-
leges. At the start of the study it was primarily the major state
universities which were attempting to work with the junior col-
leges. Other four-year institutions limited their attention to high
school relations. Formal coordination was also rather new at that
time, at least as it is presently conceived. But by 1964 articulation
had become the concern of all institutions which admitted sizeable
numbers of transfer students. At the same time, in state after state,
mechanisms for formal coordination among institutions were being
built into master plans for higher education. Impetus for both ar-
ticulation and coordination came from the increased demands for
higher education, the expected bulge in college-age youth in the
mid-1960's, and the financial problems faced by the various states in
attempting to afford adequate educational opportunity for all be-
yond the high school.
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Tr
HE findings from the study of greatest interest to the colleges
and universities which must make decisions about applicants

for admission and to the high school graduates who must decide
what type of college to attend are, of course, those relating to how
well junior college transfer students perform. In fact, the most im-
portant single question which the study was designed to answer is
believed to be: What is the probability that a student who begins
his baccalaureate degree program in a two-year college will com-
plete it if he transfers to a four-year institution? From this major
focus of concern come questions involving the grade point achieve-
ment of the transfer students, the amounts of time and credit they
need in order to complete their degree programs, comparisons with
students who take all their work in a single four-year institution,
and reasons why some transfer students fail to attain their degree
objectives.

The first grant from the U.S. Office of Education was for a two-
year follow-up study of junior college students who transferred with
junior standing and who were classified as full-time students at a
four-year institution. A check of the student records two full calen-
dar years after they transferred, at the end of the 1962 summer ses-
sion, showed that only 45 percent had graduated. The records also
showed that at that time slightly more than half the nongraduates
were still enrolled at the same college to which they had transferred
in 1960some after a break in attendance, but most in continuing
status. Furthermore, many of the dropouts either were enrolled at
another institution or expected to re-enroll at the college from
which they had withdrawn. Because of the somewhat ambiguous
nature of the findings that fewer than half the transfer students
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graduated on time, a third-year follow-up study was undertaken
which included both the nongraduates who were still enrolled and
the dropouts who entered other institutions.

Performance as Attainment of the Degree
After three full calendar years following transfer, 62 percent of

the junior college students had been granted them baccalaureate
degrees. (See Table 2.) Nine percent were still enrolled and ex-
pected to graduate within the next year. At least 4 percent had trans-

TABLE 2: ENROLLMENT STATUS OF THE4UNIOR COLLEGE STUDENTS
THREE YEARS AFTER RANSFER

(In percent)

Sex
ENROLMENT STATUS

Graduated
Enrolled

Droned Out
Voluntary Difindseed Total

Men
Women

Total

61
64

10
4

17
24

12
8

29
32

62 9 19 10 29

ferred to other institutions which granted them their undergradu-
ate degrees or entered a graduate professional school before complet-
ing a degree program. Therefore, it is estimated that at least 75 per-
cent and probably as high as 80 percent of the junior college
transfer students achieved their degree objectives during the four-
year period which began with their transfer to a four-year college
or university in 1960.

Attrition among the students who transferred from junior col-
leges in 1960 was 29 percent. The figure seems rather high. amsid-
ering that most of the students had already successfully completed
two full years of college. However, the finding is tempered by the
fact that only 10 percent of the transfer students (or about me-third
of the dropouts) were required to withdraw because of unsatisfac-
tory grades. Even among the 10 percent there were many who prob-
ably could have continued if they had petitioned for reinstatement
under institutional policies which were then in effect.

While only one-third of the dropouts were dismissed for poor
scholarship, another third were earning wade point averages below
C when they withdrew. Some students in this latter group of drop-
outs would probably have been subject to dismissal if they had per-
sisted longer. In some instances their grade point deficiencies were
so great that it would have been almost impossible, both mathe-
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matically and academically, for them to achieve an over-all average
of C during the remainder of their degree programs. Thus about
20 percent of the total transfer group dropped out after failing to
perform at the minimally acceptable level required by the degree-
granting institutions.

The probability of degree completion may then be answered
from the present findings as follows: students who transfer from a
two-year college with full junior standing have slightly less than
two chances in three of completing their baccalaureate degree pro-
grams within a period of three years after transfer, if they enroll on
a full-time basis. About two-thirds of those who complete degree
programs do so within only two years after transfer with junior
standing. The odds are about four chances in five that the students
will complete a degree program eventually, with the time and insti-
tution unspecified. The probabilities are considerably lower for f tu-
dents who transfer with less than junior standing and for those who
enroll on a part-time basis in a four-year institution.

Outcomes for Dropouts Who Enrolled Elsewhere
Information about dropouts who transferred to other colleges was

obtained both from questionnaires sent to the students after their
withdrawal and from transcripts. Since a rather poor return on the
dropout questionnaire was secured, caution must be exercised in
generalizing from the findings to the total dropout group. Among
those who supplied information, 44 percent were enrolled in an-
other institution at the time they filled out their questionnaire. One-
third of the group of second-time transfers had been dismissed from
the previous institution. A number of them re-entered junior ccl-
lege and others were admitted to smaller, less complex colleges than
the ones in which they had earned poor grades. The dropouts who
left voluntarily often transferred to institutions in their home com-
munities or in metropolitan areas where they expected to obtain
regular employment while completing their degree programs.

Good records were made by more than three-fourths of the drop-
outs wht se enrollment in another four-year institution could be
verified. Forty-five percent graduated during the study, and fewer
than 5 percent of those who were still enrolled at the dose of the
study had averages below C. Only 5 percent were dismissed for poor
scholarship. Graduation was delayed for many as a result of their
break in enrollment after dropping out, changes in major, reduced
course loads, and other factors associated with the move to ancther
:nstitution. The outcomes for dropouts who entered junior college
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or who enrolled in extension or other nonresident programs are
not dear from the data. Enrollment in these programs did not lead
directly to a baccalaureate degree, and time did not permit a
sufficiently long follow-up of the students to find out how many
were readmitted to (and successful in) resident degree programs.Some may have chosen terminalvocational programs when they
entered junior college for a second time or short-term courses in ex-
tension programs.

The dropouts who tranferred to other four-year institutions dur-ing the study were found to have good records of persistence with
satisfactory grades and graduation. The data do not reflect the true
incidence of transfer after dropout, but the findings are quite dear
that some junior college students who experienced failure at firstafter transfer were later successful in other types of colleges and
universities. Others undoubtedly could have succeeded if they had
had guidance about other opportunities for transfer at the time oftheir withdrawal.

Grade Point Achievement
A widespread tendency was noted for the first-term grades of thetransfer students to drop below their cumulative junior college av-

erages. A differential of 0.3 was found for the entire group, butthere was a very wide range of differentials for the various two- andfour-year coil ages. If the comparison had been made with grades
earned in the last semester of junior college, the differential wouldhave been much larger. The grades of most transfer students im-proved over the period of two years which they spent in junior col-lege, declined in the first term after transfer, and then improved insuccessive terms, at least for those students who persisted to gradua-tion.

The average semester grades for the total group increased from
2.27 (C+) for the first semester after transfer to 2.42 for the second,
2.54 for the third, and 2.68 for the fourth, for a total gain of 0.4.
However, improvement beyond the second semester took place only
in the grades of the graduates and the students who persisted to theend of the study. (See Table 3.) The mean grade point average of
the graduates was 2.57 for the first term after transfer and 2.84 for
the last. On the other hand, the group which was dismissed earned
an average of only 1.33 for the first term after transfer and about1.45 for each succeeding term, as the number of students in this cate-
gory diminished with each wave of new dismissals. The record of the
group which withdrew voluntarily was slightly better, with a cumu-
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TABLE 3: : MESTER AND CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGES EARNED
AT THE FOUIA YEAR INSTITUTIONS BY STUI:, 'ITS WHO GRADUATED, WERE

STILL ENROLLED, WITHDREW, I '. WERE DISMISSED
Two YEARS AFTEtt 'IP: NSFER*

SEMESTER
AFTER

TstAxsvrat

STATUS AT Tyra or FOUR-YEAR INsrmrrioN Au. Issn-
TUT1ONS

COMM=
D OF

Sumer 2 3 4 S

First Graduated 2.56 2.57 2.53 2.53 2.70 2.57
Still enrolled 2.24 2.23 2.28 2.39 2.36 2.27
Withdrawn 1.97 2.26 2.11 2.20 1.57 2.05
Dismissed 1.27 1.48 1.38 1.36 1.31 1.33

Total 2.20 2.36 2.30 2.31 2.20 2.27

Second Graduated 2.69 2.67 2.67 2.65 2.90 2.68
Still enrolled 2.41 2.28 2.36 2.37 2.47 2.37
Withdrawn 2.16 2.22 2,20 2.37 2.08 2.20
Dismissed 1.45 1.43 1.49 1.57 1.87 1,47

Total 2.41 2.45 2.42 2.42 2.54 2.42

Third Graduated 2.75 2.78 2.72 2.73 2.89 2.75
Still enrolled 2.42 2.33 2.37 2.36 2.47 2.39
Withdrawn 1.96 2.30 2,04 2.15 1.63 2.04
Dismissed 1.42 1.49 1.50 1.39 1.54 1.45

Total 2.55 2.59 2.52 2.49 2.53 2.54

Fourth Graduated 2.85 2.86 2.82 2.80 2.74 2.84
Still enrolled 2.54 2.48 2.47 2.41 2.21 2.49
Dismissed 1.66 1.35 1.21 1.58 1.38 1.46

Total 2.71 2.70 2.66 2.59 2.42 2.68

Cumulative Graduated 2.71 2.73 2.70 2.68 2.81 2.71
Grade Point Still enrolled 2.37 2.31 2.37 2.38 2.41 2.36
Average Withdrawn 1.87 2.20 2.06 . 2.22 1.49 1.99

Dismissed 1.28 1.39 1.32 1.41 1.49 1.32

Total 2.28 2.43 2.36 1 2.36 I 2.24 2.34

Grade point average for the first two years after tranfer (or until withdrawal,
if it occurred before the end of the second year).

t The third quarter was equated to the second semester, the fourth quarter to
the third semester, and the sixth quarter to the fourth semester. No enrollment
check was made for the fifth semester, which accounts for ;".he absence of a "With-
drawn" entry for the fourth semester.

lative upper division average of 1.99. The group '.i semester average
hovered around 2.0 as new withdrawals occurred after each semes-
ter. Thus the total group increases in grade point average from term
to term were the result of both improvement in tlie performance of
the students who persisted and attrition among tho poorer students.
The assertion that students who drop out are just as capable as
those who persist and graduate was found in this study to be false,
although many good students did withdraw for vat ious reasons.
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Performance of Transfer Students

Comparisons with Native Student Graduates'

Analysis of the records made by native and transfer students who
were granted their baccalaureate degrees in 1962 revealed small but
statistically significant differences between the two groups in the
grades they earned at both the lower -And upper division levels. (See
Table 4.) However, the pattern of differences was reversed for the
two levels. The junior college grades of the transfer students were
often higher than the lower division grades of the natives, but the
native students often earned higher grades than the transfer stu-
dents in the upper division when the two groups were in direct
competition for grades. The native students as a group bettered
their own record as they moved through the lower division into the
last two years, as they begar to take a considerable amount of work
in their major fields. The transfer graduates did not show the same
steady pattern of improvement in grades because of the drop they
experienced when they began their studies at the four-year institu-
tions. About 30 percent of the transfer graduates earned averages
below C for at least one term in the upper division, compared with
only 20 percent of the native graduates.

The mean scores earned by the native and transfer students on
various academic aptitude and achievement tests were examined at
a number of institutions as a possible factor relating to the
differences in the upper division grades earned by the two groups.
Comparisons of graduates from five institutions involved test data
obtained for both native and transfer students at the same time,
e.g., in a twelfth-grade statewide testing program, while compari-
sons at four institutions involved test data obtained at different
times, e.g., at the time each group entered the four-year institution.
The findings were somewhat difficult to interpret because of the
differences in the time of testing and the different tests used by the
various institutions. However, the several statistical analyses all led
to the general conclusion that graduates who began their degree
work in the universities as freshmen had somewhat greater aca-
demic aptitude and ability than those who began their work in a
two-year college.2 Differences between the male comparison groups
were significant in a larger number of the statistical tests made for
various universities than differences between the groups of women.

'See pp. 61-3 for a comparison of the time and credit needed by the two
groups to complete their degree programs.

3See Dorothy M. Knoell and Leland L. Medsker, Articulation Between Two-
Year and Four-Year Colleges (Berkeley: Center for the Study of Higher Educa-
tion, University of California, 1964), pp. 51-74, for detailed results of the sig-
nificance tests.
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From Junior to Senior College

Comparisons were also made of the ability of the groups that grad-uated from one teachers college in the study. In this instance the
conclusion was drawn that the native and transfer graduates proba-
bly did not differ in academic ability.

Differences in ability or readiness for college work thus appear tobe useful as explanatory factors in the analysis of differences in
grades earned at the upper division level in the various universities.Native student groups which were judged to have greater ability
earned higher grades in the upper division although the lower divi-
sion grades of the junior college students were often higher than
those of the native students. At most universities the higher abilityof the native graduates made it appear unreasonable to expect thatthe transfer students would be able to compete on a par with na-
tives for upper division grades since the transfers had to make both
an academic and a personal adjustment at the four-year institution.Still another analysis showed that transfer students with veryhigh ability, i.e., in the upper quintile, did r's-,t experience a serioushandicap in competing with native studems for grades which would
qualify them for admission to graduate school. A few high ability
transfer students suffered a considerable drop in grades after trans-fer, but most earned grades which were about as high as those ofthe native students with similar ability.

Factors Affecting Transfer Student Performance
Although the junior college performs an important salvage func-

tion for many high school graduates who are not equipped to entera four-year college as freshmen, the findings from the study arequite clear that good junior college and post-transfer records aremade primarily by students with good high school records, i.e.,those who ranked in the upper half of their class or better. Sex
differences, major fields, academic aptitude, transfer class standing,
and socioeconomic characteristics were examined in some depth inan attempt to account for differences in performance on the part of
individual students, regardless of the type of four-year college theywere attending or the state in which the institution was located.

Sex Differences in Performance. The percentages of women who
graduated two and three years after transferring from junior college
were somewhat higher than those obtained for the men. However,attrition among the women by the end of the third year was also alittle higher, with the net result that the eventual graduation recordof the men was probably slightly better than that of the women.(See Table 2.) The most striking difference between the men and
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women was in the percentages of voluntary and forced withdrawals.
The women tended to withdraw largely for personal reasons, with
good grades, while a large percentage of the men were dismissed
from the four-year colleges with poor grades. More than 40 percent
of the men who dropped out were dismissed, compared with only
one-fourth of the women.

The women also had a greater tendency to graduate "on time,"
two years after transfer as juniors. The percentage of on-time grad-
uates among the women was 55, compared with only 42 percent of
the men. Some of the men who were delayed were in engineering
programs requiring more than two full years after transfer, Otherstook reduced course loads or attended somewhat sporadically aftertheir first term. The men and women at what have been called the"other state institutions" differed greatly with respect to incidence
of on-time graduation. Sixty percent of the women received their
degrees from these institutions within two years after transfer, com-pared with only 41 percent of the men. However, by the end of the
third year the difference in the percentage of men and women who
graduated was considerably reduced as a result of the large numberof male graduates in the third year.

Sex differences in outcomes at various points in the follow-up
study appeared to be related to differences in choice of major, as wellas to academic and personal factors. Women in teacher education
programs had a high probabilityof graduating on time from most col-
leges because of both curricular and ability factors. Men who en-rolled in engineering programs, on the other hand, had a rather lowprobability of graduating two years after transfer because of the large
amount of credit which had to be earned in the upper division. Al-though most college catalogs represented the programs as four-yearcurricula, the course and credit requirements almost always exceededthose of liberal arts and other programs by at least the equivalent
of one full term.

Factors which produced sex differences in success after transferare thus somewhat difficult to isolate because of the differing
choices of major by the men and women. The superior high school
and junior college performance of the women was in part respon-sible for their lower rate of academic dismissal after transfer, but
factors of major and college attended were also believed to play apart in determining performance outcomes.

Academic Aptitude. Aptitude and ability test data were analyzed
for junior college students who transferred to ten four-year institu-
tions located in six states, in order to find out the extent to which
ability factors were related to success after transfer. A considerable
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amount of testing of both freshmen and transfer students is now
being carried on by the various institutions, but little has been
done with the results obtained for the transfer students. There is
reason to believe that testing will assume a more important role in
the future in the admission, evaluation, and placement of transfer
students, particularly as admission at the freshman level becomes
much more selective. The recent establishment of a Council on Ex-
aminations of Collegiate Achievement by the College Entrance Ex-
amination Board is but one indicator of a greatly increased interest
in the use of standardized tests as students progress through college.

The analysis of test data in the transfer study was designed pri-
marily to find out whether test results of various types might have
been useful in identifying potential failures in the 1960 transfer
group. Enrollment status two years after transfer was selected as the
dependent variable for analysis, rather than grade point average.
Analysis of variance tests were made of the differences in means
earned by the groups of men and women at each college who grad-
uated, dropped out, and were still enrolled two years after transfer.
Some of the test data had been obtained in twelfth-grade testing
programs, some in freshman admission programs, and some at the
time of transfer. Various types of tests were included in the differ-
ent programs, including academic aptitude, skill or proficiency, and
subject-matter achievement. A total of ninety-six analyses of vari-
ance tests were made, only sixteen of which produced values of F
which were significant at the .05 level or better. The mean scores
of the dropouts tended to be lower than those of the other groups,
but the overlap in the scores of the graduates, delayed graduates,and dropouts was very large, particularly in the groups of women.

The findings seem to suggest that the variance in the test scores
of the junior college students is related to their success in four-year
institutions if little or no selection has taken place on the basis of
junior college achievement. But good counseling and screening tend
to diminish the usefulness of test results in predicting achievement.

Significant differences among groups were found for four institu-
tions in two states, apparently under quite different sets of circum-
stances. In one state the junior college grades of the students who
transferred to the major state universities were no higher than those
who transferred to the teachers colleges. Attrition among transfer
students was high in each instance. Nonselective admission wasboth the practice and the philosophy of the state at that time. En-
tering transfers were quite heterogeneous with respect to both prior
achievement and academic ability. The best students usually gradu-ated, the poorest dropped out, and the difference in the ability ofthe two groups was very large.
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In the second state the total score on a twelfth-grade test battery
has been used by the state universities to screen freshman applicants
for admission but has been largely ignored in the admission of
transfer students. While the total score on the battery did not dis-
tinguish between successes and failures in the transfer group, the
total score on the American Council on Education aptitude test did
so for the male groups at both universities. It appears that some

It men with very low aptitude completed junior college programs but
did not have the ability to succeed in some fields at the universities.

On the whole the findings from the analyse: a test data seem to
show that most four-year institutions could accommodate students
with a rather wide range of academic ability because of the
differing intellectual demands of the various majors offered. Fur-
thermore, junior college grades alone appear to provide sufficient
evidence of the students' ability to s,;cceed in upper division work
in particular ins.'uttions and in selected majors.3

Class Level at ime of Transfer. Both grade point achievement

and amount of credit earned in junior college were found to be im-
portant factors in the success of the students after transfer. Students
who tranr!nred below the junior level are under-represented in the
study because they were not induded in the original design. How-
ever, the findings concerning their performance contrast quite viv-
idly with these for students who transferred with full junior stand-
ing. Attrition in the group which was granted only sophomore
standing was 45 percent, compared with only 26 percent in the
group of junior level transfers. Furthermore, only 35 percent of the
sophomores gradur 16d within three years after transfer. Since only
20 percent of the group was still enrolled and expected to graduate
during the fourth year after transfer, the total percentage of gradu-
ates was probably no more than 55, compared with at least 75 per-
amt of the students who completed two years in junior college. The
performance of the students who stayed in junior college for two
years but who lost -siderable credit in transferring was somewhat
better than that of *ht sophomore group in terms of their rate of
graduation but almost as poor with respect 9 attrition with poor
grades. Nineteen percent of the group whi..h lost credit was dis-
missed for poor scholarship, compared with 15 per -ent of the group
which transferred with sophomore standing and only 9 percent of
the group with full junior standing.

One of the major reasons for reduction of aeon, and thus in dass
standing. at the 6,1e of transfer was unsatisfactory grades in some
junior college courses. Therefore, it was not surprising to find that
what might be called the su3-junior group did not perform as well

s See Ibid., pp. 33-50, for further details on tes
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after transfer as their classmates who were granted upper divisionstanding. Howeve; the transfer students who had only one year injunior college were fairly good students before transfer and shouldhave made a better record at the four-year institutions. The findingthat only 35 percent graduated three years after transfer raises thequestion of the effectiveness of the junior college in preparing stu-dents who stay for only one year, if they require four more years tocomplete what is normally regarded as a four-year degree program.Analysis of the amount of transfer credit which these students re-ceived showed that many had earned somewhat more than enoughfor sophomore standing but not a sufficient amount to achieve ahigher dass standing. In spite of this unit advantage which thesophomore transfer group enjoyed, the percentage of students whoearned degrees after one-plus-three years was considerably less thanthe percentage who earned degrees after two-plus-two years of col-lege. Further research is needed which would focus on the studentswho spend only one year in junior college. However, the presentdata, while limited in volume, show very dearly the superiority ofthe performance of the group which transferred as juniors, whetheras a result of better preparation in junior college, more adequatescreening before transfer, or enrollment in courses in their majorfield after transfer at the junior level.
Junior College Grades. About two-thirds of the transfer studentsearned junior college averages below 2.6 (B), about one-thirdbelow 2.4. About 6 percent transferred with cumulative averagesbelow C. Many of this group had shown considerable improvementduring their two years in junior college, yet nearly half droppedout a short time later, most of them with poor or failing grades.(See Table 5.) Students with junior college averages between 2.0and 2.3 were somewhat more successful, with a total attrition rateof slightly more than one-third (including 27 percent who with-drew with poor or failing grades). As junior college averages in-creased above 2.3, attrition decreased accordingly. Attrition was only28 percent for those with junior college averages between 2.4 and2.7, 21 percent for those between 2.8 and 3.1, 18 percent for thosebetween 3.2 and 3.5, and 12 percent for the small group above 3.5.Percentages of students who graduated on time also rose with in-creases in the junior college average. Only 31 percent of those withaverages between 2.0 and 2.3 grlduated two years after transfer,compared with nearly 60 percent of those with averages of 3.2 andhigher.

The success of the transfer students with particular grade pointaverages in junior college depended heavily upon their choice of
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From Junior to Senior College

four-year institution. Among the nearly two thousand students in
the 2.0 to 2.3 range of junior college grades, 35 percent of those
who transferred to the major state universities withdrew with poor
grades, compared with only 19 percent of those who entered teach-
ers colleges. If the group which transferred to the Pennsylvania
State University were omitted from the computations, attrition
would be much higher than 35 percent. Attrition at the other types
of colleges among students with this range in averages was found to
be 24 percent for the other state universities, 25 percent for the
technical institutions, and 30 percent for the private universities.

A very dear implication from the findings is that a junior college
average of only C should not be regarded as adequate and sufficient
evidence of a student's ability to do satisfactory work at the upper
division level at all institutions, even in the public sector of higher
education, nor in all major fields. However, at present there ap-
pears to be at least one public four-year institution in each state
where junior college students with C averages have a fair chance of
achieving their degree objectives. At the same time the number of
universities where this is true is decreasing rapidly, particularly for
students who enroll in engineering end business administration
programs. The private universities differed very widely in how well
they were able to accommodate transfer students with C averages.
Some would not admit such students, others admitted them but
dropped them soon afterward with poor grades, and still others
were successful with C students.

Other Personal Characteristics. Most nonacademic characteristics
were found to have much less relationship to student performance
than was found for high school and junior college achievement.
Significant relationships were found for some samples of men and
women at different types of colleges when enrollment outcomes
were related to family nationality, parents' educational attainment,
and father's occupation. The findings tended to support the belief
that students with lower dass backgrounds who persisted through
junior college and transferred would be just as likely to succeed as
those with middle and upper dass backgrounds who had had fewer
handicaps to overcome. Neither age nor attendance pattern by itself
was related to success after transfer. However, the best over-all rec-
ord was made by the young students who moved directly from high
school to junior college, who stayed in junior college for two full
years, and who transferred without a break to a four-year institu-
tion.

Good records were also made by students who attended two Lnd
sometimes several different colleges before transfer in 1960. Students
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who were considerably older than the junior college average had a
high rate of persistence and were quite likely to graduate on time.
The poorest performance record was made by what are often re-
garded as the "late bloomers," i.e., males with poor high school rec-
ords who earn C grades in junior college which are high enough to
transfer but poor indicators of ability to do further college work.
Another group which experienced difficulty after transfer was the
students who worked at full-time jobs while attending junior col-
lege, often taking three or four years to complete the lower division
program.

No single variable was found to be useful in predicting success
for all students, in all majors, and across all institutions and states.
The importance of good counseling seems clear. With the current
advances in knowledge about factors affecting performance, a more
effective matching of junior college student and transfer institution
should soon be within reach.

Student Views of Their Performance
The transfer students were queried about grading standards both

in a questionnaire which was administered in the spring term after
transfer and in interviews conducted a year later. They were asked
to make comparisons of grading in the two- and four-year colleges
and to evaluate their own grade-getting ability after transfer. Only
20 percent of the students said that differences in grading standards
in the two types of colleges were more than a minor problem to
them. A somewhat larger percentage said that an increase in the ex-
pectations of their instructors in both the quality and the quantity
of work they had to do in order to receive satisfactory grades was a
problem for them.

In interviews the transfer students had few complaints about the
fairness of the grading ill the four-year colleges. However, many
complained about the loss of their junior college grade points when
they transferred. On many campuses the students believed that their
good junior college grades were all reduced to C's by the four-year
colleges; actually, most institutions simply ignored the junior col-
lege grades after admitting the transfer students, thus starting their
upper division work with a zero grade point balance. The students
recognized the right of the four-year institutions to insist upon their
achieving a C average after transfer in order to qualify for a degree,
but they resented having their junior college grades omitted from
their new permanent records. They also said that they thought the
faculty members in the four-year colleges were fair in assignin
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grades but, at the same time, they felt somewhat unprepared for thetypes of examinations and other evaluations given in the senior in-stitutions.
A significant number of interviewees mentioned the problem ofthe meaning or value of a junior college grade of C. They felt thatA and B grades in junior college were "earned" grades but that Cgrades were given for compliance as often as for satisfactory

achievement. Compliance in this instance meant regular attendancein class, handing in assigned work on time, neatly typed papers, andgenerally proper classroom behavior. The students wished their ju-nior college instructors might have expected more of them, in orderthat they might have been prepared for the more exacting stan-dards of the four-year institutions. Some reported that they hadbeen permitted (or even counseled) to enroll for an excessive num-ber of courses each semester in junior college for which they re-ceived passing grades but in which they failed to learn all that theyshould have in order to go on in particular fields.
The student data seem to minimize the seriousness of gradingproblems in the four-year institutions while pointing up some pos-sible problems in junior college grading. The responses tend toconfirm the findings concerning performance after transfer, notablythat a C average in junior college does not insure success in alltypes of four-year institutions.

Problematic Practices Involving Grades
The junior college grade point average which is computed foruse in admitting transfer students is generally regarded as a kind ofglobal indicator of success after transfer, based on all we?' at-tempted in the junior college. In practice, many different avengesare being computed by different four-year colleges from the same setsof grades. Naturally, different admissions decisions may result. Fail-ure to charge students for courses which they repeated, dropped withfailing grades, or did not complete in junior college produces anunrealistic average, particularly for borderline students. If these stu-dents had been "charged" for all units, and if other students hadbeen evaluated more stringently who had excessive amounts of ac-tivity credit, many would have been refused admission who werelater dismissed for poor grades. Inadequacies or lack of uniformityin the junior college transcripts contributed to the problem of cal-culating a valid junior college average for admitting transfer stu-dents. Grade point requirements for junior college graduation areoften stated in different terms from those for transfer admission,
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e.g., as some minimum number of units completed with a C aver-
age, rather than a C average on all units attempted. Since a very
large percentage of students transfer with only a C average, random
variation in methods of computing transfer averages has an impor-
tant effect on the evaluation of performance.

Still another problem is what minimum passing grades should be
accepted in awarding transfer credit for particular courses, when
the over-all average is at least C. While present practice still leans
toward the acceptance of D grades, there is s:mle trend toward dis-
counting D grades in awarding unit credit. Although students
would not be required to repeat courses in which D grades were
earned in junior college, unless doing so was dearly to their atIvqn-
tage in undertaking further work in the field, they would be re-
quired to take other courses in their place. As grading standards in-
crease and competition becomes tougher, the conditions under
which D grades are accepted for both course and unit credit need to
be examined more carefully.

Finally, the use of junior college grades after an admissions deci-
sion has been made is problematic. It now seems quite apparent
that the four-year colleges will require at least a C average on all
work after transfer as a condition for granting the degree. Thus ear-
lier grades would have no bearing on eligibility for graduation.
However, the use of junior college grades in deciding whether to
place a student on academic probation and then to dismiss him is
less dear-cut. Practice tends toward disregarding junior college
grades after admission under all circumstances. A transfer student
who falls below C at the end of his first semester is thus automat-
ically placed on probation. If he fails to make up his deficiency at
the end of the next term, he is often subject to dismissal without
regard to his junior college record. Practice would seem less unfair
if retention policies (and the results of their application) were con-
sidered in setting admission standards for transfer students. Many
institutions are admitting students who have very little probability
of being able to succeed, when the institution's differential with ju-
nior college grades is related to its retention standards.
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State and Institutional
Differences in Performance

THE success of the junior college in performing the transfer
function is dependent not only on the quality of its students

and the lower division preparation it offers them, but also on the
effectiveness with which it assists transfer students in selecting four-
year institutions and programs in which they have a reasonable
probability of doing satisfactory work. In 1960 the admission poli-
cies for transfer students from junior colleges might be character-
ized as "open door" in most of the states which participated in the
study, in the sense that any student who earned at least a C average
in his junior college work was eligible to transfer at will to most
public four-year institutions and to a considerable number of pri-
vate ones. Furthermore, many students with slightly less than a C
average in junior college could also gain admittance to one or sev-
eral institutions if they showed promise of improvement or earned
satisfactory test scores, or if they could demonstrate some other
compensating characteristics. The major exceptions to this open-
door approach to transfer admission were dr! University of Califor-
nia and University of Michigan, among the public institutions, and
certain private universities which reserved the right to select their
students whether or not they were in actuality highly selective.

Few institutions reviewed the high school records of 'heir transfer
applicants, on the grounds that all high school graduates were ad-
missible as freshmen. The University of California differed in this
regard by requiring applicants who were not eligible for freshman
admission to earn a grade point average of C+ (2.4) and to complete
at least fifty-six units of college work before transfer. The Univer-
sity of Michigan has been selective over a long period of time insofar
as an individual decision is made about each applicant for admis-
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sion with advanced standing, taking into account his high schooland college records, the quality of the performance of previous
transfer students from his junior college, and the probability of hisbeing able to do satisfactory work in his choice of major. The uni-versity expects most applicants to present junior college averages ofabout 2.5 in order to have some cushion for the drop in gradeswhich is anticipated immediately after transfer.

As the four-year colleges become more selective at the freshmanlevel, they are also becoming aware of the necessity for examiningtheir policies for admitting transfer students along at least twolines:

1. When should a junior college student be permitted totransfer to a four-year college if he was not eligible for fresh-
man admission? after one semester? one year? after receivinghis associate in arts degree? or not at all?
2. What grade point average should the junior college transferstudent be required to earn if the four-year college is selectiveat the freshman level? Should the required average be tied tothe grade point differential between the junior college and first-term grades after transfer? to a probability level of successafter transfer? to native student performance?

Diversity in the Four-Year Institutions
Performance of transfer students varied considerably by types ofinstitutions to which they transferred, and among individual insti-tutions. (See Tables 6 and 7.) As was expected, transfer students inthe ten teachers colleges achieved the highest rate of graduation (73percent) and the lowest rate of attrition (21 percent). The poorest

performance record was earned by the students who transferred tothe three technical institutions and to the eight private universities.Only slightly more than half the junior college students graduatedwithin three years after transfer to these types of institutions, andattrition was about one-third. Variation among the institutions wasvery large, however. The range in percentages of graduates from theprivate universities was from 32 to 80. In the technical institutionsthe percentages of graduates at the end of the study were found tobe 29, 46, and 72. The two types of state universities had gradua-tion rates of about 62 percent and attrition rates of about 30 per-cent, which fell midway between the rates for the other types of in-stitutions. Somewhat less variation in graduation and attrition rates
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TABLE 6: ENROLLMENT STATUS OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENTS
THREE YEARS AFTER TRANSFER, BY TYPE OF

FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTION

TYPE OF
FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTION

SEX

ENROLLMENT STATUS
(In percent)

Grad-
uated

Still
Enrolled

Dropped Out

Vo lun- Die-
tary missed Total

1

2

3

4

5

All institutions

Men
Women

Total

Men
Women

Total

Men
Women

Total

Men
Women

Total

Total

Men
Women

Total

60
60

10
3

16 14
26 11

30
37

60 8

73
73

8
3 18

32

19
24

73 6 14 21

62
68

10
S

17
23

28
27

64 8 19 28

56
4/1

!2 21
9 36

32
43

53 11 26 36

51 16 30 33

61
64

10 17
4 24

12
8

29
32

62 9 19 29

was found among the state universities than was found among the
private universities and technical institutions.

An example of rather extreme differences between types is found
in the incidence of dismissal. At the major state universities 41 per-
cent of the dropouts were dismissed for poor scholarship, but only
11 percent of the dropouts from the technical institutions were re-
quired to withdraw. The difference is related at least in part to the
varying policies of the institutions concerned. The major state uni-
versities tended to dismiss any student whose grade point average
was less than C at the end of the first year after transfer, while the
technical institutions were more inclined to permit students with
unsatisfactory grades to continue beyond the first year. However,
voluntary attrition was high at the latter type of institution among
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TABLE 7: ENROLLMENT STATUS OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENTS THREEYEARS AFTER TRANSFER, BY TYPE AND INDIVIDUAL INSTITUTIONS(In percent)

A. Major State Universities (Type 1)

INSTITUTION
GRADUATED STILL ENROLLED Vi, ITHDRAWN

Men Wom-
en Total Men Wom-en Total Men Wom -en Total

University of California:
Berkeley Campus 60 59 60 9 2 7 31 39 33Los Angeles Campus 72 60 68 7 2 5 21 38 27University of Florida 56 54 56 11 6 10 32 40 34University of Georgia 71 71 71 5 2 5 24 27 24University of Illinois 39 59 43 9 2 8 52 39 49University of Kansas 44 66 50 12 2 10 44 32 40University of Michigan 50 71 57 23 4 17 27 25 26Pennsylvania State University 71 76 72 11 2 9 18 22 19University of Texas 60 54 58 11 3 9 29 43 33University of Washington 50 44 49 14 5 12 36 51 39

Total 60 60 60 10 3 8 30 37 32

B. Teachers Colleges (Type 2)

INSTITUTION
GRADUATED STILL ENROLLED WITHDRAW:4

Men
Wom-

en Total Men Wom-
en Total Men Wom-

en Total
Georgia Southern College 90 92 91 2 0 1 8 8 8Kansas State College of

Pittsburg 62 74 66 5 3 4 33 23 30Kansas State Teachers
College of Emporia 87 76 83 3 0 2 10 24 15Central Michigan University 60 79 68 14 0 8 26 21 24Eastern Michigan University 79 75 77 7 7 7 14 18 16Western Michigan University 72 77 74 12 4 9 16 19 17State University of New York:
College at New Paltz 69 38 50 8 0 3 23 62 47College at Oswego 85 83 85 2 0 2 12 17 13Sam Houston State Teachers
College 77 68 74 11 3 9 12 29 17Western Washington State
College 72 55 67 8 5 8 20 40 25

Total 73 73 73 8 3 6 19 24 21

C. Other State Institutions (Type 3)

INSTITUTION
GRADUATED STILL ENROLLED WITHDRAWN

Men
Wom-

en Total Men Wom-en Total Men Wom-
en Total

Long Beach State College 62 73 67 11 7 9 27 20 24San Francisco State College 51 52 51 11 5 9 38 43 40Florida State University 81 78 80 1 5 2 18 17 18Northern Illinois University 73 72 73 2 0 2 25 28 25Southern Illinois University 76 67 73 9 11 10 14 22 17Kansas State University 50 50 50 15 11 14 35 39 36University of Michigan:
Dearborn Campus 58 75 61 19 8 17 23 17 22Flint Campus 79 84 81 3 0 2 18 16 17Michigan State University 77 78 77 4 4 4 18 18 19Wayne State University 63 86 71 16 2 11 21 12 18Texas Technological College 55 86 64 15 5 12 31 9 24Washington State University 73 62 70 5 0 4 22 38 26

Total 62 68 64 10 5 8 28 27 28
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TABLE 7Continued
D. Private Universities (Type 4) and Technical Institutions (Type 5)

INSTITUTION
GRADUATRD STILL EA ROLLED WITHDRAWN

Men Wom-
en Total Men Wom-

en Total Men Wom-
en Total

Private universities
University of the Pacific 47 50 48 23 4 16 30 46 36University of Southern

California 82 74 80 9 6 8 9 20 11University of Miami 44 25 37 7 19 12 48 56Emory University 62 89 67 0 0 0 38 11 33Loyola University (Illinois) 44 45 44 16 9 15 40 46 41Roosevelt University 47 47 47 14 18 15 39 35 38New York University 33 41 37 18 4 11 49 55 52Seattle University 29 40 32 18 0 14 53 60 54
Total 56 48 53 22 9 11 32 43 36

Technical institutions
Georgia Institute of

Technology 29 25 45Rochester Institute of
Technology 46 14 40Texas A&M University 72 12 16

Total 51 =NOM 16 33

poor students who realized the unlikelihood of their ever being able
to achieve the grade point average required for graduation.

Only the technical institutions enrolled a substantial portion of
their students for a fourth undergraduate year after transfer. Most
of the students who were thus delayed were enrolled in engineering
programs with high unit requirements. If degrees were granted in
due time to all who were still enrolled at the end of the study, the
success rate for the technical institutions would reach 67 percent,
which compares quite favorably with the 71 percent achieved by the
total group of forty-three institutions.

Grade Point Achievement. Differences in the grades earned by the
junior college students who transferred to the different types of
four-year institutions appear at first glance to follow no meaningful
pattern. (See Table 8.) The junior college grades of the students
who transferred to the major state universities and technical insti-
tutions were higher than those of the students who entered other
types of institutions, but their upper division grades earned alter
transfer were lower than those of the other students. Transfers to
the teachers colleges had lower junior college grades, but earned
among the highest upper division grades. There was a fairly close
correspondence between rankings of the five types of institutions on
the basis of (1) the upper division grades earred by the transfer stu-
dents and (2) the percentages of transfer students who were granted
the baccalaureate degree.

Several factors are believed to account for the observed
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From Junior to Senior College

differences among types, which could be only partially tested with
the present data. First, there were significant differences in the
quality of the students who were admitted as freshmen to he five
types of institutions and with whom the junior college students
competed for grades after transfer. The transfer students tended to
earn their lowest grades in the four-year institutions where the qual-
ity of the native students was highest, except in the few institutions
which also selected their transfer students with great care. The
major state universities usually attracted the best freshmen among
those attending public institutions, regardless of their formal admis-
sion standards. The teachers colleges, on the other hand. were
largely unselective and attracted high school graduates with a wide
range of ability. Furthermore, some teachers colleges attracted stu-
dents with above average ability who later withdrew in order to
transfer to university programs at the upper division leveL Research
is needed into the effect of raising freshman standards in four-year
colleges on transfer student performance, when standards for the
latter group are not changed accordingly. Some evidence to support
the explanation of type differences in the quality of entering stu-
dents was obtained in the present study from statements of admis-
sion policy and practice, local studies of the characteristics of enter-
ing students, and test score norms. However, a longitudinal study is
needed in order to assess the long-term effect of changes in the qual-
ity of entering freshmen

A second set of factois producing differences in transfer student
performance is related to the size and complexity of the different
types of colleges. Transfer students in the large universities tended
to earn lower grades than those who entered small institutions,
some of which resembled junior colleges. In the large public insti-
tutions in particular, less value may be placed on undergraduate in-
struction than on research and graduate programs, with the result
that the transfer students sometimes lose interest or lack motivation
to do their best work. Student advising, counseling, orientation, and
other services are often neglected in large institutions, particularly
at the transfer student level. Furthermore, university evaluation
and grading tends to be impersonal and at times even unfair to the
transfer students who lack familiarity with the "system" in which
the native students have survived for two years. The teachers col-
leges were still quite small in 1960 and were thus able to maintain a
much closer studentfaculty relationship than was found in the
universitie4. The number of different programs, departments,
courses, and requirements was comparatively small and, thus, the
choices to be made were also fewer in the teachers colleges. The re-
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Differences in Performance

suit was that the transfer students were somewhat less bewildered by
the change from what was often a small junior college in their
home community. These and other factors appear to have created a
kind of dimate which differed in the five types of colleges and
which had an important effect on the level of performance of the
transfer students.

A third factor which appeared useful in interpreting differences
in transfer student grades among types of colleges is the range of
majors offered by the different types of institutions. Some junior
colleges did not yet have adequate faculty resources or the necessary
physical facilities to offer good preparation in the sciences and
mathematics. Male students who transferred to the universities
showed a strong preference for engineering and business adminis-
tration, both of which require considerable preparation in mathe-
matics. Transfers to the teachers colleges were more likely to have
majors which required preparation in liberal arts fields. The
differing quality of preparation of the junior college students in the
various specialized majors, which was reflected in their grades after
transfer, does not mean that the junior colleges cannot offer satis-
factory preparation which would permit their students to compete
in the upper division on a par with native students. The inference
to be drawn from the findings is only that some junior colleges were
not offering in certain fields preparation for transfer equal to that
of the native students in the universities in the late 1950's.

Grade Point Differentials. There was considerable interest in the
present study in the differentials obtained for the five types of four-
year colleges in order to find out whether a transfer student withonly a C average would have a fair probability of earning satisfac-
tory grades in all institutions. The findings do not sup' ort the no-
tion of equal probability (or similar differentials), either for the five
types or for the forty-three participating institutions. (See Table 8.)
A comparison of the mean junior college grade point average for all
students who transferred to the ten teachers colleges and their cumu-
Lative average after transfer yield& a differential of only 0.09,
which is quite near zero. On the other hand, the gross differcntial for
the several thousand students who transferred to the major state uni-
versities was 0.50, which is a serious drop in grades for students
with junior college averages of only C or C+. Between the two ex-
tremes, the gross differential for the other state universities as a type
was found to be 0.22; for the private universities, 0.20; and forthe three technical institutions, 0.39.

An examination of the differentials for individual institutions
gives a somewhat less convincing picture of type differences, al-

51



From Junior to Senior College

though the same pattern is quite apparent. There is a considerable
range in the differentials within each type, partly as a result of
differences among the states. Institutional differentials tended to be
larger than the gross differentials for the institutions as types.
While the differentials for particular institutions will fluctuate from
year to year, and among the junior colleges from which the students
transfer, they appear to be useful as explanatory factors.

Differences Among the States
Graduation and Attrition. The probability that a junior college

transfer student would complete a baccalaureate degree program
was found to depend upon the state in which his institution is lo-
cated, as well as upon individual and institutional factors. Significant
differences were found among the states in both the percentages of

TABLE 9: ENROLLMENT STATUS OF THE ,JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENTS
THREE YEARS AFTER TRANSFER, BF STATES

STATE
Num=

OR
STUDENTS

ENROLLMENT STATUS
(In percent)

Graduated Still Enrolled Damped Out

Pennsylvania 269 72 9 19Michigan 1,126 70 9 21Georgia 483 70 6 24Texas 593 65 10 25California 2,162 63 8 29Florida 596 63 7 30Kansas 637 60 8 32Washington 578 56 10 34New York 257 58 7 35Illinois 542 54 8 38
Total 7,243 62 9 29

students who were granted their degrees and the grade point aver-
ages they earned. The states are ordered in Table 9 on the basis of
the dropouts, rather than the graduates, because of differences in
the numbers of students who were still enrolled and would probably
graduate in due time. The range in attrition was from 19 percent
for Pennsylvania to 38 percent for Illinois. The percentage of grad-
uates during the three-year follow-up study ranged from 54 to 72,
again with Illinois and Pennsylvania at the extremes.

The factors which produced differences among the states are
believed to be multiple and dynamic in the sense that they reflect
the changing situation in higher education in many states. The
reasons for the success of the Pennsylvania students are probably
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easiest to postulate. Pennsylvania State University was the only in-
stitutional participant in the study in Pennsylvania since none of
the other four-year institutions admitted a significant number of
full-time transfer students from junior colleges in 1960. Most of the
junior college students originated on one of the Commonwealth
Campuses of the university. Articulation between the Common-
wealth and main campuses was close in such matters as standards
for freshman admission, grading, programs, and other facets of cur-
riculum and instruction. The students still experienced some drop

in grades in moving from relatively small campuses, which were
often located in their home communities, to a very large residential

campus. However, they were permitted to carry their grade point
balances with them from the two-year colleges. Since the balances

were usually plus grade points, most students had what might be
regarded as a cushion for the first term after transfer when their
grades might be expected to drop. The negative side of the Pennsyl-
vania picture is that admission to the two-year Commonwealth
Campus colleges was limited to applicants who could also qualify
for admission to the main university campus. High school gradu-
ates with poor records were thus denied an opportunity to demon-
strate their ability to do college work in a two-year institution, al-

though the provision of such opportunity is traditionally an impor-
tant junior college function. Furthermore, the cost of education at
the Commonwealth Campuses was high by usual junior college
standards, even when the students could live at home while attend-
ing. Another important junior college function was thus at least
partially neglected, i.e., the provision of free or low-cost education

for the first two years beyond high school.
The circumstances were quite different in the two states in which

the transfer students achieved the next best records. Opportunity to
attend junior college in Georgia and Michigan was limited chiefly
by the location of the institutions and the amount of space avail-
able in them. The University of Michigan was selective in admit-
ting transfer students but the other universities in the state admit-
ted most applicants with C aN exages. The six which participated in
the study offered a wide range of liberal arts and specialized p -.
grams to meet the varied interests and needs of the transfer stu-
dents. The relatively high degree of success of the Michigan junior
college transfer students appears to reflect favorably on the diversity
of opportunity offered by the institutions in that state.

The success of the students in Georgia appears to stem from a
vastly different set of factors from those present in the Michigan
and Pennsylvania situations. First, there was comparatively little
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From Junior to Senior College

overlap in the curricular opportunities offered by the four-year in-
stitutions in Georgia which participated in the study. Transfer stu-
dents in engineering were forced to enter the Georgia institute of
Technology, unless they were in agricultural engineering; those in
agriculture and in most business administration programs entered
the University of Georgia; most men and women in teacher educa-tion transferred to Georgia Southern College; and those from
Emory-at-Oxford entered the liberal arts college of Emory Univer-
sity in Atlanta. Native students in the various four-year colleges with
whom the transfer students competed for grades differed consider-
ably in their general academic aptitude and specialized abilities, in
ways which reflected their differing vocational interests. Another
factor in the Georgia picture was the influx of large numbers of
transfer students from the public two-year colleges in New York
State and from private junior colleges in a number of southeastern
states. The record of the New York State transfer students, most of
whom were enrolled in agricultural programs, was somewhat better
than that of other transfer groups in terms of both on-time gradua-
tion and attrition. On the negative side of the picture, it might be
pointed out, in Georgia junior college students who desire to major
in engineering are very severely restricted in their opportunity to
achieve both occupational and degree goals. The record of the
transfer students at the Georgia Institute of Technology was rather
poor and no other public institution offered programs which were
at all comparable. All public two- and four-year institutions in
Georgia are under a single Board of Regents for the University Sys-
tem, which has full responsibility for the planning and coordina-
tion of higher education in that state. However, there is at present
less articulation among programs than might be expected under
this type of organization of higher education at the state level.

A partial explanation of the poor Illinois record may be found in
the concentration of a number of programs in advanced technical
and applied fields, particularly engineering, at the University of Il-
linois. These programs were highly attractive to the junior college
transfer students, many of them in the C to C+ grade point range
wl: At their probability of succeeding at the university was quite
low. Many such students appear to have preferred risking failure
there to changing their major to one offered by another universitywhere their probability of success was somewhat higher. The two
private universities in Chicago which participated in the study werealso found to have rather high attrition among the transfer stu-
dents. The apparent lack of success on the part of many students
who transferred to these institutions was due as much to their irreg-
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ular attendance patterns as to their lack of achievement. Many
could not afford to enroll on a continuing full-time basis, even
though they lived at home with their families. In assessing the Illi-
nois situation, then, it might be pointed out that many high school
graduates could attend a growing number of locally controlk-, ju-
nior colleges in 1960 and could transfer to any one of several state
universities and private institutions. The main restrictions on trans-fer were the high tuition fees of the private institutions and the
limited diversification of occupational and professional curricula in
the state universities.

Few generalizations can be made for New York State from the
present data because of the very small number of junior college stu-
dents who transferred in 1960 and the diversity of the institutions
they entered. Lack of opportunity to transfer, particularly to public
institutions, appears to have been a very critical factor in the rather
poor performance record of the transfer students in New York
State. There was at that time no multipurpose state university like
those in other states. Only a very few junior college students trans-
ferred to the specialized colleges, such as agriculture and ceramic
engineering, which were supported by the state but located in pri-
vate universities. The most widespread opportunity was in the
teacher education programs offered by the various colleges in the
State University of New York system. One possible inference from
the findings is that the students who transferred to the New York
State institutions which participated in the study were not necessar-
ily the most academically able among the junior college studentsand that articulation between the two- and four-year colleges was
rather ineffective at that time. For example, it is possible that many
very able high school graduates enrolled in terminal electronics
programs in the two-year colleges, since there were no state-sup-
ported programs in general engineering, while the less able male stu-
dents enrolled in teacher education programs. However, an internal
study of transfer in New York State tells only part of the story.
Fully half the junior college transfer students entered four-year in-
stitutions in other states, where they majored in engineering, busi-
ness administration, agriculture, and other specialized fields. Their
record at the University of Georgia was good, but their dispersion
among the other institutions was too wide to warrant attention inthe present study.1

I Thomas M. Shay, A .tudy of Terminal-Program Students Who Trans-ferred in 1961 from Public Two-Year Colleges in the State of New York. Inprocess at the Center for the Study of Higher Education, University of Cali-fornia, Berkeley, 1965.
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Junior college students in Washington, Kansas, and Florida made
a comparatively poor showing because of the rather large number
wh(. transferred to the state universities without sufficiently good
junior college records to sustain them through the first two terms
after transfer. Students with only a C average in junior college had
a relatively poor chance for survival at the major state universities.
In 1960 these students were admitted unconditionally by these insti-
tutions, although their probability of success was much higher in
other state universities which often offered the same or a similarmajor.

Grade Point Achievement. Differences among the ten states in the
leve1 of grades earned by the junior college transfer students were
not d;rectly related to differences in graduation and attrition rates.
The degree to which good junior college grades resulted in a high
rate of success after transfer appeared to depend at least in part on
the effectiveness of articulation between and among the collegesin particular states. Although junior college students had fairly
complete freedom in 1950 to choose among the public four-year col
leges to which they might want to transfer, a considerable amount
of self-selection took place in several states as a result of good
counseling, articulation of programs, and communication among
the colleges about student performance. In some states even students
with low junior college averages (between 2.0 and 2.2) were able to
achieve their degree objectives, provided they chose a four-year col-
lege which had a near-zero differential with their junior college.
(See Tables '5 and 8.)

Michigan provides one such example. The mean junior college
grade point average for all Michigan transfer students was among
the lowest for the ten states included in the study. However, the av-
erage grades earned by transfer students in the Michigan universi-
ties were the highest among the ten states. Michigan also achieved
the second-best state record based on graduation and attrition rates.
Transfer students to Pennsylv. nia State University also earned com-
paratively low grades in junior college, as a group, but experienced
a high degree of success after transfer, at least insofar as graduationand attrition rates are measures of success. The three states in
which the students showed the highest grade point achievement
both in junior college and after transfer are Texas, California, and
Washington. However, they ranked only fourth, fifth, and eighth
among the ten states in the percentages of their students who grad-uated or persisted to the end of the study. Variation among thestates in the averages earned after transfer was greater than thevariation in the junior college averages. However, differences
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among the states were statistically significant with respect to both
types of averages.

Several inferences may be drawn from the state comparisons,
which may require further testing in other states or at a later time.
The one that is most strongly supported by the findings is that the
junior colleges will be successful in performing the transfer func-
tion to the extent that they are able to disperse their students
among different types of four-year colleges with different curricular
offerings, grading standards, instructional methods, and other as-
pects of program. Still another inference is that the record of the
transfer students will improve as opportunity is expanded in higher
education only to the extent that:

1. Transfer students choose institutions and majors which are
appropriate to their academic ability and prior achievement.
2. Diversification of opportunity to transfer is developed, i.e.,
occupational majors with different emphases or different levels
of abstraction at several four-year institutions in each state.
3. Feedback on student performances is provided by the four-
year institutions as a basis for more effective counseling about
transfer, or selective admission standards are adopted by those
institutions at which transfer students now have a low prob-
ability of success in the upper division.

Trends in Admissions
An attempt was made to document and assess the changes which

had taken place in freshman and transfer admission in the four-year
institutions between the time the participating students entered ju-
nior college and the fall of 1964 when the study ended. All but
seven of the institutions reported some type of change at the fresh-
man level, including increases in grade point standards and/or sub-
ject requirements, closer adherence to existing standards, improve-
ment in the quality of students as a result of better counseling, and
changes in the nature of the requirements, such as the addition of a
testing program for admission. More than half the institutions re-
ported what they regarded as significant improvements in their
transfer students since 1960, resulting from either stricter admission
standards or better junior college preparation, or both. Only a very
few institutions became truly selective at the transfer level by re-
quiring all applicants to present averages above C. The change, in-
stead, was in the direction of requiring marginally qualified appli-
cants to delay transfer or to meet some additional requirements.
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From Junior to Senior College

There appeared to be a general expectation on the part of the four-
year colleges and universities that transfer students should perform
as well as native students, although this criterion was not usually
invoked in establishing new admission standards.

The degree of restriction placed on the mobility of junior college
transfer students in the various states will, of course, be related to
the level of success to be expected in the four-year institutions. A
number of the state universities are now facing severe shortages of
spaces for new undergraduate students. As this occurs they will be
tempted to restrict transfer opportunities by abandoning their pres-
ent open-door policies for junior college students with satisfactory
records. The establishment of reasonable standards and policies,
and the improvement of counseling in the two- and four-year col-
leges with respect to transfer, are clearly a necessity if the states are
to make best use of their higher education facilities.
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Curriculum, Counseling,
and Economic Problems

rnem= in the areas of curriculum, counseling, and economic
problems, in each of which guidelines are needed, are not as

easily put in quantitative form as those in the area of student per-
formance. And when there are statistics available, they do not nec-
essarily point to ways of facilitating the progress of transfer students
through their degree programs, reducing attrition, and increasing
the learning which takes place. Needed guidelines have lees to do
with admission requirements and evaluation of performance than
with producing the best kind of educational experience possible for
the transfer students from junior college. Both questionnaire re-
sponses and information obtained from the students in interviews
were used in attempting to point up strengths and weaknesses in
these three areas. The problems which are suggested by the findings
should be the concern of both two- and four-year colleges, in
different ways and at different times.

The area of curriculum and instruction involves feedback from
the junior college students about their experiences and problems in
transferring to the four-year college, reasons for their failure to
graduate on time, an aszssment of losses of transfer credit, and
policies governing the c-mluation of credit. The findings about
counseling include material on the importance of decision-making
about college attendance and transfer, student evaluations of the
help they received, problems leading to attrition after transfer, and
the need for orientation in the four-year colleges. Finally, the so-
cioeconomic thread runs through the entire story of the transfer
students from junior collegestheir family backgrounds, their rea-
sons for attending junior college, their problems after transfer, and
their withdrawal from the four-year colleges.
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Curriculum and Instruction
The transfer students as a group were exceedingly well satisfied

with their junior colleges, if the reports they made both one and
two years after transfer reflect their true evaluation of their experi-
ences. They were asked by questionnaire to give several overall in-
dications of their feelings about the junior college and then to
make more specific ratings of the junior college faculty and the in-
struction they received. A very high percentage of the students said
that they would undoubtedly make the same decision again about
attending junior college as a freshman, rather than a four-year in-
stitution, if they were confronted with such a choice. In interviews
they testified that the junior college experience had been good for
them, personally, and they recommended it highly for other mem-
bers of their family, friends, and most high school graduates. They
were enthusiastic about both the quality of the junior college fac-
ulty and the range of courses offered as preparation for senior col-
lege work. They gave their most favorable ratings to their instruc-
tors' knowledge of subject matter, their ability to teach, and to
their deep interest in their students. Among the many thousands
who rated more than three hundred junior colleges, fewer than 10
percent said that they were quite dissatisfied with the junior college
they had attended. Many of these students acknowledged that they
probably would have failed if they had attended a four-year college
as a freshman. Therefore, even this dissatisfied group felt that they
owed a debt to the junior college. This is not to say that all instruc-
tors in all courses in every junior college taught all students equally
well. However, both the generalizations and the rather specific
evaluations made by the students quite some time after transfer
conveyed the strong impression that they were enthusiastic advo-
cates of the junior college.

While the study s were very favorable in their evaluations of the
junior college instructional program, they made a number of
suggestions for improvements when encouraged to do so. The good
students wanted their junior college instructors to make them work
harder, particularly during the sophomore year. They expressed the
idea that instruction could then be "beefed up" for students r '-n-
fling to transfer to the major universities. For example, they wanted
to have longer and more taxing assignments, more independent
study, different types of examinations and evaluations, and, in some
cases, extra work which would make them better prepared for the
rigors of university competition.
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Evaluation of Junior College Credit. The students were ques-
tioned about their loss of credit in transferring to the four-year col-
leges, and very detailed analyses were made of their transcripts from
the two types of institutions. While more than half lost some credit,
fewer than 15 pea-cent viewed the loss as serious. The students were
much more concerned about their "loss" of junior college grade
points than about small losses of course credit. Fewer than 10 per-
cent of the students lost a substantial amount of credit, i.e., the
equivalent of one semester or quarter. The major reason for loss of
credit was the limitation placed by the four-year colleges on the
amount which could be used to satisfy baccalaureate degree require-
mentsusually about half the total program. More than 20 percent
received poor or failing grades in junior college, including D grades
which were not accepted by some institutions as evidence of satisfac-
tory performance. Junior college courses taken to satisfy high school
deficiencies or to remedy weaknesses in basic skills accounted for the
third largest category of lost credit.

On the whole, the four-year colleges which participated in the
study were fairly liberal in their policies for awarding transfer credit,
although most placed some restriction on the total amount of junior
college credit which could be used to satisfy baccalaureate degree
requirements. The limitation on amount is consistent with the con-
ception of the junior college as a two-year, lower division institu-
tion. A few senior institutions have recently abandoned their limi-
tation on the amount of junior college credit they will accept for
transfer and, instead, specify some minimum amount which must be
earned in a four-year institution. In some cases the credit may be
earned in any four-year institution and in others there is a two-year
residence requirement at the institution granting the degree.

One possible source of ambiguity is the usefulness of the credit
evaluation which is made at the time of admission. At many institu-
tions the admissions office certifies only that X amount of credit is
transferable from junior college. The real evaluation of its worth in
satisfying & gree requirements is made much later. The question
then becomes one of whether the junior college students (and
others) are lulled into thinking that all their junior college courses
advance them toward their degree, when in effect an unknown por-
tion of the transferred credit can or will not be assigned in making
degree checks. Despite these problems the findings from both the
student questionnaires and the analysis of transcripts seem to sug-
gest that loss of transfer credit is a serious problem for so few stu-
dents that articulation i Torts might well be devoted to other areas,
once guidelines are established.
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Efficiency in Completing Degree Programs. The native and trans-
fer students who graduated in 1962 were compared with respect to
their "efficiency" in moving through their degree programs, i.e.,
number of terms in which they were enrolled and the credit they

med. Excessively long periods of enrollment after transfer are
costly to the student, to his parents, and to the taxpayer in the case
of publicly supported institutions. Students are being diverted to
the junior colleges on the assumption that the total cost of their
degree programs will be no more (and probably less) than if they
entered four-year colleges as freshmen. The assumption is based on
costs per unit of degree credit rather than on the cost of producing
a baccalaureate degree recipient. At the same time, a contrary as-
sumption is often made that junior college students will inevitably
take longer to complete their degree programs because of the many
problems of curricular articulation in the several institutions. This
study attempted to discover the validity of the latter assumption.

The junior college students tended to be older than the native
students when they began college, to drop out from time to time (or
just before transferring to the four-year college), to take time to ex-
plore different programs and courses in junior college (sometimes
while making up high school deficiencies), and to enroll on a part-
time basis while employed. The analysis of their relative efficitncy
was made, therefore, on the basis of the number of terms spen t in
the upper division and the total number of units earned toward the
baccalaureate degree. The data show that approximately equal
percentages of native and transfer students completed their degree
programs in four semesters or six quarters (or less) after attaining
upper division standing. The junior college group made greater use
of summer sessions after entering the upper division. About 10
percent of each group also earned credit in extension, bv correspon-
dence, and/or by examination. The percentage of transfer students
who completed their degree programs with about the minimum
possible number of units was a little higher than the native student
percentage, when total amounts of credit earned in both the two-
and four-year colleges were compared. The percentage of transfer
students who earned a considerable amount of credit in excess of
normal degree requirements was found to be no higher than that of
the native students. Eight percent of the transfer students who grad-
uated in 1962 withdrew at some time during the upper division,
compared with only 5 percent of the native students, but fewer than
2 percent of either group were dismissed for poor scholarship dur-
ing their upper division years. The findings thus suggest that the
graduates who originated in junior colleges were just as "efficient"
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as the natives in completing their baccalaureate degree programs,
although some had a later and slower start than their counterparts
in the four-year colleges.

Delays in Graduation and Other Problems. The records of nearly
two thousand students who transferred from junior college with ju-
nior standing but who failed to graduate two years later were ana-
lyzed in depth in an attempt to discover reasons for their delay.
Grade point averages, amount of credit, and satisfaction of particu-
lar degree requirements in the various majors were all examined as
possible reasons. }ewer than 5 percent of the nongraduates were en-
rolled in five-year programs in engineering and related fields. Poor
grades accounted for fewer than 20 percent of the students who
were still enrolled but who did not graduate on time. Most of these
students also lacked both credit and certain specific course require-
ments for graduation, in addition to their unsatisfactory grades. Of
the nongraduates whose grade point averages were C or better, 78
percent had not earned the minimum amount of credit required for
graduation in various fields. Only 15 percent with such a shortage
had attempted enough units to graduate at the end of two years.
Thus most of the students who did not graduate on time simply
lacked enough credit to do so. This was the result of having taken
less than full course loads or in a small number of cases having
failed and/or repeated courses.

An analysis was al. a made of the transcripts of dropouts from a
small sample of colleges with rather high attrition rates in order to
identify particular areas in which there was a high incidence of fail-
ure or poor grades. Transfer students who dropped out were found
to have earned their poorest grades in lower division courses, often
in general education courses take.) after transfer in order to sadify
specific graduation requirements. Most of these courses zould have
been taken in junior college before transfer. 8re:zinc courses which
proved to be obstacles for transfer students differed somewhat for
the various colleges induded in the analysis. However, foreign lan-
guage and other sequence courses not completed in junior college
appeared to be common source of poor grades at a number of in-
stitution:, whose records were analyzed.

students in the various majors appeared to have about the same
probability of graduation and attrition, when data from all institu-
tions were combined, although some programs required more time
than others. Most of the engineering programs were described as
four-year curricula in the catalogs of the various institutions but the
students often required more than two years after transfer to com-
plete them. However, the transfers did not differ from the native
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students in the upper division in this regard. Some students in
teacher education programs also needed additional time to com-
plete their programs of degrees and credentials because of student
tt aching requirements which took them away from the campus dur-
ing most of one term.

Articulation of programs in the two- and four-year colleges is be-
coming increasingly complex as a result of a number of factors,
among them the evolution of the teachers colleges into multipur-
pose institutions, increased selectivity by the universities at the
freshman and transfer levels, and new residence hall programs, all
of which have the effect of spreading the junior college transfer
students out among the several four-year colleges in each state.
Each four-year college usually has its own general education re-
quirements, different sequences of courses, and other variations in
curriculum. Formerly, many junior colleges aligned their programs
with those of the major state university to which most of their stu-
dents transferred. However, new patterns of transfer are emerging
which will probably lead to a reduction of the flow of students into
the major state universities and a great increase in the number
transferring to other types of institutions.

A second area of concern is the need for better articulation of in-
structional methods in high school and junior college and in junior
college and four-year institutions. While the junior colleges appear
to have minimized the shock of moving from high school to college,
they were less effective in preparing their students for the shock of
transferring to large universities where teaching methods differed
from those used in both high school and junior college.

Counseling and Advising

The transfer students gave much less favorable ratings to the
counseling and academic advising they received in junior college
than thqy did to various aspects of the instructional program. How-
ever their opinions of junior college counseling and advising were
more favorable than their feelings toward comparable services in
the four-year institutions to which they transferred. A large percent-
age of the students reported that they had not received personal
counseling at either type of institution. Furthermore, some who had
adjustment problems after transfer were not aware of counseling
services available to them. Many equated "counseling" with pro-
gram planning, which it sometimes was in the junior college. It ap-
pears that students who knew what they wanted to do, in terms of
their major and the institution to which they planned to transfer,
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were programmed accordingly by counselors or advisers in the ju-
nior college without reference to their academic ability or prior
achievement. Apparently too little attention was given to evalua-
tion during counseling sessions held after the students had had
some experience in transfer programs in junior college to see
whether a change in major and/or transfer institution might be in-
dicated. In general, the feeling of the students was that the counsel-
ing and/or advising they received was too infrequent and the ses-
sions too short, rather than that the services were poor. At the uni-
versities, in particular, transfer students had unsatisfactory experi-
ences with their faculty advisers, who were generally unfamiliar
with the junior colleges, often disinterested in their advisees, and
seldom available for consultation when the students felt the need
for it.

The need for counseling about college at all levels of education
was pointed up by the finding that an early decision to attend col-
lege was positively related to low attrition after transfer and to a
high probability of on-time graduation. The groups which were the
exceptions to this generalization were the men who made up their
minds to attend college while in military service (and who did ver;
well afterward in college), and those who made early decisions to
attend particular universities where they proved unable to handle
the work. In other words, an early decision was pod only if it was
an appropriate one in terms of the student's developing capacity to
do work at a particula. level. Among high school graduates who
were ill equipped for lower division work at a university, some who
attended junior college made up their deficiencies and went on to
transfer with good records, while others achieved at only a mini-
mally acceptable level in junior college and were dismissed for poor
scholarship shortly after transfer. Students who decided to transfer
to a particular four-year institution by the end of their freshman
year in junior college experienced much greater success than stu-
dents who delayed their decision until they completed their junior
college programs. The timing of career decisions, however, was not
clearly related to success, perhaps because the students had not yet
decided upon a particular type of work when they answered the
questions about careers.

Approximately equal percentages of students said they had mad,
their initial decision to attend college in elementary school, early L.
high school, and after graduating from high school. Women tended
to make earlier decisions than men The men who decided to at-
tend college after graduating from high school Lut. hld no interven-
ing experience, e.g., military service or employment, had high attri-
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tion after transfer, often with rather poor grades. They usually werenot prepared for college when they graduated from high school, ei-ther in the courses they had taken or the quality of work they hadachieved. The findings seem to point up the need for high schooland college counselors to work together in helping students makelong-range college plans, with built-in evaluations from time totime to test the feasibility of the plans.
Nearly one-fourth of the transfer students said that uncertaintyabout their plans for a major or a career field was a factor of con-siderable importance in their decision to attend junior college,rather than a four-year institution, after high school. Nearly one-third said that a feeling of not being prepared for senior collegework was of at least some importance in their decision. The impor-tance of these reasons for attending junior college was confirmed ininterviews with the students a year later. Many had not wanted torisk their academic futures in four-year colleges until they weresomewhat more certain about their interests and motivations forundertaking a baccalaureate degree program. More than one-fourthof the students who had chosen majors before they entered juniorcollege changed them before transferring to four-year institutions.The largest single shift was out of engineering, often into businessadministration. A full 30 percent of the changes in major made bythe men in junior college involved engineering. As they movedthrough their junior college programs, some of the men weighedtheir early decision to major in engineering against their poor lowerdivision grades in courses in mathematics and science and decided totransfer to colleges which did not offer engineering. One-fourth ofthe students said that they were not committed to particular majorswhen they finished their junior college work. However, the stabilityof their majors in the four-year institutions, once chosen, was rela-tively high. Only 16 percent of the students changed majors aftertransfer. Most of these students made only one change. Womenwere somewhat more prone to make several changes, many of themas a result of their lack of awareness of the multiple opportunitiesavailable to them in the major state universities. Nearly two-thirdsof the women planned to enter the teaching field after graduation,compared with one-fourth of the men.

Attrition after Transfer in Relation to Counseling. A very largenumber of the students who said that they attended junior collegebecause of uncertainty about their interests or motivation for bacca-laureate degree work dropped out after transfer. Their comments inthe spring after transfer on their adjustment to the four-year collegeshowed the probability of their dropping out some time later. In
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their questionnaires they expressed doubt that they had made a
wise choice of college and apparently felt free to say that they ex-
pected to drop out. The questionnaires they completed after with-
drawing from college contained lengthy passages concerning their
renewed doubts about their ability, the value of the education they
were receiving, their interest in their major or chosen occupation,
or their values. Many said that they were dropping out "in order to
think things over," after which they might return to college to com-
plete their degree programs. Some were frank to say chat other
values had become more important to them than a baccalaureate
degreemarriage and family for the women, remunerative employ-
ment opportunities for the men.

The dropouts were asked whether they had attempted to seek
help before (or at the time of) their decision to withdraw. They
were asked for details concerning the person from whom they
sought help and the value of the help they received. The replies
were disheartening. Apparently counseling was often limited to stu-
dents who were in need of therapy, many of whom were advised to
drop out of college to get it. Students with everyday problems of
doubts about their motivation and interest seldom seemed to find
help at the four-year colleges and universities. Many of them were
mature students who felt the need to weigh their decisions about
continuing in college very carefully. Whether they actually re-en-
rolled in college or transferred to other institutions at a later time
was not fully known at the end of the three-year follow-up study.

Other Aspects of Student Personnel Services. Orientation pro-
grams for transfer students were largely unsuccessful. In most in-
stances the students were grouped with the freshmen, sometimes un-
intentionally and at other times on the assumption that the needs
of both groups could be served in a common program. The pro-
gram was often offered before the opening of the fall semester when
a large number of the transfer students were still employed in their
home communities, earning money for their expenses for the fall
semester. Many of them were married when they transferred and
expressed interest in an orientation program which would include
their wives because of their need to understand what the life of an
upper division university student is like. There was general agree-
ment among the transfer students who participated in orientation
programs that the present ones are unsatisfactory. Some students
were not aware that programs were offered; others felt no need to
participate. While a significant number of students thought that
orientation was needed for junior college transfers, they had not
given much thought to the kind of program they wanted. Appar-
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ently this is an area which needs study on in zvidual campuses, in
cooperation with junior colleges from which the transfer students

III come. It is possible that orientation during the semester before trans-
fer would be more helpful than the usual fall program, particularly
if the student's major department would be willing to assist in or-
ientation during the first cf:mester after transfer.

In filling out questionnaires the students tended to deny that so-
cial problems were a source of poor adjustment after transfer. How-
ever, in interviews many of the students cited this type of problem
as one of the disadvantages of attending a junior college. Two fac-
tors tend to discourage transfer students from participating in social
and extracurricular activities. First, the transfer students remarked
that recruitment into many special interest groups appeared to be
directed toward new freshmen. The second factor tending to dis-
courage the transfer students, particularly in the universities, was
their felt need to devote all their time to their studies during their
first semester after transfer in order to Par 1 passing grades. After
that semester, they tended to feel that it was too late to start partic-
ipating in activities programs. Many junior college student leaders
became almost totally inactive after transfer when they failed to
find assignments open to them for which they did not have to com-
pete with freshmen. On the whole, the transfer studentsexcept
those in church groupstended to have much less identity with the
four-year colleges than did their native student classmates in the
upper division.

Summary on the Need for Better Counseling. The counseling
function might be regarded as equal in importance to instruction in
the junior college, at least to the very large numbers of students
who enter with no clear notion of what they hope to achieve, nor of
their ability to achieve the various objectives open to them. The
choices high school graduates must make are increasing in both
number and complexity as educational opportunity expands. Stu-
dents must choose among several colleges, most of which offer pro-
grams in their fields of interest; between a two- and four-year col-
lege, both of which may be located within commuting distance of
home; between borrowing under the NDEA loan program in order
to go away to college and attending a local junior college; between
dropping out after high school in order to earn money to attend
college full time and enrolling part time or at night while em-
ployed; and when to transfer to a four-year college, if they start their
program in a junior college. The idea is beginning to gain accep-
tance that there may be a number of tenable routes to the baccalau-
reate degree, rather than only one traditional track "from high
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school to four-year college as a full-time student, until withdrawal
or graduation four years later." High school and college counselors

in all types of institutions will need more than ever to work together

to assist students and their parents in evaluating the various choices
and in adopting the plan best suited to their particular capabilities,
financial resources, and interests.

The Economic Plight of the
Junior College Students

One of the threads running through the entire study is the eco-
nomic plight of the junior college students who transfer to four-
year institutions. The thread begins with the characteristics of the
students and their families, continues through their decisions about
college attendance and career choice, appears again in the problems
they encountered after transfer, and ends, perhaps, with the story of
their attrition after transfer. Their handicap is affected variously by
programs, policies, and practices in the four-year colleges which both
alleviate and aggravate the financial problems the students face in
undertaking transfer programs leading to their baccalaureate

degrees.
In many ways the junior college transfer students resembled what

is regarded as the typical undergraduate student in public four-year
colleges and universities, except in their social class membership.
The parents of the junior college students were less well educated
than those of the natives, and the employment and income of their
fathers reflected this difference. The transfer students, particularly
the women, tended to come from larger families than the native
students. They were more likely to be self-supporting during col-
lege. Nearly 20 percent of the male transfer students reported that
they paid nearly all their college costs out of their own earnings,
compared with only 8 percent of the native students. About 40
percent of the men in the transfer groupas against one-third of
the men in the native group aid that their parents contributed
nothing toward paying for their college education. A bout three-
fourths of the transfer men and slightly fewer than half the women
reported that they used some portion of their own earnings from
part-time and summer work to pay for the cost of their education.
Incidence of time-consuming employment after transfer was some-
what less than expected. Apparently the students feared that em-
ployment would seriously interfere with their university studies if
they were to continue it at the same level as in junior college.
About twice as many students worked while attending junior col-
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lege as in the first year after transfer; the number of hours workedper week was also much larger in junior college.The reasons which the largest numbers of students gave forchoosing the junior college were low cost, location of the college intheir home communities, and opportunity for employment whileattending college. Far fewer students gave what might be calledpositive reasons for choosing junior college, e.g., the programoffered or the informal atmosphere.
Three types of transfer students with financial problems wholater encountered academic difficulty emerged from the analysis ofcharacteristics and performance data. The first type was the em-ployed junior college student who failed to study in either highschool or junior college. If he chose his courses wisely and con-formed to his instructors' expectations, he usually received C gradesand was permitted to transfer to a four-year college. Even if his em-ployment ceased after transfer, he found himself in academictrouble, for he had failed to learn how to study in junior collegeand did not have a good record of achievement behind his C grades.The second type was the student who had dropped out between ju-nior college and the four-year institution, usually in order to workfull time to earn money to transfer. He made a wise decision not towork after transfer, but in the period between colleges he had lostsome of his study skills. Therefore, in spite of his good junior col-lege record and dedication to study after transfer, he encounteredacademic difficulty because he did not have refresher work beforeentering a four-year institution. Courses in science and mathematicsappear to be critical for such students, particularly if they enroll inupper division courses in these same fields. The third tipe trans-ferred to the university with only enough money saved to carry himthrough the first semester. If he was typical, his grades dropped asmuch as a half grade point during the first semester. Therefore, itwas difficult for him to secure financial aid or part-time employ-ment for the second semester because of his academic record aftertransfer.

Problems after Transfer. The problem which the largest percent-age of students rated as serious during the spring semester aftertransfer was the increased cost of their education in the four-yearinstitution, in comparison with junior college costs and in ',elationto their expectations. Many students reported in interviews thatthey had made very unrealistic estimates of the cost of attendingcollege away from home, particularly if they had to live in off-cam-pus housing. Many were unable to secure part-time employmentafter transfer to meet their increased expenses, partly because of the
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type of community in which the college was located and partly be-
cause of policies which tended to discriminate against new students
at both the freshman and transfer levels. The students had little
money when they transferred and were unaccustomed to having a
budget for their own personal needs away from home. Housing was
a problem on many university campuses, particularly for those with
limited funds. Jobs which were available paid only enough for
spending money and did not enable the students to save for later
semesters.

Among the students who dropped out voluntarily after transfer,
financial problems ranked first among the various factors associated
with withdrawal. Forty percent of the students checked "lack of
money" as one reason for withdrawing. The supplementary infor-
mation given by the students on their questionnaires tended to
confirm the reality of their financial problems, although one might
ask why such problems could not have been anticipated before
transfer. Among the explanations were those of married men with
sometimes unexpected family illness, including loss of income due
to the pregnancy of the wives who were working. Other students
finally recognized the impossibility of working at jobs on a full-time
basis and making satisfactory grades at the same time; they had no
real choice since they could not attend college without the money
they were earning. Others frankly admitted that they had been con-
fronted with promising business or employment opportunities
which they valued somewhat more highly than their baccalaureate
degrees-

Another category of financial dropouts were the disappointed
loan seekers who transferred with the expectation of having a better
chance for securing financial aid from the college after the first se-
mester. Many had been led to believe that their chances would be
good if they could earn satisfactory grades, not realizing that much
of the college's loan fund was committed for the entire academic
year. Others withdrew after failing to meet the conditions of athlet-
ic or other special scholarships awarded them at the time they
transferred. The grade point differential suffered by most transfer
students was the major deterrent to financial solvencyit was
difficult for them to qualify for financial aid after such a drop and
they were frightened by the drop to the point that they felt com-
pelled to give up their part-time jobs.

Opportunity vs. Frustration. One of the major contributions of
the junior college has been the offering of opportunity in higher
education to capable high school graduates who could not other-
wise attend college because of their limited economic resources.
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There is some reason to believe that many students are thus encour-
a6ed to attend college and to develop what are probably unrealistic
expectations and aspirations about transfer. It is somewhat unlikely
that they will have any greater financial capability at the time they
transfer than they had when they graduated from high school. Yetthey are attempting to undertake upper division programs under
various financial arrangements wlich appear to have only short-
term value. It seems to be widely . qieved that no one drops out of
college for financial reasons or, 1 :rhaps, that there is no need for
any student to do so. The present study tells little about the finan-cial needs of the would-be transfer student who never enters a four-
year college. However, the various types of evidence about the finan-cial situations of those who did in fact transfer leave no doubt thatthe financial handicap which a large proportion of students suffer isa real one.
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Articulation and Coordination

THE deep concern with institutional cooperation felt by the
Joint Committee on Junior and Senior Colleges and by the

three associations which the members represe' "s reflected in the
titles of the research reports of the two studic.. Joth of which in-dude the phrase "articulation and coordination." One might thenask why so little space has been devoted to this topic in either re-port, in comparison with the attention given to student perfor-mance and institutional characteristics. The answer lies in the low
level of activity found in the forty-three colleges and ten states in1960 when the junior college students transferred to the four-year
institutions, and in 1964 when the study was completed. A consider-
able increase in interest occurred during these four years, both ininformal, voluntary articulation between and among colleges and inthe formal, often legally mandated coordination of all public col-leges and universities in particular states. As 1964 ended, the area offormal coordination was more fluid and dynamic than at any timeduring the study, with a number of proposals for coordination
being readied for introduction during the 1965 sessions of variousstate legislatures.

The lack of extewive statewide activity in articulation has been areflection of two sets of circumstances. First, the four-year collegeshave had a to history of articulation activities and programs in-volving the high schools from which they draw their freshmen. At-tention has been focused on high school relations for so long thatthe colleges find it difficult to readjust their thinking and programsto the needs of the transfer students. A number of the four-year col-leges which participated in the study had made no prior count oftheir junior college transfer students and had little idea of the vol-ume, major sources, or success of those admitted. Until recently thenumber of new freshman applicants from high school was so much
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greater than the number of transfer students that the comparative
lack of attention to college-level articulation on the part of some
institutions was perhaps justified. However, the relative proportions
of new freshmen and transfer students are rapidly changing as a re-
sult of the establishment of new junior colleges, the strengthening
of existing ones, tightening of admission standards and increased
costs in the four-year institutions, and various other factors. The
second circumstance which has tended to discourage articulation
among all colleges at the state level has been the concentration of
junior college transfers in the major state universities. As a result,
most of these institutions have developed techniques and programs
for working with the junior colleges which are their major sup-
pliers of transfer students, but have not usually involved other types
of four-year colleges except as they, too, send transfer students. The
latter colleges have often had too few transfer students in the past
to justify the use of staff time for articulation activities with the ju-
nior colleges.

Coordination was in its infancy during the early years of the
study. The Coordinating Council for Higher Education was just
getting under way in California after adoption of the Master Plan
for Higher Education by the legislature in 1960. The Board of
Higher Education in Illinois was established in 1961 as the coordi-
nating agency for the state universities and was assigned responsi-
bility for developing a state master plan to be presented to the
legislature in 1965. In Florida new state universities and junior col-
leges were being established and other changes were taking place in
that system of higher education which had a profound effect on the
work and responsibilities of the Board of Control for the public
universities and the State Board of; Education for the junior col-
leges. There has, of course, been a long history of coordination of a
somewhat different nature in Georgia, Pennsylvania, and New York
which contrasts quite sharply with the new type of coordination
which is developing in California and Illinois, and perhaps in
Michigan and Texas. In these four latter states, coordination will
involve several different systems of state institutions and their gov-
erning boards, e.g., in California the public junior colleges, the state
colleges, and the university with its several campuses. Private uni-
versities are also represented on California's Coordinating Council,
as well as the state at large. In Georgia, on the other hand, the pub-
lic two- and four-year colleges are all coordinated by a single Board
of Regents for the University System which has fairly direct control
over the individual institutions which comprise the system. Simi-
larly, in Pennsylvania in the early 1960's coordination of two- and
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four-year colleges was facilitated by having the junior colleges oper-
ated as branch campuses of the state university, offering both tech-
nical and transfer programs. Coordination machinel, in New York
was unique because of the nature of the State University of New
York and its relationship with the University of the State of New
York, and becautc of the state's high degree of dependence upon
the private segment of higher education in its planning and coordi-
nation.

The legally constituted coordination of systems of higher educa-
tion in the several states is still too new to merit much considera-
tion at this time, at least in the context of the performance of trans-
fer students from two-year colleges. Articulation, on the other hand,
has developed to the point where various models and practices
which may be relevant to student performance can be described in
some detail. Articulation and coordination may in fact be contrasted
in terms of their differing concernsarticulation centered on the
students and their courses of study and coordination on institu-
tional budgets and building programs. Coordinating agencies tend
to represent the interests of the state and its citizenry; articulation
programs consider the interests of the individual student and his
instructors. The major goal of statewide coordination, stated var-
iously as the orderly development of opportunity in higher educa-
tion while making good use of the state's resources, obviously over-
laps with the goals of articulation. However, only time will tell
what will be the distinct roles, functions, and areas of concern of ar-
ticulation and coordination, and whether both types of machinery
are necessary and desirable.

The Elements of Articulation
Problem Areas. Articulation, whether between pairs of programs

or colleges, among groups of institutions, or at the state level, in-
volves problems, people, and procedures. Four major problem areas
are involved in articulation between the two- and four-year colleges
and, to a lesser extent, the high schools insofar as college-bound stu-
dents need to do long-range planning.' These problems deal with
(I) the student, (2) curriculum and instruction, (3) student person-
nel services, an I (4) facilities and resources. A few examples of stu-

I Material has been adapted from a paper presented at the 19th National
Conference on Higher Education of the Association for Higher Education,
Chicago, April 1964. A brief version of the paper has been published in Cur-
rent Issues in Higher Education, 1961, under the title, "How Can Two- and
Four-Year Colleges Provide Articulation in the Face of Rapid Changes?" (Wash-
ington: Association for Higher Education, 1964), pp. 216-19.
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dent-centered problems are his choice of program, degree goals, and
attendance pattern in pursuit of these goals; his academic and eco-
nomic resources; and the characteristics and requirements of the
colleges to which he might be admitted. Problems in the area of
curriculum and instruction include the acceptance of transfer credit,
the coordination of methods and materials in teaching, grading
standards, course and classroom experimentation, and the prepara-
tion of teachers. In the student personnel services area, examples of
problems are the coordination of financial aid programs, orienta-
tion programs for transfer students, exchanges of information about
college characteristics and programs to improve counseling, and ex-
changes of information about students to facilitate adjustment to the
transfer institutions. Finally, problems in facilities and resources,
which begin tc overlap with the concerns of formal coordination,
are the establishment of enrollment quotas and priorities in the
four-year colleges, the diversion of students to two-year colleges,
differentiation in specialized programs in the two types of institu-
tions, and the coordination of academic calendars, particularly as
year-round operations are undertaken.

A few of the substantive questions which might be suitable topics
for articulation conferences (or for guidelines for transfers) are these:

1. What type of admission standards for transfer students
seems most appropriate in achieving articulation goalsnonse-
lective admission of all transfer applicants with a C average in
junior college? selective admission according to specified, objec-
tive standards? or selective admission at the discretion of the
four-year colleges, according to quite general criteria? What
weight should be given to junior college recommendations? to
the high school record? to t-J.,,' scores?

2. How much faculty and/or institutional autonomy in mat-
ters of curriculum and instruction is possible in a highly coor-
dinated system of two- and four-year colleges? In what areas
should it be encouraged? What steps can be taken to insure
that all institutions are allowed this autonomy, and particularly
to avoid having the universities usurp the privilege of auton-
omy in instructional matters?

3. What kind of articulation is desirable in the administration
of scholarships, loans, and other financial aid programs? Should
potential scholarship recipients be encouraged to attend junior
college for one or two years in their home communities, with a
promise of aid at the time of transfer?

76



Articulation and Coordination

4. What priority should be given to junior college transfer ap-
plicants when facilities at the four-year colleges are limited and
enrollments restricted? What kind of planning can be done by
all segments of higher education to make sure that high school
graduates attend the type of college which is best suited to
their needs and abilities, and to preserve the right of students
to transfer into the upper division to continue their degree
programs with a minimum 'loss of time and credit?

Who Will Do It? Articulation involves people as well as prob-
lems and procedures. The selection of problems for articulation de-
termines only in part the types of college personnel who should be
involved in various articulation activities. The uncertainty about
who should do the articulating may in some instances have delayed
the development of more comprehensive statewide machinery. Ex-
amples could be cited where regimiars and admission officers have
assumed major responsibility for articulation among colleges. Spe-
cial staff members for college relations are now being added to ad-
missions staffs, and it seems quite likely that an even greater
amount of articulation activity will be centered in that office. rise-
where articulation has become the concern of college student
personnel groups, particularly counselors. In some fields, faculty
members work on articulation problems in their professional associa-
tions, ':.g., in engineering and business administration. In Florida
and California, where quite extensive statewide articulation pro-
grams have been developed, college administrators at a fairly high
policy-making level are involved in articulation, particularly in the
planning and coordination phases of state programs. Students have
seldom (if ever) been directly involved in articulation at the state
level although their possible contribution is worth considering.

The question then becomes one of selecting appropriate people
to be involved in different types of activitiesselecting problems for
articulation efforts, study committees, and research; proposing and
ratifying agreements; and carrying out agreements. The "who"
question involves the segments of education to be represented, as
well as the types of personnel. Some of the possible (and necessary)
groups are the various types of public two- and four-year colleges,
private institutions, high schools, state departments of education,
professional associations of administrators and faculty members,
regional accrediting associations, and coordinating agencies. As the
number of different types of participants, as well as the gross num-
ber of colleges and universities, increases, the question of represen-
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tation from each segment becomes important. When numbers re-quire that representation be substituted for full participation byall colleges in various articulation activities, problems of rotationof responsibility among :olleges and of continuity and commu-
nication arise. The m..jor dimensions of the "who" question appearto be these: top level administrators vs. support staff (e.g., in admis-
sions and records) vs. faculty; public institutions vs. private institu-
tions vs. agencies and associations in higher education.

How to Make It Work. Matters of procedure or mechanics areperhaps the most complicated of all to deal with. A very fundamen-tal question concerns the relative advantages of voluntary and com-pulsory articulation machinery and, if the former, how firm agree-ments can be reached to which all parties will be committed. In ei-ther case the mechanics are yet to be worked out for the effective
communication of both information and agreements to all institu-tions and to all appropriate staff members within particular institu-tions. Under existing arrangements, agreements are sometimes madeby college administrators who have no responsibility for and littleinformation about the area concerned, e.g., in admissions andevaluation of credit. At other times curriculum agreements arereached without appropriate participation by and/or communica-tion with faculty members and academic advisers who are expectedto abide by them. Care needs to be taken in establishing statewidemachinery that problems which are the concern of pairs of colleges(or of a particular four-year college and the junior colleges, or of col-leges in particular service areas) do not occupy the time of the en-tire group of participants. Neither should statewide programs re-place entirely the efforts of particular institutions in working withand offering services to the two-year colleges from which the largestnumbers of their transfer students come.

Examples of Programs and Practices
The California Approach. California and Florida appear at pres-ent to have the most complete models for articulation of any of theten states in the study. Reasons for this more advanced stage of de-velopment in California include the great dependence placed on theCalifornia junior colleges for lower division instruction, the largenumber of public four-year colleges to which the students transfer,the volume of transfer students in the various colleges, and the longhistory of voluntary cooperation among the public institutions.

The California model is not presented as unique or ideal, but asone rather complex set of machinery for voluntary articulation. It
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differs from the Florida model in that it is not an organ of a legally
constituted coordinating agency. The Articulation Conference,
which is the heart of the California model, was established in 1944,
many years before the creation of the Coordinating Council. The
Florida Professional Committee for Relating Public Secondary and
Higher Education is an organ of the State Board of Education and
was established in 1957 when the volume of junior college transfer
students was still quite small.

The California Artist 1, Lion Conference is a quadripartite group
of representatives appointed by the Junior College Association, the
Association of Secondary School Administrators, the state colleges,
and the university. The objective of the conference is "to coordi-
nate publicly supported education so that California students will
be afforded the quantity, quality, and variety of education commen-
surate with their abilities so that when desirable they can move
readily from one segment to another. To achieve this end, the
members or committees meet to exchange points of view, to identify
problems, and to develop and recommend to appropriate authori-
ties . . . methods for improving articulation."2 Staff from the State
Department of Education also participate in the various activities,
and a representative of the relatively new Coordinating Council for
Higher Education has recently been added to the membership. The
conference is essentially a voluntary organization of representatives
appointed by the various segments of public education, including
the secondary schools, with no authority to make binding agree-
ments or commitments. A fifteen-member administrative committee
arranges programs for annual meetings, acts as a clearinghouse for
matters referred by members and outside agencies, establishes and
receives reports of committees of the conference, performs follow-up
functions on agreements involving several segments, and serves
other coordinating functions for the entire conference.

Much of the work of the conference is done by committees whose
membership extends far beyond the official representation from each
segment. Standing committees have been working in the fields of
agriculture, business administration, engineering, foreign language,
letters and science, and nursing. In addition to their regular meet-
ings, a number of these subject-matter committees have sponsored
conferences which have been attended by faculty members from a
large number of two- and four-year colleges. Special committees
have also been appointed from time to time to work on problems
involving foreign students, the training of college teachers, the revi-

2 Mimeographed statement adopted by the Administrative Committee of the
Articulation Conference, April 23, 1963.
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sion of transfer admission requirements, and college advisement
programs, among others.

The effectiveness of the conference in reaching important agree-
ments has been limited in the following ways:

I. It is nearly impossible to secure the views of the nearly one
hundred public two- and four-year colleges in California which
are parties to the conference. The three public segments of
higher education are each limited to nine representatives in the
conference proper, although the number of state colleges whose
interests must be represented is new seventeen and the number
of junior colleges more than seventy.
2. Members of the conference, including the Administrative
Committee, lack authority to make agreements although they
are official representatives of the various segments of public
education. No penalties have been devised for the abrogation
of agreements.

3. Communication is not always effective, either with the insti-
tutions without representation in the conference at the time
the agreements are made or with particular staff members in
the institutions who should implement the agreements, e.g.,
faculty members, admissions officers, and counselors.

The California Articulation Conference has been subject to con-
siderable self-study and critical evaluation during the past two
years, with some resulting changes in format and procedures.
Change continues to take place, but it appears quite certain that
the conference will retain its major function as a forum and clear-
inghouse for a wide range of problems involving the secondary
schools and colleges. It is still too early to know what kind of rela-
tionship will develop between the conference and the Coordinating
Council. It seems inevitable that some overlap will occur in their
concerns with problems of undergraduate admission and transfer,
curriculum and instruction, and student personnel services pro-
grams.

Both the University of California and the state colleges perform
certain additional articulation functions quite independently in
working with the high schools and junior colleges in their service
areas. The university program is probably the more complete of the
two because of the amount of staff time devoted to it on each cam-
pus and in the statewide Office of the University Dean of Educa-
tional Relations. The university program includes annual confer-
ences to which junior college counselors and others are invited to
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discuss transfer problems of mutual interest, visitation to and by
the junior colleges, publication of a periodic newsletter and a series
of informational brochures of interest to counselors and students,
annual studies of transfer student performance at the university
which include grade point data for each junior college, and special
conferences in particular disciplines for faculty members in all
types of colleges. The state colleges are usually included in invita-
tions extended to the junior colleges and in the annual performance
studies because of the large numbers of their students who transfer
to the university for upper division programs in specialized fields
not offered elsewhere. The type of articulation program in which
the University of California engages is quite similar to those offered
by other major state universities, notably the University of Michi-
gan, University of Illinois, and University of Washington, all of
which are located in states with far less extensive statewide activity
than California.

Other State Programs. Florida is probably the only other partici-
pating state with an extensive set of machinery at the state level for
articulation between high school and college and among colleges.
The program encompasses a wide spectrum of professional activities
and interests. The Committee for Relating Public Secondary and
Higher Education includes representatives from the secondary
schools, the junior colleges, the five state universities, the Board of
Control for the state universities, the Institute for Continuing Uni-
versity Study, the State Department of Education, and the office
of the State Superintendent of Instruction. One of the major ac-
complishments of the committee has been the securing of an agree-
ment governing the acceptance of transfer credit for general ed-
ucation programs offered by the several junior colleges and re-
quired by the universities. The policy serves both to encourage
local curriculum development and to insure that the junior college
credit earned by the transfer students will be recognized by the state
universities in satisfaction of their particular general education re-
quirements. The policy provides that students who have been
certified by their junior college as having completed the locally
prescribed general education program will not be required to enroll
in additional lower division general education courses after trans-
fer. Two conditions must be met by the junior colleges in order to
qualify: they must publish their general education programs in
their catalogs and the programs must include not less than thirty-
six semester hours in such areas as communications, mathematics,
social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences. The committee
also has successfully secured the adoption of guidelines for transfer
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by members of the Florida Association of Colleges and Universities,
including the private institutions.

Machinery for articulation and coordination in Georgia is consid-
erably less complex than in other states because all public institu-
tions are under a single governing board. Articulation in Georgia is
accomplished through a series of administrative and academic com-
mittees of the University System Advisory Council. The various
subject-matter areas are represented on the academic committees,
with faculty members from each institution constituting the mem-
bership. Administrative committees have functioned in the areas of
testing, records, guidance, and standards of scholarship; academic
personnel; educational policy at the junior college level; and general
extension. One of the most promising examples of the kind of
coordination achieved in the Georgia system is the statewide pro-
gram of precollege testing and guidance which was started in 1957.
A guidance committee was established at each two- and four-year
college in the system, with representation on a statewide committee.
The program has been administered through Ile Regents' Office of
Testing and Guidance, which prepares an annual bulletin for coun-
selors and admissions officers with a wealth of information about
the characteristics of students who enter each college. Still another
very informative publication of the Regents' Office is a monograph,
Educational Opportunities and Financial Aid in the University Sys-
tem of Georgia, with details on programs of study, scholarships,
loans, and employment opportunities afforded by each college. A
third type of publication is the Newsletter of the Office of Testing
and Guidance, which includes extensive reviews of relevant research
and publications of interest to college counselors and admissions
officers, as well as news and announcements from member colleges.
Communication is one of the major problems in articulation
among colleges, and Georgia appears to have made a considerable
effort to maintain and improve communication between the Re-
gents' Office and the colleges in the University System.

Examples of Specific Practice in Articulation. A number of prom-
ising articulation practices developed by particular four-year in-
stitutions appear worthy of consideration by other institutions
which are either beginning or trying to improve their articulation
programs. The first area involves various attempts to improve com-
munication among the colleges by means of informational bro-
chures, course equivalency lists, guidance materials, and reports of
studies of junior college transfer students. Both the University of
Washington and Washington State University prepare detailed
listings of parallel courses and programs for each junior college in
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the state and for each area of instruction as a supplement to the
regular university bulletins. The objective of the publications is to
aid junior college teachers, guidance workers, and others in counsel-
ing students who plan to transfer to either university, but not to
standardize or to freeze the curriculum in either the two- or the
four-year institutions. The published programs are viewed as guides
rather than inflexible courses of study. A similar type of publication
is prepared by the Los Angeles city school system for its several ju-
nior colleges in relation to the four-year institutions in southern
California to which the students may transfer. Not all administra-
tors voice wholehearted approval of this type of communication;
some fear that it may bring about an undesirable degree of rigidity
in both types of colleges. However, many junior college personnel
appear to favor the development of such a listing of parallel courses
and programs, at least until such time as appropriate guidelines for
the transfer of credit and the satisfaction of various types of re-
quirements can be established.

Another type of publication which has begun to make a more
frequent appearance is the special admissions brochure for the re-
cruitment and/or guidance of junior college transfer students. The
University of Michigan, Universi./ of Texas, and University of
Miami have all prepared special materials which are designed to
inform both students and counselors in the junior colleges about
what the universities are like and what special requirements and
policies the students must be familiar with in making plans for
transfer. Periodic newsletters prepared by a number of universities
also serve a communications function; however, they are designed
less with the transfer student in mind than the college administra-
tor and his staff, who are not always in direct contact with the stu-
dents and their counselors for whom the material should have the
most value. Proceedings from subject-matter conferences also serve
an important communications function for !acuity and staff who do
not participate in such conferences. The information exchanged
and the agreements reached in such sessions should be communi-
cated to all colleges whose students are likely to transfer to one or
another of the institutions in the state.

A rather unusual articulation practice is the annual spring con-
ference held by the student government associations of the Com-
monwealth and main campuses of the Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity, under .. ?MOMS Of the Office of Student Affairs. Student lead-
ers from th_ various two-y zr campuses meet with leaders from the
main campus to discuss problems of mutual concern, plan special
programs and conferences, confer with university staff, and ex-
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change idelts. The conference serves the purpose of integrating and
organizing the leadership of the branch campuses in such a way
that students are able to start assuming leadership roles soon aftertransfer to the main campus, without the frustrating period of ad-
justment which usually accompanies a move from a two-year to a
university campus.

The University of Miami provides a remarkable example of a
private institution which has responded to the transfer needs of
both local public junior colleges and nationally known private two-
year colleges. The university first expanded its articulation programin response to the establishment of Miami-Dade Junior College andFlorida Atlantic University, both of which are located nearby. Re-cently a program of new scholarships for transfer students from ju-nior colleges was established. Though a private institution, Miami
is attempting to serve the fast-growing public junior college move-ment in Morida by working with the new junior college in its areaand with others in the state interested in its program.

Finally, the "all college day open house" of Texas A&M Univer-sity should be mentioned as an exciting articulation practice. Highschool days have been conducted by a very large number of collegesfor many years. However, the transfer students tend to have beenneglected in such programs, although many who were interviewed
regarded the personal trips they made to the campus before transferas the best preparation for the transition from the two- to the four-
year colleges. Junior college students and their counselors have beeninvited to the Texas A&M campus in the spring each year to learnabout the college and its various programs and to talk with advis-ers. They are offered housing in the college dormitories and aretreated as guests of the college for the day. To keep the spring con-ference focused on the prospective transfer students, administrators
are invited to a completely separate conference in the fall of eachyear.

Feedback from Students
At the conclusion of the interviews with the transfer students,they were asked whether anyone from their junior colleges had everasked them about their transfer problems and experiences, as hadbeen done in the interviews in connection with the study. If not,they were asked whether they felt that such interviews would haveserved a useful purpose. There was a high degree of unanimity intheir responsesvery few of the students had ever been approachedby their junior colleges for interviews and most felt that they could
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have made specific suggestions which would mike it easier for other
students to transfer to their four-year colleges. The students made it
clear that their junior colleges did not lack interest in their transfer
experiences but merely failed to make any systet .l. tic attempt to ap-

praise the problems their students encountered, at least some of
which could have been remedied by the junior colleges. They spoke
of chance encounters with their formtr instructors and others from
the junior colleges in which such problems were discussedcertain
material which should have been covered in transfer courses, for ex-
amplebut they voiced the strong opinion that they could have
been more helpful if someone had taken time to talk with them
during their first year after transfer.

The other aspect of articulation which the students stressed in
interviews was the need for much betterand moreinformation
about the colleges to which they were transferring. Apparently they
found pretransfer visits very helpful in becoming acquainted with
the campus of the four-year colleges, particularly when they could
talk with advises in their field of interest. Much necessary informa-
tion could probably be obtained more efficiently in written form.
The colleges should recognize that the needs of transfer students are
different from those of entering freshmen who may not yet know
what their interests are. The mistakes made by some transfer stu-
dents as a result of wrong or poor information often resulted in
considerable hardship, such as not knowing that the four-year col-
lege to which they transferred did not offer a major in the students'
field of interest, failure to complete lower division requirements
which could and should have been met before transfer, lack of real-
istic information about costs of attending, and failure to realize
when they were in academic difficulty. Communication again
emerged as a major problem in the students' view of articulation,
i.e., communication both among colleges and between the students
and the colleges they were planning to attend.

Better articulation at all levels is needed to protect the mobility
of good students who will transfer for one or several reasons, to
preserve institutional freedom to experiment and innovate, and to
encourage all students to strive for the highest level of education
they feel capable of achieving. Articulation should seek to remove
barriers and obstacles to mobility, both real and imagined. U,dess
the two- and four-year colleges really believe that k is necessary to
work together to remove these obstades, articulation can scarcely be
made to work under any type of arrangement, voluntary or other-
wise.
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N attempting to make as thorough as possible the assessment of
I transfer student performance, conclusions were drawn which
deal with the nature of the students who begin their baccalaureate
degree programs in two-year colleges; with conditions, policies, ser-
vices, programs, and other aspects of the two- and four-year colleges;
and with cooperation and coordination among the various colleges.
However, one cannot make judgments concerning the performance
of the students independent of the context of the colleges in which
they are enrolled and of the state systems (however loosely con-
ceived) of which they are a part. The conclusions are in effect assess-
ments or judgments based on the totality of the findings from both
studies. They undoubtedly reflect certain values, primarily the
point of view that society benefits from having its citizenry edu-
cated to its highest potential and that the junior college could be a
powerful force in developing a much better educated citizenry.
Somewhat different conclusions might be drawn from the findings
by others with different points of view.

The implications pointed out here are primarily for action rather
than further research. Many areas for study will be obvious from
the discussion of findings; others will evolve as the changes and
trends in higher education which have been enumerated become
realities. However, throughout the discussion runs the thread of the
continuing need for the two- and four-year colleges to know them-
selves and each other much more intimately than has ever been true
before.

' The material on conclusions and implications is quoted directly fromchapter 7 of the report of the second study, Articulation Between Two-Yearand Four-Year Colleges (Berk: ley: Center for the Study of Higher Education,
University of California, 1964).
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Conclusions and Implications

Conclusion. Junior colleges are making it possible for in-
creasing numbers of high school graduates to begin work for
baccalaureate degreesstudents who would not otherwise be
able to do so for reasons of academic or economic deficiency or
for lack of family encouragement. The large number of success-
ful teachers, engineers, businessmen, government workers, and
other useful citizens who began their degree programs in two-
year colleges is impressive.

Implications. The goal of equality of opportunity in higher edu-
cation can be approached by expanding and strengthening the pub-
lic community colleges and by providing them with adequate finan-
cial support while keeping tuition and other charges as low as pos-
sible. These open-door colleges should continue to be the melting
pot of higher education, where every type of student has an oppor-
tunity to strive for the highest educational goal he believes he is ca-
pable of achieving. In the interests of both society and the individ-
ual, a higher proportion of college-age youthperhaps mostshould
be enrolling in the two-year community colleges in the years imme-
diately ahead.

Conclusion. The general public (including the parents of
high school students) still tends to undervalue the contribution
of the junior college to higher education and to view it as a
kind of refuge t.n. the "cannots," academically, and the "have
nots," financially. The public votes for the establishment of
new junior colleges and pays taxes to support them, but fails to
recognize them as an appropriate institution for a majority of
the high school graduates who seek two or more years of col-
lege education. Counselors, teachers, and parents are all prone
to use the junior college as a kind of threat when college-
bound students are not achieving as well as they should in high
school. The fact that a very large percentage of state university
graduates began their work in a two-year college is not
sufficiently publicized nor is the record made by such students
in competition with students who spent all four years in one
institution. As a result, the junior college has been slow in com-
ing into its own as a positive force in higher education.

Implications. Many states are now at some stage of creating mas-
ter plans for higher education or of implementing plans which have
recently been approved. Care is needed to identify the real role of
the junior college in higher education in the plan for each state.
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The four -yeas institutions must bear their share of the responsibil-
ity for helping the public understand the junior college role. All
too often the junior college is pictured in master plans as the pana-
cea for all ills and problems in higher educationincreasing costs,
mounting enrollment pressures, shortages of qualified faculty mem-
bers for the four-year colleges. Locally, supporters promise much in
trying to gain approval to establish new junior colleges, but then
fail to carry on the public information function until such time as
additional support is needed. Ways should be found to help the
public understand both the potential of the junior college in higher
ecluzation and the problems its creation sometimes brings. Hope-
fully the rapidly growing numbers of junior college graduates will
become convincing interpreters of the role and functions of the junior
college.

Conclusion. In attempting to expand opportunity at the
lower division level and to strengthen education at the gradu-
ate level, master planners tend to assume that adequate educa-
tional opportunity between these two levels will be offered
without any attention on their part to coordinated planning.
The advantage gained by expanding opportunity in the junior
colleges may well be negated by failure to provide new types of
opportunity and additional spaces in existing upper division
programs to accommodate the growing numbers of transfer stu-
dents. It may be desirable to develop entirely new types of pro-
grams, in some cases by building on junior college occupational
curricula as technology expands and in others by designing
different levels of programs in such fields as engineering and
business administration. As a two-year college program is rap-
idly becoming a requirement for many types of employment
today, it is possible that within a matter of years a baccalau-
reate degreeperhaps in a two-plus-two programwill be a re-
quirement in many new fields.

Implications. Master planners can ,1 Ilford to continue to ne-
glect curriculum in the four-year colleges, if the increased numbers
of students going to junior colleges are to be served. Many state col-
leges which offered only teacher education until recently are now
evolving into multipurpose institutions, often at the university
level. Conscious of their new status, they are prone to neglect their
responsibilities to the junior colleges and, instead, try to copy the
major state universities in curriculum development and standards
or to develop unique programs which cannot be easily articulatPd
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with those of the junior colleges. The obligation of the four-yearcolleges to plan for the orderly accommodation of increasing num-bers of transfer students should probably be made more explicit instate master plans which call for strengthened junior colleges. Co-ordinating agencies might undertake the development of under-graduate curriculum master plans at an early date to insure thatnew opportunities will be available as needed.

Conclusion. The door should be kept open to allow capablejunior college students who are attracted into terminal occupa-tional programs to transfer. One easy but undesirable solutionto crowding in the four-year colleges is to exclude arbitrarilythe junior college students who have enrolled in occupational
programs designed to be terminal. Techniques for classifyingstudents as "terminal" and "transfer" and for counseling theminto appropriate programs are no better than existing tech-niques for matching student and college at the freshman level.Closing the door to the four-year colleges to good students inall nontransfer programs would result both in discouragingmany capable students from enrolling in such programs and indenying opportunity to others who should go on to work for
baccalaureate degrees.

Implications. It might be preferable to cease referring to pro.grams as "terminal" and "transfer" and, instead, to recognize thestudent's right to be either terminal or transfer in either type ofprogram, depending upon his achievement, abilities, and changinginterests. As the four-year colleges become more selective at thefreshman level, there will be increasing pressures to become selec-tive in admitting students into junior college transfer programs.Consideration should be given to the question of whether the trans-fer "umbrella" for all nonvocational students is really appropriate.

Conclusion. All or most junior college students could besuccessful in achieving their degree goals after transfer if theywould select four-year institutions and major fields which areappropriate to their ability and prior achievement. In everystate there is probably at least one four-year college in whicheach transfer student with a C average in junior college couldsucceed if he is properly financed and motivated. However, alarge number of students are transferring to inappropriate in-stitutions, i.e., to colleges in which they have a very low proba-
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bility of earning satisfactory grades and thus of achieving their
baccalaureate degree objectives.

Implications. The proper matching of transfer student and insti-
tution at the upper division level is just as important a goal as the
matching of high school graduate and institution at the freshman
level. The former is probably even more important than the latter,
since fewer mistakes in choice can be remedied during the junior
and senior years in college, particularly when students fail. More
information should be obtained on a continuing basis concerning
the relative success of transfer students in different types of four-
year colleges and programs. More effective ways of using such infor-
mation need to be conceived in counseling and admissions programs.
All too little is known about decision-making concerning college
attendance and transfer by the students and their parents, with or
without the help of counselors. Planners need to know why mis-
takes are made in choosing transfer institutions and how they might
be avoided. On a more philosophic plane, there is a need to evalu-
ate the extent to which both society and the students themselves
can afford such mistakes within the context of preserving maximum
freedom of opportunity for higher education.

Conclusion. A number of the major state universities are
now admitting transfer students somewhat indiscriminately on
the basis of barely satisfactory junior college grades, on the
grounds that all such students must be given an opportunity to
attempt programs of their own choosing. These same institu-
tions are failing to evaluate the effects of their adoption of se-
lective admission standards at the freshman level without an
increase in standards for admission with advanced standing.
The net result is an intensification of an existing problem by
increasing the quality of the native students with whom the
transfer students will have to compete for grades in the upper
division.

Implications. There appears to be need for either higher (or se-
lective) admission standards for transfer students or more effective
admissions counseling, or both, if society is to be able to capitalize
fully on the development of new opportunity in higher education
through the junior college. It may be shortsighted to expand junior
colleges which are committed to an open-door policy and then fail to
take whatever steps are necessary to insure that transfer students
from these colleges are admitted to institutions in which they can
fulfill their degree goals. Both the master planners and the universi-
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ties need to consider the right of the junior college graduate to
transfer to any public four-year college. If opportunity to transfer
to the major state universities is limited to those with a reasonable
probability of success, the next question to be faced is the extent to
which specialized majors should be developed in other types of in-
stitutions to which transfer students can be diverted.

Conclusion. The effects of diversity in higher educationin
the quality of the entering students, level of instruction, types
of programs, climate for learning, and pursuits of the faculty
are reflected in the findings concerning the differential perfor-
mance of the transfer students. Because of the vast differences
which were found among the forty-three four-year institutions
which participated in the study, among the five types of such
institutions, and among the ten states, no single meaningful
conclusion can really be drawn about the quality of transfer
student performance. Transfer students with very similar
grades from the same junior college, often in the same field,
will have quite different degrees of success in different four-year
institutions, both in their persistence to graduation and their
upper division grades. Diversity among institutions will proba-
bly increase as a function of greater statewide coordination and
as institutions are encouraged to develop along particular lines
to serve a specific clientele.

Implications. There is need to study the characteristics of the stu-
dents who persist and graduate from different types of institutions,
as well as the students who are admitted as freshmen. Colleges
should analyze the composition, characteristics, and achievement of
their graduating classes to find out what kinds of students are
successful in their programs. It is false to assume that a junior col-
lege student with a C average will do equally well in all four-year
institutions or in all programs, or that he will be able in all in-
stances to compete successfully with native students who may have
greater ability. To accommodate the heterogeneity of talent and in-
terests which is present in the very large groups of junior collegestudents who plan to transfer to four-year institutions, diversity of
opportunity needs to be developed at the junior and senior levels.

Conclusion. The C grade and the C grade point average
earned in junior college are relatively meaningless as indicators
of a student's likelihood of success in four-year institutions.
Grades of A and B are given in junior college as recognition of
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superior achievement, but a C grade may be given as a reward
for compliance with course requirements at only a minimally
acceptable level. In fact, the grade of C may be given with the
thought that it will be discounted if the student applies for
transfer. Naturally, a C grade may mean many things when
given by different instructors to different students for different
reasons. This is undoubtedly as it must be, but it would be a
mistake to interpret C grades out of context.

Implications. A thoughtful assessment of the rational basis for as-
signing junior college grades is needed now, at a time when stan-
dards in the four-year colleges are rising and when the group to be
served by the junior college is expanding rapidly. As the junior col-
leges attempt to accommodate an ever increasing percentage of high
school graduates and to provide programs appropriate to their
needs and abilities, the problem of the C grade becomes even more
acute. The programs offered tend to be either vocatio 'al or trans-
fer. Some students in each will be terminal while some in each will
enter four-year institutions. The student with only mod crate ability
who has no interest in a vocational program will probably declare
his intention to transfer in order to gain admission to I. program in
the liberal arts. The question then is posed: To whom should the
junior college C grade be awarded for doing satisfactory work at a
minimum levelto the student who aspires to transfer to a major
university? to the terminal, nonvocational student with moderate
ability? or to some faceless student between the two extremes?

The temptation has always been strong to tie junior college
grades to those given by the major universities and to use the grade
point differential as a basis for evaluating the success of transfer
students. The junior colleges take pride in striving toward a zero
differential with the universities; movement in this direction from
year to year is regarded by them as improvement. As the junior col-
leges begin to serve a much broader segment of high school gradu-
ates, and as the universities become much more selective, this stan-
dard will be less appropriate than ever. Clearly the whole matter of
grading in the two types of institutions is a necessary area for artic-
ulation at the state level.

Conclusion. Junior colleges are doing a more effective job in
educating their good students, i.e., those who have aptitude for
college work and good high school grades, than in preparing
students with serious high school deficiencies for transfer to
four-year institutions. Students with poor high school records
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who attend junior college with no intervening experience and
earn only C grades while making up high school deficiencies,
probably while working at least part-time, have less than an
even chance of success after transfer to most four-year colleges.

Implications. A closer look needs to be taken at what have been
termed the "late bloomers" in junior college to find out why some
are successful after transfer and why so many others fail. Weak stu-
dents with both subject-matter and scholarship deficiencies should
probably remain in junior college for more than two years before
transfer in order to catch up with their classmates who began junior
college without such deficiencies. The real test of the weaker stu-
dents' abilities to do satisfactory work at the baccalaureate degree
level may then come in the last courses to be taken in junior col-
lege, which are too often postponed until after transfer by students
who enter junior college with deficiencies. For such students a
three-plus-two program would probably bring greater success than a
two-plus-three program, from which many students are now being
dropped one year after transfer because of poor grades.

Conclusion. There is so much overlap in the distribution of
academic aptitude of the transfer students who graduate and
those who drop out that test scores do not distinguish very
efficiently among the successes and failures. If junior college
grades are used appropriately in screening, counseling, and/or
selecting transfer students for admission to particular insti-
tutions, there should be little need to introduce test results as
further evidence of capacity to do satisfactory work in the
upper division. This does not, of course, argue against the use
of test results obtained for transfer students for other purposes
nor does it deny a significant relationship between test scores
and grade point averages. Some possible uses of test results at
the time of transfer include placement in course sequences,
demonstration of proficiency, qualification for honors pro-
grams, and validation of credit for courses for which transfer
credit is not normally awarded.

Implications. Test results should probably not be used to deny
admission to transfer students if their junior college grades are good
and if their occupational goals are reasonable ones. A large number
of high school graduates with considerably less ability than the av-
erage university freshman are succeeding in junior college and
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going on to four-year institutions where they earn baccalaureate
degrees in many different fields. On the other hand, some students
with more than average ability do poor work in high school, earn
only barely satisfactory grades in junior college, and are poor candi-
dates for upper division standing, at least in the major universit;es.
It appears that many four-year institutions are able to accommodate
transfer students with a very wide range of ability who persist
through the lower division in junior college and who are motivated
to transfer.

Conclusion. The averag't: ability level of graduates who were
freshmen in the major universities is higher than that of their
counterparts who began their baccalaureate degree programs in
two-year colleges, although there is considerable overlap in the
ability of the students in the two types of colleges. Differences
in their university grades reflect this difference in average ability,
which is compounded by the often difficult academic and
personal adjustment which the transfer students must make
when they enter the university as juniors. When groups of
comparable ability compete for grades in the upper division, as
in the teachers colleges, the chances are good that the transfer
students will earn grades which are as high as those of the na-
tive students. Few junior college students with high ability and
good junior college grades are handicapped after transfer when
competing with native students for grades which would qualify
them for admission to graduate school.

Implications. When transfer students to particular institutions
have less academic ability than native students, they should not be
expected to earn grades on a par with those of the natives. The
more important question to be answered is whether transfer stu-
dents with lesser ability earn grades which enable them to persist
and to meet graduation requirements. If the yardstick used to mea-
sure transfer student success is the grade point average earned by
native students, without controlling for differences in academic ap-
titude, one may expect to find that junior college students will be
required to meet ever increasing admission standards for transfer.
Coordinating agencies should strive to maintain a good academic
"mix" in the junior colleges, i.e., to avoid siphoning off all the best
students for the four-year institutions. If the junior colleges are left
to educate only the rejects from the four-year colleges, equality of
opportunity will be lessened by the decline in quality of instruction
which would ensue.

94



Conclusions and Implications

Conclusion. At least during their first year after transfer,
grade point differentials are one of the realities of university
life which transfer students to these institutions should be pre-

pared to accept. However, junior college students are transfer-

ring to many different types of four-year collegzs, with different

grading standards and with varying differentials. Most students
will suffer some drop in grades in their first semester after

transfer, but the size of the drop and the degree of improve-

mew. afterward varies with the institution. A particular junior
college will probably have a near zero differential with some
institutions and a fairly sizeable negative differential with

others, all within the same state. Significant positive

differentials will be fairly rare and might be viewed with some

concern as possible indicators of overly tough junior college

grading standards.

Implications. Before attempting to evaluate and perhaps to tam-

per with its grading standards, each junior college should examine

annually its grade point differentials with each four-year college to

which a sizeable number of its students transfer. Because of the sta-

tus factor, the temptation is strong to try to reduce the differential

with the major state university to nearly zero, while ignoring

differentials with other types of four-yei4r colleges. However, any ar-

bitrary attempt to close the gap with the major universities could

result in the denial of opportunity to many transfer students who

are now succeeding in various types of colleges. A more realistic

goal is the achievement of a differential which most transfer stu-
dents can "afford," i.e., a drop in grades which will not result in an

average below C. Transfer students whose junior college average is

only 2.3 can ill afford a differential of .5; however, a group whose

average is 2.8 could experience a drop in grades of this magnitude

without fear of probation and dismissal.
If good junior college students are not alerted to the possibility

that their grades will drop after transfer, they may become discour-

aged and even wFtlidraw, though still in good standing. There is

clearly no simple approach to evaluating grade point differentials

or to bringing about desired changes in them, but it would be wise

to view these differentials as very rough indicators of the appropri-

ateness of both grading and admission standards in the two- and

four-year colleges.

Conduc-.1n. New junior colleges are offering educational op-
portunity to countless thousands of high school graduates of
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average ability who have inadequate financial resources to at-tend a four-year college outside their home communities (or topay tuition at local four-year institutions to which they mightbe admitted). Many are attracted to transfer programs in thejunior colleges with the expectation of becoming engineers,teachers, and other types of professional workers, only to bestranded two years later with no more financial backing thanthey had when they graduated from high school. Others takejobs while enrolled in junior college in order to earn moneyfor expenses after transfer and neglect their studies in doing so,although they are able to earn C grades whicL qualify them fortransfer. Under present financial arrangements and programs,many junior college students are developing false expectationsabout transfer and are having to drop out after finding thatthey cannot solve their financial problems.
Implications. In the light of the needs of the students who begintheir degree programs in junior colleges, a critical examinationshould be made both of the current philosophy of financial aid andof the nature of existing programs. Most of these students wouldnot be regarded as contenders for scholarships. On the other hand,they are being encouraged to embark upon two-plus-two programswith at least a tacit assumption that some form of aid will be avail-able to them to transfer if they do satisfactory work. Some of thequestions which need to be examined are these: Should junior col-lege students with only C averages be advanced money for their ex-penses in the upper division to be repaid after graduation (assum-ing that students with A's and B's are already being taken care of)?Should potential scholarship winners at the freshman level be en-couraged to attend junior college with the promise of aid as ju-niors? Is the present trend toward greatly increased aid to capablehigh school graduates to enable them to enter four-year colleges asfreshmen a wise one or should substantial sums be reserved for de-serving transfer students at the junior level?

Conclusion. Counseling about college attendance and careerchoice needs to be greatly improved at all levelshigh school,
junior college, and in the four-year institutions. Counselors
must become aware of the interdependence of the various levelsand segments of education and of the need for long-range plan-ning by the students. They must be alert to the varying pat-terns of attendance which many students now pursue in collegetwo-plus-two programs, employment between high school andcollege or during college, off-campus and part-time study lead-
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ing into regular degree programs, and work-study curricula.
Both counselors and teachers tend to be familiar with the col-
leges in which they received their own training but to be woe-
fully uninformed about the many other institutions which
their students may attend, particularly the new community col-
leges. The kinds of information which counselors, students,
and their parents need to make intelligent choices and deci-
sions about college are not yet clear but it is certain that the
information presently available is vastly inadequate.

Implications. Improvements in counseling will come about only
as a result of related actions on several fronts. First, college admin-
istrators and board members need to be convinced of the contribu-
tion which counseling could make to the total educational experi-
ence of the students, given adequate financial support and ap-
propriately trained staff. Unless budget- and policy-makers recognize
the need for increased support for counseling, the other changeswill be relatively ineffective. The second strong need is for
the upgrading of both pre-service and in-service training programs
for counselors, particularly for the junior colleges. The goals and
objectives of junior college counseling need to be defined more
dearly as one basis for developing more appropriate counselor
training programs. The needs of the transfer students for counsel-
ing services should be examined in the light of the new information
from this study. The implication is not that counseling now being
done is p( or, but that there is not enough of it and that too few
students are now benefiting from present counseling services.

Conclusion. In many four-year institutions transfer students
are being overlooked in planning orientation programs, in
offering counseling services to new students, in inviting their
participation in social and extracurricular activities, and, above
all, in giving appropriate academic advice at the time of their
first registration. There was little or no evidence of discrimina-
tory policies or practices affecting the junior college transfer
students, but compared with the an ention given the entering
freshmen, there was a general lack of concern for their needs
and interests. The new freshman continues to be the preferred
client of the four-year institutions, and of their student services
programs, while the transfer student is usually left to make his
own adjustment to the new situation.

Implications. Before appropriate action with respect to the pro-
grams can be taken, the four-year colleges may need to look at the
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charactt istics of their new undergraduate transfer groupsthe
number students, their age, class levels, the types of colleges
they come from (and the rea:cri9 hey transferred), their sex, their
housing, and theii- interests. Too often the transfer students are
grouped ignominiously with the new freshmen in orientation pro-
grams where they feel awkward and unwelcome. Their need for ori-
entation may be different from that of the freshmen because of
their college experience and greater maturity, but it is probably no
less. Similarly, since many are still unsure of themselves or uncer-
tain that their decisions have been the proper ones, their need for
both counseling and academic advising is often acute during their
first year after transfer. Special advisers in the four-year institutions
may be needed who have a philosophical commitment to the junior
college and who would make it their business to become well ac-
quainted with the junior colleges which are the major sources of
upper division transfer students.

Conclusion. The good performance of the students after
transfer is consistent with their appraisal of the quality of in-
struction they received in the junior college. Well-qualified in-
structors who are deeply interested in students and in teaching
are making it possible for the junior college to bridge the gap
between the high school and the university. The very bright
students who make this appraisal are undoubtedly correct in
suggesting some changes, however. The somewhat slower pace
which characterizes instruction in the junior college could be
accelerated during the second year, with substantial benefits
accruing to the students who intend to transfer to major uni-
versities in particular. Methods of instruction, techniques for
evaluation, assignments of reading, and term papersall these
could be made to approximate university instruction somewhat
more closely as the time approaches for the students to transfer.

Implications. Although one of the great fears of those who would
strengthen junior colleges is that they will evolve into imitations of
the major state universities, it seems desirable that cautious but de-
liberate attempts be made to "beef up" the instruction of the uni-
versity-bound transfer students during their second year in junior
college. This could be done without disturbing the essential charac-
ter of junior college instruction as a bridge between high school
and university. Since the numbers of students who transfer to the
universities are usually celite large, it should be possible to arrange
for some special work for them during their second year including.
perhaps, special sections of sonic classes, added library and written
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assignments, varied types of testing, seminars, and other devices.
Good students are now satisfied with their junior college education,
as much as and perhaps more so than students who do only average
work in junior college. To keep the former group in junior college
and to educate them appropriately, ways of offering them accelerated
instruction during their second year should be identified and imple-
mented.

Conclusion. There is no reason why junior college transfer
students should require more time and units than native stu-
dents to complete their degree programs, if the two- and four-
year colleges work together on problems of articulation of their
courses and curricula. Junior college students may be older than
their native counterparts when they finish their degrees for one
or several reasonshigh school deficiencies to be made up before
starting college-level courses, exploration in junior college before
choosing a major or transfer program, part-time enrollment or
withdrawal while earning money to continue their education,
and late decision to attend college. However, recent high school
graduates who enter college without deficiencies and enroll on
a full-time basis, who choose their major and transfer institu-
tion not later than the end of their freshman year, should be
able to progress through their two-plus-two programs at the
same rate of speed as their classmates in four-year institutions.

Implications. The junior college is and should remain essentially
a two-year institution, offering approximately half the baccalaureate
degree program. However, despite restrictions on the amount of
credit which can be transferred to four-year colleges, most students
should be urged to remain in junior college until they can transfer
with full upper division standing, with all lower division require-
ments met, and with various prerequisites satisfied. While the situa-
tion was good when the 1960 group moved through their degree pro-
grams, it probably could be improved if the junior colleges would
study the detailed performance records of their transfer students.
An analysis of the records would in many instances reveal specific
transfer problems which could be remedied quite easily, thus en-
abling an even larger number of transfer students to graduate on
time and also avoiding the loss of some students who drop out lack-
ing only some minor requirement which often could have been met
in junior college.

Conclusion. Attrition after transfer, for all causes, is higher
than it ought to be and could probably be reduced through
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joint efforts on the part of the two- and four-year colleges. Fac-
tors related to attrition are multiple and complex, but the rea-
sons given by the transfer students for dropping out as juniors
and seniors seem to have somewhat more validity than those
given by most freshmen and sophomores who feel they must
save face when withdrawing. Factors of unsatisfactory grades,
financial instability, and insufficient motivation or interest fre-
quently combine to produce withdrawal among the transfer
students. Thus, the same factors which directed them to junior
colleges as freshmen, rather than to four-year institutions, later
bring about their withdrawal as juniors and seniors.

Implications. As noted previously, a sizeable reduction in attri-
tion could be produced by means of a better matching of transfer
students and four-year colleges, with the objective of getting each
student into an institution where he has a better-than-even chance
of success. However, unless a different approach is made to the ad-
ministration of financial ain to transfer students, many who are
now attempting to complete baccalaureate degree programs without
adequate financial resources would be well advised to make other
plans. Transfer to most four-year colleges involves a cash outlay of a
totally different magnitude than junior college expenses. Many stu-
dents are transferring with little or no family backing, very limited
savings on which to draw, and no workable solution for financing
their education beyond the first semester or year in the four-year
college. The drop in grades which many experience after transfer
makes them even less likely to be able to obtain the needed funds
through part-time employment or assistance from the university.

One of the major reasons the students attend junior college as
freshmen is their lack of motivation or uncertainty about their in-
terests in or capability for baccalaureate degree programs. After
transfer, many drop out for these same reasons. They complain
about a lack of assistance from counselors and other staff members
in working through their motivational problems, including fre-
quent disappointment in their chosen major or profession,
conflicting values, personal problems, and others. One possible im-
plication is that the junior college should permit and perhaps en-
courage former students to return to talk through their problems
with former counselors and instructors. In any event, the two-year
investment which has been made in these transfer students could
produce a much higher pay-off for them and for society if somewhat
greater assistance in various forms were provided when they leave
the junior college.
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Conclusion. Present articulation machinery in many states
and in many institutions is inadequate to solve the problems
which will be brought on by an increasing volume of transfer
students. Problems of numbers will be annplicated by an in-
creased diversity in the programs offered by the various four-year
colleges and by changing patterns of transfer to different types
of institutions. Uniformity of program is impossible to achieve
in either the junior colleges or th.c lour-year institutions and is
probably undesirable even if it could be achieved. Differences
will continue to exist in the structure and content of general
education programs, in course placements and prerequisites,
and in methods of instruction and materials. Junior colleges
should not be expected to offer an infinite number of transfer
programs to parallel those of all four-year institutions to which
their students might transfer. Neither can the junior college
assume that all their students will transfer to the major state
university after which they have tended to model their pro-
grams. A multi-college approach at the state levil is needed to
achieve good articulation of the two- and four-year programs
and to preserve the individual college's right to experiment
and innovate as well as to protect the student's transfer credit.

Implications. Two- and four-year colleges are rapidly becoming
interdependent with respect to the planned mobility of their under-
graduate students. If a certain degree of autonomy in curricular
matters is to be preserved, considerable attention must be given to
the development of common policies and guidelines for transfer to
which the various colleges in each state will subscribe. Unless there
is a high degree of articulation, it may become necessary to institute
comprehensive college testing programs The results of such tests
might be used to decide which junior college students should trans-
fer to what institutions, what kinds of credit they should receive,
and when they are ready to graduate. If junior college students are
to continue to transfer freely, with no loss of time in completing
their programs, cooperation at the state level in developing guide-
lines is essential.

The various findings and conclusions might be summarized this
way: the junior colleges have made a fine record in preparing stu-
dents to transfer to a very diverse group of four-year colleges arid
universities, but improvement in the record is still possible. At the
conclusion of the studies the Esso Education Foundation provided
one means of securing such improvement by supporting a series of
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conferences to disseminate the research findings and to developguidelines for transfer. Still, the major benefits from both the re-search and the conferences will accrue only as continuing articula-tion activity is set in motion by the conferences or is furthered bythem where programs are already under way. It has been said thatarticulation is both a process and an attitude. Of the two, attitudeis perhaps the more important, for unless the parties involved under-take the solution of transfer problems in a context of interdepend-ence and shared responsibility, obviously there will be no workableprocess.
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