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~ _.. —— ' THE -ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGE .

to the baccalaureate degree for many who choose to pursye the °
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GRADUATES IN NEW JERSEY FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES

'
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%

. ' - *SUMMARY !

~

New Jersey two-year colleges have opened alternative routes
first two years of study close to home, at a relatively.low cost.
Until reéently, however, assessments of the effectiveness of this

., @venue of access have depended upon inferdnces from fsolated and

-exceptional cases. | _ oo . - )
This repoxrt présen;sﬁtheoresults—of the first systematic,’
attempt’ by the Department of Higher Education to answer the .

-

,question: How do two-year. dollege graduates perform academicaliy {:,‘

" in the four-year colleges to which they fransfer? While the
study is- limited by some-incompletene®s™in the data, in the main
it supports sevexral major findings: s . :

M el

ok .
1. As'a group, graduates of New Jefséj‘twdFYédE’ =

. - ‘colleges perform as well in the four-year

"institutions as the students who enrolled

there-as freshmen.* This finding 4is based -on

the following points: T .

.a. 'The grade point averages (GPAs) 'of
., transfer graduates in their ‘junior

. year compared favorably with the.

: GPAs of native juniors, and . ‘<.

b. 2Approximately 89% of the transfer °

= students heolding associate degrees
’ had earned at least a ""C" average .
(2.0) by the end of their junior. , . <L

yearo 3 ) “ .1 > ..‘ R .
“ g (3
2. Although preliminary data suggested.that twWwo-year,
: college students experience 'a mild drop in grade

point average-onre. semester after transfer-- the
'so-called "transfer shock," =~ further analysis .

P indicdted that approximately as many students - -

show increases in GPA after transfer as decrgases: '

-

-

"3. Better academic performance at tﬁé two-year ~
colleges tended to. enhance one's chances of o
success at the four-year college. For example, L

-
A
¢ .

A

*However, performance differences exist among stuaénps grhduatiqg
"from different two-year colleges and among groups attending varidus.
. four-year colleges. < -

/]
4
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83% of transfer students graduatlng wlth a"
cumulative GPA between 2.0 and 2.4 at the two=-
year colleges earned a 2.0 or greater in their -
_junior year at the four-year college; 98% of
two-year college draduaftes transferrlng w1th
, between a 3.5 and 4.0 ulatlve GPA earned a
e ‘ 2.0 or hlgher. . L s

4. 1t is feasibIe to establlsh a statew;de system
for the pooling of information on the academic
_performance of two-year college. transfer stu-
dents in the four-year colleges. Such infor- .
mation already has asslsted both the ingtitutions

. and the Department of ngher'Educatlon in deter--

"< mining the ability of the two~year colleges to
: provide viable avenues of access to education
. ' beyond the associate degree. Nonetheless, if

- the data-sharing system is to be effective over
the longer term, it must be slmpllfled appreci-
ably. . J/ .

s P 2 /IN'I‘RODUCTION

The establishment of/the commnnlty collége as an instltutlon
of expanding educational opportunlty is among the more slgnlflcant
‘developments in' twen tieth century American hlgher education. <

. Since the passage of i#¥s enabling legislation in -1962, e New'

.+« Jersey’community college has accommodated increasing n ers of
students who, for financial, academic, socioceconomic, geographlc,
and other Teasons did not previously have access to a college
education. More speclflcaIly, the éommunity -colleges have opened
avenues to" occupaticnal training, remedial services, adult and
contlnulng~educatlon, aiid the first two years of college for
) those aspiring to the baccalaureate and beyond.

- -.As the community college concept gained accepta,nce and. the
':numbers of students transferring to a four-year college grew,
" representatives of bqoth the New .Jersey Department of Higher
~—~———Education and the- ‘county colleges recqgnized the need to assess
. outputs“iﬁd—fa‘ident&fy problems encountered by students who
transferred to a senior institution. As a result,oa statewide
.Transfer Articulation Steering Committee, comprising, represen- -
tatives of all New Jersey colleges, was established in 1974.
} The Commltteendecldedﬁthat three major questlons “should be
addressed: (1) How many students transfer, where do they come

A from, . and where do- they go’x;1 7 (2) What barrlers do transfer

e" te ,-,-, .
/ PRV . . '

- /
S . . . . I
- e 2 - L3 .

1DHE Researéhfﬁe rt $76-1 provided information on the numbers
-'of students tr%nEf‘rrlng Trom two- to four-year tolleges in New
L Jersey in 1973 and 1974. “An updated report, to include numbers
trangferrlng in. 1975 1976, and projectlons for Fall 1977, is in
preparatlon.' - W A NS
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students encounter??; and (3) How do two-year college graduates e
perform academically in,the ¥ohr-year-cold ? . This report is . '
an initial rpsponse to the third question concerning “the -academic .
success -0f Hransfer students. ) — ,

£l
y . -~ -

-~ '
3 re ¢

A.  Stateslent of] the Problem e
i ’ . « I L. . e
The tragitiLns of autonomy and local &ntrol that charac- ) X

terize ‘highe? education institutions: have -resulted in closely v
gquarded prerogatives in matters of admisgsions policies and cur-
.iculum development. 'Yet, a statewide commitment in New Jersey
- to an open dialogue céncerning the problems of transfer students
has ‘had positive effect. According to representatives of the .
annual Transfer|Clearinghouse, all associate degree- graduates of -°
approved transfer curricula-who sought to enter the upper. - :
division of a New Jersey four-year college in -the last six years - ¢
. have been accommodated,-indicating that one fundamental o ‘4

condition of access--the opportunity to enroll--has been met. _. - -
However, access must be more %han.the opportunity to enroll.' - .
'When qualified and motivated students enter college byt fail to
" 7 'progress, the true objective of access is not being.fulfilled.  : -

-

=
'

»

To date, New Jersey educational planners and administrators .. o
at both the state and institutional.levels have guéssed at the - R
extent to which transfer students succeed academically aftér.. = *
- recelving the associate' degree. ''The pregent -stidy was ‘undertaken . | Lo
' to fill some of the gaps'in oar knowlédge Bbout their achievement. .~ . .
. - . L} N

'B. - Definitions o : ) ’ s TR

Y . N
- . . .

_— Theé following definitions, used fhroughout the report, are
' presented to assist the reader: - : - : . :

® - -
~

——

. .. ‘Iransfer Students. Students moving from a two-year 'to .- . 3
n A a four-year college within New Jersey. - - . - RN

B o o«

: .. TIransfer Graduates. A transfe: student ‘who has earned \“U AREE
Ce an associate degree (AA, AS, or EASTﬁaé\aftwc:yga;___;;_wy " e,
N " college prior to tramsferring.: el S AP

b . , A7
-

ST Sending College. 'The two-year college ‘in which the - , " .
- t:ajEfer student undertook the first two years of study

° S toward the baccalaureate. ‘ )

v~ —_— / g v '~ % - .
4 X M \ . . '

LEEINN
] ! ot
, v . ‘e -
. . . N T
- , . ¢
‘e .

Ty e =

— — N S .
-7, ,\’spegific initatives have beénétaken te igolate the problems .
. associated with the transfer of courses and credits in the
N f_j_:ljl_gs of nursing, business, and the industrial.and -engineering. -
_technologies.. \ e R .




¢ . ‘ -4- "o ~ )

- e " LT
ReceivingﬁCollege. The four-year §ollege or university . .,
. .. in‘which the transfer student is ¢ mpletlng the bacca— 0
X T laureate. - ' o . LT R

- / ] N

. ¥ Native Junlors. Students in their junlor year who
U I ﬂ'began their studies as freshmen at the same, four-year '

,aa

: \rnstltutlon. . *

-

.-——— - - e - - - e

*

\ - II. METHODOLOGY . ST

B - The uglt of focus in the' study was the graduate of a New

. ' Jersey two-year college who enrolled in a New Jersey senior

. . college as a full-time junior in the Fall of 1974. Of the 2,743 .

’ ,Students who fit the definition statewzde, some transfer data ’ ..
were provzded for 1,523 (56%) students. ) . e

)
o

Procedures for collectf%g data were, develop ed in consultation
with a statéwide Interlnstltutlonal Research’ Committee on Transfe:
» . Student Achievement. gew Jersey public and independent senior -
’ ., . colleges were asked to provide information identifying the two- ~* >
: _ * Yyear college students who transferred to their institutions in Fall -~ “
N 1974, A listing of students and their-four-year college academic S
® majors .was sent early in 1976 to the two-year college liaisén
. . representatives who, in turn, provided the-Department of Higher .
- Education with sending cgilege grade point average data fozr. each ) ’
“Student." Concurrently, e receiving colleges advised the .
.. - -~-Department concerning transfer student achievement in their lnsti- Do
T _° tutions ‘as of the spring semester, 1975.% All student recordquere'- S,
" ¢ s keypunched, a master computer file created by the New- Jerseyém% -
s . cEducatlonal Computer Network, and reports generated. o T
. As you will note, analyses in the‘report are’ based on fewer
 than 1,523 students, since.transfer data from both the sending -and - .
greceiv1ng college were not prov1ded for each student. —(See -

Appendlx A,) . et . “
o . . . - AN : S S
. Before proceedlng to a discussion of flndlngs, several .
, lrmltatlons should be noted: . o . ”g T,
. -~ Because pf mlsslng data elements and non—partlci-' . SR

pation by several gnstltutions, lnformatlon about

-

¢ .
FS T b 5t
: . . PR
- N R , . e

. . . R . ;
. . 4
H 1

¢ -

" ' . ’see Appendix A for informatlon about ‘particip ing :Lns{:::.tutions T

Ce and a d1scusslon of the study sample. .- ”.
R l’Arx op;nlon of the New Jersey Attorney General 1ndlcated that o PP

1 the data-sharing procedure would not violaté the intent of the
. Family Educational Rights and Privacy Law (The "Buckley.

T -\‘ Amendment") . . G
3 ) . : ("i . — } N . S R
R A T R A
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‘ " .specific ‘institutions has’'been excluded from-this- ., 1 —y
oo Teport.® With the exdeption of the cases ih which
.- ', Nho student data were obtained-from institutions: .= . ‘o
r " that elected not to.participate, missing.records . R
e L, appear to have occurred .at random. - a -

e -=.Although it ha§ been possible.to cemplite the grade ..

£+ - point‘averages of native juniors“from data supplied

. ° ° by the colleges, other descriptors of native juniorsy
" such as averages of credits ‘attempted and crledits C ‘.
' . edrned, were not avaijlable. R . _—
. ' ; ; - ’ g

s e 2ac
[ , o

-~ . S el

V .. *= Grade point averages, used as the principal- measure T
. - % -« . of student achievement in-the:study, have been . T
ALt * "rqounded to one decimal place in ofder to discourage

¢ ,: . , conclusions that 'exceed the capaaity of the data. ' .

. ', | == Cautions should be ‘exercised J}n the' use of grade- L

o ‘point average data in the study sincé trends .toward oo
" ...\ grade Inflation cast-doubt upon thé GPA as a valid :
SN ‘measyre - of ‘attainment. ' LR T

+ - - - . * ’
- . -

. - L - » . " ! i
sl T L w3 rrr. CrINDINGS 0 .

3 . - e

. . ) : ! 4

. . ‘ . . B »

s % ., -.The —géademic performance  of transfer graduates was evaluated
w, - @in several ways: # .. . . ’ o
SO e et i S L IO T R BRI W ¢
3 }‘}*F*?"-fﬁ%ﬁ;’ *19- By comparing grade point averagés of transfer . '@ o
Yol b ' Students at their sending colléges with GPA's - ]

.o . at their receiving'colleges; . :

(2) By.,comparimg the grade point averages of. t,rainsfer‘

N juniors with®the same data for, nat-iive ‘Juniorsy

SR (3) By detepniz‘iing’-'&hé.@ércenta:gé of transfer graduates .
N eaining above'a "C" average (2.0) in their junior .o

_ - year; and-‘-. LT - .

0 - M -~
a ”» “

( 4) By comparing jx.he' number of i::r‘e"iiifg affempted with N Lt
~ the number earhed, <in Spring 1975, . .

. ~
- « , e

‘ ‘ - - ' ' ’ X ws‘ N ‘l~.
$pata conipax:ing each iixst.{'tutj_.on with the average for .its sector \J 9
0 “have_been shared with the individual colleges. . Lt :

. . ) ca T
Sy . y

.
J - | ° < ‘- ° . .‘\
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- . A. " GPA's Before.and After Transfet - K see

. . N - ' L, ' \: N .

' _A’comparison of a transfér student's’ junior Year GPA-with, . . -
-Ahe "GPA earned at the serding college may reveal the extent. to @ - -
* which sucessful transjtion has occurred. ,In their review of

the transfer research literature,.Holmstrom and. Bisconti (1973)°

noteéd & predominant theme,; "transfer shock, ": which suggests

that, initidlly, .two-year ¢ollege transfer students do experi-~ -
ence some difficulty in the transition,. exhibited by .a slight
dn_GPA during the first semester in’ the ‘upper division: \\\

......

Strom and Bisconti- also noted that the phénomenon has been
chaklenged by researchers who suggest that the¢ "shock" ) N
»~ . Phenchenon may be more appropriately rélated to.variations in’ '
%) " grading practices among different institutions, irrespettive of

3

- type {junior or senior, two-year or four-yéar:) -

. * ‘. <, 'l.,- ‘. = T .‘ \
; "“Th.e"\resu_lts of the present study-show that two-year college \
graduatés. earned an average GPA,of 2.8 at the two-year colleges N
(Table I).: The same students' earned. an average GPA of 2.9 for . . \

.their junior’ year, which 'suggests that the academic performance .

of two-year college fransfer graduates equals.or slightly’ ’ -
exceeds their performance at ‘the two-year. colleges. Furtfermore, |
the data in' the aggregate-d® not reveal evidence of "shock” S

, since_ transfer students, on the average, maintained the same GPA
© - (2.8) in their first semester of transfer as at the sending - .
college. : . ) , - L d
. The data may lend soie credence to the"noti.on that differerices 4
in grading standards may lain the'existence of "transfer shock", .
Where it occurs, since students from-half of the sending colleges '
do show-a decrease in GPA upon transfer (i.e., "shock")", while . - .
‘- _ Students from the other half show increases. N _ '
. . LT - 3
S : S Table I . _ . .
P .GPA'S OF* TWO-YEAR COLLEGE TRANSFER GRADUATES - -
AT BOTH SENDING AND RECEIVING COLLEGES . - ..
) - . . ' Q-
. . \ _» -__,‘ . ,'n ‘ ;(n' - 618) .Q ,
Transfer Transfer Student. GPX i
. ‘Studént GPA|Junior Year at Receiving.College "Index . 5
" . “fat Tyo-Year| First .Second |Junior Yr. of _ oot .
Co (Sending) Semester | Semester | Average "Shock" ' T
_ .| ‘college GRA . | GPA: . GPA ] , :
) (1) (2) . (3) - (4) - (-2 | .
" 2.8 | 2.8 3.0 | 2.9 B RN _
» L 1 - ‘ B s ) . S 3 o N . i

»

- . . . -

... . - . . - - * . , . -

sHolmstfém, E. I. énd Biscontt, A.S. Transfers from.Junior te Sehior
Collegejs.". Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1974.

.
-
-

- 3 . . -t

- - ! ’
.o ’ 9 A}
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'B. . GPA's of Native and Transfer' Juh'iors -

Usmg Spring sgmester grades as a measure, transfer graduates
performed slightly better acadexpically than native students. The .
Spring semester GPA of .native juniors was 2.9 while. the

!
,.,A:,__.A.‘_.‘...._.c,..x.un.....m...uuj' M

omparable |
average for transfer Juniors was 3. 0 (‘I'able II)
J . =, "‘ » ~g ) o
4. 4 R N \‘ . @‘?‘ . . .' . - [
) ’ ' . L7 PR ¢ Table II » - \. R ,, B .
' . SECOND SEMESTER GPA FOR TRANSFER AND "
NATIVE JUNIORS SPRING 1975 ST '
- - - r— ‘b» -
Receiving Sector -Native Jupio‘rs,- * Transfer Juniors’
: . - ’GPA . N . GPA N -’
+  Public Colleges. '2.90 5,670 . . 3.0 494
Indgpendent Colleges 2.8 2,974 2.9 73’ '
. ToTAL - 2.9 8,644 - T30 567
-—=—f‘ 4-‘ = /( — ~,*L.L-.. — - — R
. %, : ' -
r . =
When the cumulative GPAs (CGPA) as o * of the - -
Junior year are compared,:a similar result ,pbtains. ‘I'ransfer . T

graduates perform on a par with
indivz.dual differences exist among colleges.

ative juniors ‘(Table III) , although

A .
- . 7

‘ ’ r . . R . - » S
| : "¢ mable III N ' -
‘ THREE—YEAR CUMULATIVE GPA FO& TRANSFERS AND NATIVE J'UNIORS . )
\ S ative Juniors t > ‘I'ransfer Juniors‘* S
E Receiving Sector . . N . ot - Y
. " CGPA\ .+ N .. - = CGPA . N
,' Publ:Lc cc Ieges ' -2:8" \ 7,604 2.8 . . 198
.\2 "Independe t Collegés 2.8 #2022 - 2.8
© Y poran ' 5.8 ' 2.8

-~

11,626

L

»

Tomer e

C.

t\

‘I'ransfer Students EarnianPA 2 0 OF Better . . Cs

" apirst two yearé of CGPA computed usingrtlie sending GPA ‘as a,proxy value. .

& .

- - P

A Another useful measure: of ‘the academic success pf- transfer grad-

uates is the percentage. of students earning above a "c" average at
the condlusidn of their junidr year. (A GPA of 2.0 ds considered

- an a,cceptable average and typically is a minimum requirement for .

-

. ~’€€ gduxi ation ’)

-See Table IV on _page 8. -
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Percentage of Students with Cumulati
N (N = 868) .

Less than 2.0 2.0.2.9"

11%

) o "'. .'/ - °
*Comparable'datatnbt'available for native students. ‘.

The data show that 89% of transfer gréduates had earned a‘""c" .
‘average or better (2.0 or higher) during their first year in the °
_senior lnstltutlons. . . t .

] N '

’ . The- study also supports concluslvely the notlon that stude
" 7, who perform better in the, two-year collegas tend ‘to perform
better in the ‘four-year coliegés to which they transfer. For
example, \83% of the students graduating with a GPA between, 2
and’ 2.4 from the two-year college earned an average greater /Athan

) 2.0 in the receiving tolleges, while 98% of graduates with
. ¢+ . sending GPA between 3.5.2nd 4.0 did sq (Table, V). These ata
" suggest that students’ plahning tS transfer may be able enhance
their chances of completing the junior year by dpylgent attentlon

s

v to thelr studles at the’ two-year colleges.
. : - oY s
’-A - --—"'—L« e‘_ . l‘ ~ .
- Table v N >
, . .
I f‘ .. ..,. K -
. ey RELATIONSH%P~BE¥WEEN«REGEIVING COLLEGE GPA ‘ P
’ N © . (JUNIOR YEAR) AND SENDING COLLE " GPA T
. ’ . . ..’3 - ! é AT 2
' ) 7 . - ' “- ) , ‘
A 0 ;oo _.‘ 3N \K* 1 percentage of Transfer Graduates at ‘;;
u . e . the Receiving College* Earnlng GPA of: | ¢+ 14
GPA "at ﬂ ~ 3 0 or " - . ‘11 :
i Sending College| - - greater x‘ :
. L T . I
i B -~ e L
; ' 2.0 - 2.4 ' - los - s
v o b L s2.57= 2.9 318 | R K
3.0-- 3.4 61y~ - [ .
‘ 3.5 - 4.0 g9% .. -
&},«" &, " - . .o
” \. * ‘Comparable data ngt available for gative‘students. S , o
Se " ” oL s R
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‘*'.‘AC.,‘ Credits Atitempted vys. Credits'Earned'

*
<

—e e . N
‘.The'relationéhip between the number of gredits attempted
. .in & given 'semester and the number earmed may be Viewed as an
indicator of transfer student success in that a/minimal loss of
credits implies a high rate of completion of attempted course
- -work. Table VI shows that transfers 1ldst an average of about
half of a gpéait (.4) while pursuing their second semester in.
Spring 1975. B - -

Ca ! — . -
»

-
3

s _ - Tdble

» ]

- ) VI
4 // . . ' » o ‘
N V4 CREPITS ATTEMPTED VS. CREDITS EARNED IN SPRING 1975
s - s . " § e - . e
P o . e - W )
SR : . m_. Average - Average - .
BY : Credits “Credits °. - Credit’, -
- Attempted Earnegd, Difference N

£

[ L

- E2
5 . .

Seﬁdiné-Sector

<

Public TworYear - 15.4 15,0 -4 564
Independent Two-Year* - L - v - °
- - ’ ‘ ., i ’ e
TOTAL - ' 15.4 - 15>0 Y 569
’ Regeiving‘sécﬁo;, ‘ o . :
-Public Four-Year 15.4 15.0 . o=e4 496
’ Independent Four-Year. 15.2 ~ ©14.7° s -.5 73
. . o . - . L “ - . h\ v
TOTAL 15.4 15.0 - ';""“1’-—-- -04 - 569
RN ) ’ > ¢ S

*"Ns too low for 3eparate-analysis. A
. While course failures by some transfer. students: may explain
 the- loss of .4 credits, it is alsq possible that some students’
grade files were mot up.to date at the time the study’data were
~ coldected. In the latter case, .the effect on the avetage number
of credits earned would be the same.as failing '-a course. o
It is impossilile to'determine how much of the credit 1 s is
+. . due to course failu:e‘gnd'hbw much to clerical lag. * It ds clear,
however, that. two-year college ‘graduates satisfactorily completed ®
virtually all cqQurse work during the second gsemester of their, .
juniogégear. Although no. data -on, semester ‘credits .attempted
- -and>ed¥hed by native- students were available,*infarmal discussion with
college adilinistrators indicatés that native student$ do not differ.
substahtially from transfers in this regard. - - R "

¢

* " Without ¥omparable ‘data. on native juniors, a comparison of
credits attémpted with credits earned by transfer graduates is _ -
not ‘a key measuré of academic success. However, in conjunction |, -
with other indicators,.the small nimber of credits lost canfirms
the .picture of community College transfer student success at ‘the - -

iy

M

senior institutions. A N . . -
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A. Conclusion __ . . ", . R '

-

The findings of this study lead to the general conclusion

-that the two-year college -appears to be .an effective ‘pathway to -
the upper .division for New: Jersey two-year college graduates who
choose to pursue the baccalaureate. In a subsequent phase-of

" the study, the extent to which students persist to\g.raduation' L
'will be determined.- Furthermore, - insofar as satisfactory trahs- \
- fer’ student achievement in the upper division of the senior R
institutions can be ¥iewed as a measure of access.to post- .

' secondary education, it.appears that oneé of the aims of the New‘
Jersey Master Plan (Phase II)--that the. community colleges-.

P serve as an open door~to higher education in New Jersey--is,
b ‘being served. - ! : ‘

. .

Ey oo
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.~ IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY.-  °- - l
1
i
§
i

B. Recommendatisns for Further Study ) ”.\5” o
A -

. It is 'not .uncommon- that studies such as ‘this raise more 8

* - questions than they answer. 2Among the noteworthy issues for . )

further investigation are- the following: - ) .

P TN NACRE
- @
RN -

i
"
~

>
A

1. What aze the'“attrition/completiéﬁ rates of = % 4. = . s
»  transfer graduates in the four-year .colleges? '

- It'is recommended that the .Department O

. of Higher Education, in' conjunction * - S o

ST " with the Interinstitutional Advisory R ' -

. | p Commi ttee on Transfer Student Achievement, Y

. ‘ contintie to refine the transfer data base ' '

- in order to obtain reliable attrition/ : LA -

: . ©°  completion data for transfer students: at . . S "
ioo ' the senior institutions. o

.

) . , .t ! T ( ' - N

e 2 (How does the-academic performance. of transfer
, . 2 R students vary by their program of studx at the
M oo . twofyear college? - ’ ) ,r\ .

\ While it is known that.there is variability’
o | in achievement amopg transfer graduates from .
=, : : different community coileges, the extent to: -~
v . .. - which graduajes of different commuriity college
D % . curgicula-vaty in academic performance gould. .
Lt . notbe determined in the present 'study.™ - - .
N ’ . Therefore, the.transfer achievement data,base . /.
o .  should’'be refined and examined further to " o]
L ‘ isolate the’two-year ¢ollege.curricula-from . ' _ v L
i oL which studgrits loose credit or show decidedly w4, -/ i .
SE T e . inferior acddemic performance. Ty T

, e
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“

‘v

e




P 4 it iy m' A N -, M * L. ) .\; .- “‘-"
B 3. How can a statewide data-sharlng system be made , - }
o more. useful and manageable? - ‘
S 2 ) ; coL
' " It is recommernided that a hlgh erlertY' be a\ : b )
. . given to revamping the ~0riginal data—sharlng

. . system to the ‘end ‘that it. prov1de useful _ <, oo
. NS + information- ‘S$N-a t:.mely way. At the very T . -

least, this would requirg a ‘rethinking” about L ,' B 1
which data will serve the needs of the . - ‘

institutions and the Depar ent of ngher T ég-
. L ' Education, sand a reappraisal of: the be@t way o,
-\ >

~ to ob ain rellable J.nformation. . : .
) 14 . ! [4 ' . (
‘! ¥ - - o - X - 3 . -
. . N £ Prd - N > -
- \ P - .
LS B N . -
— P k L5
+ .
4 N
. )
- T N . V] -
s f ./'x' ] P '
b ] -~ .’ “
. ¥ NE] M & s - ¥ .
- ‘ v s 3 . .
" -~ (s r
\ L _ 3 A
Ha . . ., N . t N -
~ ) g ¢ - ' LN - . .
4 r -
4 v .
9 - \" ! ¢ [ * ’ — v
r [
, - N 3
% ] N N . -
. . 7
. .
B . - ) . 2 .
. .

N ‘
Pu
e -~ . b
- +
- .
.
" ~ . .
4 . . N ~
-~ 3 . -
o .
e
- - o
- /,,r .. - %
.
- - - ~ » . —~— h N 3
N . o R . . : X
~ . X
R / , ;. .
= ) . . - . .
. v -
EN N .
. * -
- .
- . Gt ) - —
Q\ e{ ¢ - bt
0 oy N
o “ . - = s
) R -
* . a P *
N /
-~ b B . .
L4 -
. -0 : . -
- ¢ e
»’ . A}
3 - . . X P -
C Iy - ' <
. - ’;‘ -
Q * ‘fz .
. R o - ¢ 1 e ~
. Y2 . PR
L + ~ i P
ERIC o R
N mmmm - . . - - .
-, R

P , PO R -



.- * . -’ L. o . 5‘: . R M
J B APPENDI§ A. : B ‘“ \'. " .
' A. Institutions Participating in the Study ‘ ? .- ‘N C

Whereas each institution noted’in Table A (p. 14) participated
. to some sextent in the_study, many did not provide all the :‘critical
" information pertaining to each transfer student that was needed to
geperate reports (elgy, GPA in spring semester 1975, full-time/part~-
. time status, sedding college-GPA)_and the like). :

The statistical analyses performed ‘required either: 1) more. .

sthan' one piece of information for each student'at the safe point in’
. time, 2)  different pieces of information on the same\ students’ at .
‘different points in‘ time, .or 3) the same pieces of ipformation -

" on two different groups of Students at the same time (and at the

sg§§.) In satisfying these requirements;_the.numb%@;of -~ .

‘ same coll®
studen a chqrds available for ‘the analyses was redhced
considggggly from the original pool“of over”’l,500. A3 a result,
- tables esented in fhe tekt’ include data’ from some Institutions~ -
© - and exclude data from others.# a : g NG
[

-

- . 4This will bgcome apparent to the reader ‘as he/she peruses the
* } text and notes that the'Ns qn which table-findings are based vary
- from tableé to table. As described above, this is ‘due in the:
main to ‘the exclysion of some jinstituticns, depending on data pro-
vided. For example, Tab e.Iajé\based on the 618 students for which
all needed data were proyided by- both .sending and reteiving._ -
colleges.’: Table II, on”the @%her_hand,'réTies:on comparisons of
" " native juaiors with transfer ‘juniors:at the same colleges. As
such, there were.567 transfer students, for whom we received both - , -
their spring 1§7SMGPA‘data'§gg information from their cot eges on
the GPA's of native juniors., In. sum, thermore ways we aggregate -
- sgudent re@brds_where information is not’ ¢gmplete for all-students,
;the fewer studefits £ill -all gesignétéd'criteria? - 2

P

A d

-

?

~»

¢ -

B." .Representativeness of the Findings =~ - T v - . :
. The small’Ns reported in the tables raise the question of S
4 the representativeness (and hence, the walidity) of the study. The - .
- text of this report notes that 2,743 students actual;j?tragsfer;ed
‘within New Jersey..from a two-year to a four-year cellége in Fall

1974, enrolling full time.’ Of the.2,743,'we recéived records on

1,523 students. Ddta in many of the tablés in this report are based

"on sub-sets of the 1,523, :angin%(fr size fromﬁ60b’tp 900 students.
- . o < o . - /\' . v

4 In order&;o_investigéﬁe the possibility of bias in,ghe groups
studied, we performed a yx?Z analysis on'the distribution @ff one s
wvaridble -- ‘the spl@t between AA/AS recipients and AAS~ré ipients. -
Both the 1,523, and to a’greater extent the 618 (the N iny;Table I),
appear to 'be biased (signifiqadtiag'the <05.level, in both)cases)

14

in’ favor of thé AAS graduate. That is, while only 9% of ally b

of participating institutions. N
- MR bl , . N . L ‘ . * t .
: . 15 . ’ P
4““) pS , . . Sy ..

LG i :
i . J 4 o . h v ! ar Fy £y . - -~
v s A \b B / O Y - e

I S T S ‘
* The reader 15 directed to Table B.(p.*15) for'a ;iStlnﬁs by tab}e,
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* transfer graduates enrolllng full time were AAS rec1p1ents, 11% of
our entire study group had received the AAS degree, ag f- 'm..

qaa 21% of

the students whose records were used for the, analysis shown in
Table I on 'page 6 of this report.

.

) Y 100% $ Dlstrlbutlon
. v (N) AA/AS .. NAS
Total Transfer:Graduates 2,743 91% o 93
Somé .récords repbrted- 1, 523 893 foo1ls,
Table I records " 618 "79% {, 213

14

’ ’
. ’
o ?
« k3

cTe Py

i

A
‘.

“ Further analysis revealed that the AAS. rec1p1ents had earned
a GPA of 0.1 901nts lower” than the AA/AS recipients. , Therefqre, .
in, the aggregate, the GPAs reported for transfer graduates in this 4

M LN

study may have, underestimated the actual GPA performance of the C

2 743 students.
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- . Table A ‘ Jflf

- - , -
Part1c1pants in the Transfef}Stmdent Kbhlevement Study o .

: ST 1974 -n1975 0 B ‘ \ A

] . . ’ R L

- * o~ > \ c g -

L3 N - v - \ . i

h . ‘g - i

\‘ ' ¢ \‘\’ ) c ¢ AR ) ]

. pL ‘ - . . . . ! - L. T J
(RECEIVI G COLLEGES i SENDING COLLEGES " °* -~ | o |
. ’ . ‘ . . . v ! .

' - s e ) ’ ‘?‘ PN B /
Public Institutions: e Publio Institut’ions'\""' e

) GIassboro State College " , ,<Atlant1c Commun;ty Gollege " .

- Jersey City State College Bergen Communlty College - T 2,
.. Kean College-of New Jersey ° " Brookdale\Communlty Cillege' ) |

. Montclair State College . . Burlington - onnty Col ege s
Ramapo College of New Jersey \ yLamden County ‘College ' . .
Richard Stockton State College ‘? ‘Cumberland County College -7’% .
Trenton State College' - Essex Cgunty College ' .s::g AL
Wm. Paterson College “of New_qg;sey Gloucester County- Coll .'%’/ﬂ\
N.J.I.T. . “M“rcer*cmy Commipd t colie - ¥
- Rutgers, the. State. UanerSlty ‘Middlesex County College Cooehs

: S , _County Collede of M rrls .o s
‘ . , o " Oceari County College™ oo
ce ) M s Passaitc County Communlty Collegé
Independent Institutions: i s&iem Cormunity College T,
, Somerset -County College . -
Coilege of St. El!babeth e Unlon College -
~ Drew University Union County Technlcal Lnstltute_‘

" Fairleigh Dickinson Unlver51ty ] " e . :. ]
Felician College , . S A \\\ ’ .
Georgian Court College e Independent%instltutlons‘ » ’
Monmouth College : S
~Princeton University . Assumptlon College A ,

St. ‘Peter's College o Centenary College . - - ‘
Stevens Inst. of Technology ” Edward Williams College. Spon - w

LUpsala: College - - Luther College of the Bible 7,




O oy e B -15- < ~©  Appéendix A
LA ) ) TABLE B. )
. " Text Table No. 7| ~Text Table No. | ~ ..
‘ SENDING COLLEGES | I |IIIIINIV|V |vI |RECEIVING COLLEGES | 1 [1rfrrfIv]| v [vr
" Public Inst: '; ' o " ic Inst: . ‘ .
Atlantic IR EE SRR Glassboro . Ixlx]x|x|x|x
. Bergen, X X | x| x|| Jersey City x[x|x|x|x|x
Brookdale f2 = 1" Ix|x|x Kean ' O x [ xTxe x| xfx
. . v I /m <28 H . -
_ Burlington 1x dx 1x|x Mbntclair,} D lx 1414 xix]|x .
IR . - . w
) Camden ' Ll x ol Bl PV PV IS 1 Ramapo |14]4)1f1]1
Cumberland 1x{m{m)x|x|x|| Stockton T | x E’4' 1{1{1F}.

, P ) ~‘- N ® " ’ “ e . ' ‘ Y i ) LI )

" Essex P x| elx|x]x Trenton x4 x \{, x|x
Gloucester X olo XIx|x ‘; Wm. Paterson ol f4x|x|x 1
oy - : : : 1. ‘ TR b
Mercer *. ..° |1 Sl x 11T N.J.I.T. ., x ¥ |x ?{‘EJ?J; X

S TN HiH ol - , S B A4 1
"Middlesex | X x | x| x || “Rutgers el 1414 111
. } T I i T Cos ot ‘ ’ 1 l i,

) M‘orrls‘ . X - X1x1x N : )(_’. B /J,.\:Sj
> - sd,cea?: e x|olalx|x]|x S e ~
L ‘ ) o . Indep. Inst: o ’ - R

‘;',:', .. . o i e‘ . .- z . -
Passaie . - P I B N O I N e Col. of St. Eliz. Q Xx | Xx13]x
‘ ” ) N o . ) . s
Salem S < “: X |x]x|| . Brew ol XIx|x|x]xix
Somerset: ‘ X 1x|x|=x FDU o x|x|x]x|x|x
Union . | xlal e x; X |x Fe11101an ! Lo 1 k4— &4;"1 1l
. U.C.TI. ,~ {11 . 1/1]1{l ‘Georgian.Ctourt |x|x|x{%x{x]|x.
& . A ol o i 1 N .
EY o il Monmouth . x|zl ]1|1]
- Indep. Inst.: = | = , 3 ) - . 15 .

' ~ . . _|I: Princeton 131414131311 :

' Assuription . 3 37-:313 ) - ! | r.

o - ) . St. Peter's 1'{f4 4 {r|1]1

- Centenary - x| | “txx|{x|l -~ ' - '

T . R 1 . - Stevens R A I35 IS I A A I |
k Edward.Williamg | x x{x|{x{: - . T e B ‘
T , , ‘ Upsala - 77 . Ix |2 {|%]|x|%et-.
. Luthér N P I{1}1 . D B N gl [y

e i N 1. : i b -

v . ‘_j-?;. e ) . - ) ) . .

Lo tx appea{ing on the line next to each college and in the col under .-
each Table number\%:ica,teg that data from that institution re.used
in the analysis- for that Table. ( ; 2 I

. Footnotes: ~See page 16 for an explanation of each of the footnotes '

. © (1 through 5) shown .in the above Table.* 18 )
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R R B o ~16- -
. A . - TABLE B | SR
- - (FOOTNOTES) ‘ i
> 4 - i
. )p .é
. . ! One or more of the data elements required. - v
. . " for-thisg table were- ot prov:.ded. S s
. 3
' . ¥, e *
. " ?  Brookdale's gradlng system is not comparable "E;é’
‘ with that of other Communlty Colleges. - .
? N's too low for inclusion in study. . o ' - .’
4 C : ; ) ‘ . - . ' . §:
. omparable data were not available fﬂk‘ ] |
"native juniors"., ‘ , o SRS
.o : : \
" 5 Tables II and III were based on informgtion .
- ' , . " supplied. by the senior colleges; thus, data . _
- ] from two-year (sending) colleges not required o
IR, ’ .i for these tables: T '
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