ABSTRACT
Transfer Transitions:
First Semester Experiences of Transfer Students
at Selected Texas Christian Universities

John Eric Gumm

Mentor: Albert B. Smith, Ph.D.

This study examined the experiences of new transfer students in the Fall semester
of 2005 at three Christian universities. The research focused on determining the variables
that predicted transfer students’ successful transition and persistence during their first
semester at these universities. This study applied Tinto’s (1993) model of student
departure to transfer students and also included an examination of the impact of spiritual
integration on student persistence. Additionally, it considered those variables which
impacted student academic and social adjustment (Laanan, 1998).

Three Christian universities in Texas (with a total new transfer student population
of 603) were selected for this study. A 70-item survey was used to examine the students’
backgrounds and their transfer experiences. Multiple rounds of reminders resulted in an
overall response rate of 58% (n=348).

Only one of the twenty pre-enrollment variables, Highest Degree Planned at
Current Institution, was significant at the p<.05 level with regard to the prediction of

student persistence. Logistic regression was then used to consider whether the Tinto



constructs of academic integration, social integration, and goal and institutional
commitments were significant predictors of transfer student persistence. The spiritual
integration construct was tested in the same manner. Only the Social Integration
(specifically the Peer Interaction variable) and Goal and Institutional Commitment
constructs were predictive of transfer student persistence at these three universities.
Linear regression was then utilized to determine the variables that affected the
academic and social adjustment of these transfer students. Results showed three
variables with a significant effect on the transfer student’s academic adjustment (and
accounted for 45% of the variation) and three variables that were significant in their
effect on the transfer student’s social adjustment (accounting for 41% of the variation).
Recommendations for practice and future research were made based on the results
of the analysis. Transfer students create a unique opportunity and challenge for higher
education, including Christian universities. It is hoped that this research will be the
impetus needed to challenge universities to pursue answers to these same research

questions and to a greater understanding of their transfer students.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction to the Study

Introduction

According to the most recent figures available from the U.S. Department of
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (2004) and the Chronicle of Higher
Education (2005), there are over 3 million students enrolled in the more than 1,000
private colleges and universities in the United States. That represents approximately
thirty-three percent of the almost nine million students enrolled in four-year colleges and
universities. The Council of Christian Colleges and Universities (2005) indicates that its
132 member institutions enroll almost one-quarter of a million of those students.

As student enrollment increases in universities and community colleges
nationally, an opportunity exists for Christian universities to grow through the enrollment
of more students who began their college careers at a community college or another
university and then transfer to a Christian university. Unfortunately, even as enrollment
numbers increase, approximately fifty percent of all the students enrolling in higher
education end up leaving (Braxton, Hirschy & McClendon, 2004). Most of those
students are not likely to return to higher education in the future either, so understanding
those factors which influence persistence of transfer students is crucial.

“Although many administrators will first think about retention in terms of funding
and accountability, just as important is the moral commitment to students” (Braxton et al,
2004, p. 1). The unique opportunity presented by increasing numbers of transfer students

demands that Christian universities be prepared for the entry of these students and that



they understand the unique needs and perspectives of the transfer students who come to
their institutions. Hoover’s research indicated that transfer students reported gaining less
from college than other students (2005). Therefore, universities that accept transfer
students need to understand the adjustments of these students and proactively address
possible challenges. Unfortunately, very little research has been done in this area, but

this study provides a starting point for that examination.

The Transfer Function

One of the most significant developments in American higher education in the
twentieth century was the establishment of the community college. Since the wide-
spread creation of community colleges across the country following World War II, the
number of students enrolled in these institutions has continued to increase. The last two
decades in particular have seen significant increases in the number of students enrolled in
community colleges. In fact, the number of students that are enrolled in two-year
colleges has grown from 4.5 million in 1980 to 6.5 million in 2002 (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2005). In 2005, the American Association of Community Colleges
reported that there are now more than 1,100 community colleges and more than 11
million students enrolled in credit and non-credit programs. Students choose to begin
their college work there for a variety of reasons including: lower tuition costs, open
enrollment policies, and more flexible course scheduling.

As the enrollment in community colleges has increased, so have the number of
students who are transferring to four-year colleges and universities in order to complete
their bachelor’s degree (Berkner, He and Cataldi, 2002; Eaton, 1994; Terzian, 1991).

These student numbers have continued to increase and they now represent a sizeable



portion of the students entering four-year universities each year (Wawrzynski and
Sedlacek, 2003). In 2003, the National Center for Education Statistics indicated that
fifty-one percent of community college students, who indicated a goal of obtaining a
bachelor’s degree, transferred to a four-year university. Hoachlander, Sikora, Horn &
Carroll (2003) observed that twenty-nine percent of all first-time students who begin
college in a community college transferred to a four-year university. Unfortunately, most
colleges have made the assumption that the needs of these transfer students are the same
as the needs of their incoming freshmen and most colleges have chosen to simply group
them together with freshmen in transition experiences, such as new student orientation.

Before programs and interventions can be put in place to address the unique needs
of transfer students, there needs to be a better understanding of the process of
transferring. Davies and Dickmann (1998) observed that “the process of transferring
from a community college to a senior institution is a complex and often ominous task for
students pursuing the baccalaureate degree.” In order to fully understand the transition
process for transfer students, both the academic and social components of integration into
the four-year university culture must be examined. As Maddox has observed, “Little is
known of the needs of traditionally-aged, community college transfer students once they
have successfully enrolled in a four-year institution” (1998, p. 3).

In this era of emphasis on the retention of students, it is crucial that four-year
universities have a clear understanding of the experiences of transfer students so that
appropriate programs and strategies can be put in place to meet the needs of these

students. This need is even more significant for Christian universities which are typically



much more tuition driven and where almost no research on transfer students has been

conducted. This study has addressed those missing areas.

Conceptual Frameworks

There are two models which have provided the conceptual framework for this
study of transfer student adjustment. The first model is Astin’s I-E-O Model (shown in
Figure 1) which contends that student outputs are affected by both their inputs and the
environmental experiences they have while at the university (1985). This model
originated in research looking at the college environment and the factors which
dramatically affect a student’s persistence. Astin (1985) found that each factor which
was a predictor for persistence was related to student involvement. This theory also

seems to apply to transfer students.

' Environment

A o B

C

¥

Outputs

‘ Inputs

Figure 1. Astin's I-E-O Model (Astin, 1991)

Astin’s research (1971, 1993) led him to develop one of the first and longest-
lasting models to help in the task of understanding the impact of college on students.
This Input-Environment-Output Model is less of a theoretical model than it is an attempt

to conceptually guide the study of college students. It is founded on the basic idea that



the success of a student is a reflection of the person that the student was before enrolling
and what happened to them after they enrolled in the university. The model includes
three sets of elements: Inputs, Environment, and Outputs.

Astin’s work indicated that the student enters college with a preexisting set of
characteristics and perceptions (called the Inputs). These Inputs can include family
background, high school grades, test scores, race, gender, ethnicity, marital status, and
their reasons for attending the university. Astin’s conceptual model indicates that the
Input elements not only directly influence the student Outputs (through the path
designated as C), but they also have an effect (path A) on the Environment which also
(path B) influences the student Outputs. Thus, the Inputs are significant factors as a
result of this double influence (Astin, 1993; Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005).

The second set of elements in Astin’s model indicated that there are several
environmental factors which have an influence on the student’s transition experience and
their outcomes. These Environmental factors may include the institutional characteristics
of the new university, peer group characteristics, major, experiences, place of residence,
financial aid, and student involvement. The environmental factors differ based on the
student Inputs and experiences, but they directly affect (as seen in path B of the model)
the student Outputs. Astin (1985) also found that student involvement has a significant
effect on their experiences in the university environment, and it should be a strong
indicator of a positive transition experience for transfer students (Harrison, 1999). This
study examined the student involvement of transfer students and considered whether that

was a factor in their successful transition.



The final component of the I-E-O Model advanced by Astin is labeled as the
Outputs. These Outputs can include things such as satisfaction with the college
environment, student characteristics, beliefs, behaviors, academic achievements,
academic understanding, abilities, attitudes, career development, and retention (Astin,
1993; Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005). Astin has actually identified 146 possible input
variables; 192 environmental factors; and 82 outcome variables (Ishler and Upcraft,
2005). According to Astin’s model, these factors interact and intersect and create the
opportunity for tremendous impact upon students. Astin’s [-E-O model provides a
crucial foundation for the understanding of transfer students and it was one of the two
essential frameworks for this study.

The second model included in the conceptual framework for this study was
Tinto’s (1993) Longitudinal Model of Student Departure (shown in Figure 2). Tinto
(1993) posited that the process of integration into the university community is a
longitudinal process affected on several levels by internal and external forces.

Tinto’s (1993) model was an attempt to capture and describe the process that
occurs over time with students’ decisions regarding departure from the university as the
ultimate decision. As seen in Figure 2, the model is arranged along a time continuum
which moves from left to right. The first set of factors which influence the model and
outcome are those which the student brings with them to the campus — their family
background, prior schooling, and specific skills and abilities — labeled the pre-entry
attributes. Those factors influence the initial intentions the student has as well as their

commitment to their individual goals and the institution they are attending. On-going



external commitments also influence these decisions, as these decisions also affect those

external commitments.
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Figure 2. Longitudinal Model of Student Departure (Tinto, 1993)

From that basis of initial commitment, Tinto’s model of student departure
presents a dual framework of both academic and social systems into which the student is
to integrate (Tinto, 1987; Maddox, 1998). Each of these systems has both a formal and
an informal component, and both components play an important role in the student’s
integration within the institution. In this multi-dimensional model, Tinto (1993) also
points out that integration into one system does not indicate that a student will be
integrated into the other system. For example, if a student becomes very connected in the
social system, but not in the academic system, then they will likely find themselves

serving an academic suspension as a result.



Tinto (1993, 1997, and 1998) argues that both of these systems, the academic and
social, play a role in retaining students. He also does not indicate that the integration
needs to be equal between the two systems. A lack of integration in one or the other
systems also does not automatically indicate departure (Maddox, 1998), but the model
indicates that some level of student integration socially and academically must occur in
order for the student to remain at the college or university.

The students’ experiences and integration at the new institution, as well as their
background characteristics and experiences shape the student’s new set of intentions as
well as their commitments to their goals and this institution. These decisions and the
students’ external commitments are the primary influences on the student’s decision
regarding departure from the university. Tinto (1993) places the departure decision in the
category of the model that he labels outcomes. This provides an easy way to see how
Tinto’s model fits in Astin’s model.

The pre-entry attributes in Tinto’s model (family background, skills and abilities,
and prior schooling) and Tinto’s initial goals and commitments align with the Inputs
which can be found in Astin’s model. In the same way, the variables related to the
academic integration and social integration found in Tinto’s model are the components of
the Environment from Astin’s model. Finally, the subsequent Goals and Commitments
and the Departure Decision are the Outputs found in the Astin model. Hartley (2004)
notes that Astin’s work provides an excellent “helper theory” (p. 156) to use in the
examination of the integration of students, and this perspective has been supported by

Braxton et al. (2004).



Essentially, Tinto’s model conceptualizes the idea that the more a student knows
about and is comfortable with their academic and social integration; then, the more likely
they will be to remain at the institution. This present study built upon the framework of
this previous work with the expectation that transfer student interaction with the
academic and social systems of the new institution are significant determinants with
regard to the student’s successful transition and retention. Because of the unique nature
of Christian universities, this study added an additional integration construct — spiritual
integration — which was also expected to significantly influence transfer students’

transition and their departure decisions.

Spiritual Integration

Most of the student retention literature examines the academic and social
integration of students into the university, but this research is missing a key component of
the higher education experience — especially in Christian universities. Boyer (1987)
indicated that the early American colleges saw it as their responsibility to educate “the
whole person — body, mind, and spirit; head, heart, and hands” (p. 177). There is a
growing interest in spirituality within higher education and in returning, at least
somewhat, to the type of educational community that Boyer described. In fact, Tisdell
(2003) goes so far as to state that in higher education today “spirituality is a hot topic” (p.
2). This provides a perfect opportunity for Christian universities to emphasize what they
have to offer for their students.

More recently, except for religious universities, higher education has avoided the
issue of spirituality (Tisdell, 2003). However, the “Spirituality in Higher Education: A

National Study of College Students’ Search for Meaning and Purpose” project which was
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undertaken by the UCLA Higher Education Research Institute signaled a renewed
interest in this area. This project examined the responses of 112,232 freshmen, attending
a wide variety of institutions, in order to provide more information regarding this topic
(Bartlett, 2005). This study and its scope are a reflection of the interest in these issues,
and this research is also likely to fuel future research in this area.

The UCLA study utilized a definition of “spirituality” which focused on
“believing in the sacredness of life, seeking out opportunities to grow spiritually and
believing that we are all spiritual beings” (Green, 2005). The Tinto model aims to
encompass two of Boyer’s three areas — the body and the mind. However, the Christian
university still takes all three of these foci seriously. Green (2005) also presented Keith
Anderson’s perspective which indicated that “Spirituality has been a hallmark of CCCU
schools across their rich histories” (p. 1). In fact, for most Christian universities, their
mission statement will encompass all three of the Boyer aims. Therefore, a real
consideration of the impact of these institutions needs to include the role of spiritual
integration, along with that of academic and social integration. Bartlett (2005) quotes
Astin’s conclusion that “there are large numbers of students who are involved in spiritual
and religious issues and who are trying to figure out what life is all about and what
matters to them” (p. Al). Christian universities are the perfect place for this discovery to
occur and this should be a consideration when evaluating the “fit” of students within the
institution.

Morris (2002) notes that he could only find four studies (Brandt, 1991; Cash &
Bissel, 1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Walter, 2000) that examined retention at

Christian universities using either the Tinto or a similar model. All four affirmed at least
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some significant portion of Tinto’s model, and they indicated that this model may be
useful to help fully understand student retention and attrition in the Christian university,
especially when the Spiritual Integration component is added (Morris, 2002).

In a subsequent article, Morris, Smith, & Cejda (2003) noted that a logistic
regression analysis of Tinto’s constructs and an added spiritual integration measure found
that the Spiritual Integration construct was a significant predictor of retention, at least at
one Christian university. In 2004, Morris, Beck, & Smith used a principal components
analysis with Varimax rotation to examine this same population and determined that the
fit indices were significantly redundant and that Spiritual Integration was the most
reliable predictor of student retention with this population, correctly classifying 88.6% of
the sample with regard to persister status.

In many ways, spiritual integration is one of the essential reasons that the
Christian university exists. Ma (1999) indicated that church-related universities pay
much more attention to the whole student — mental, spiritual, social, and even physical —
and the institution is truly shaped around that focus. Her research also indicated that if a
student does not connect with the spiritual part of the university (or does not integrate
spiritually), then they are substantially less likely to connect to other aspects of the
institution (Ma, 1999).

Marsden (1994) observed that “Christian spiritually has played a major role in the
development of American higher education and ... in the development of character and
leadership among young adults historically” (p. 126). There is now a returning interest in
and emphasis on the role of spirituality, albeit in a very different way than it has been

seen historically, and this opens the door for Christian universities to show how they
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engage the whole student. This connection of faith and learning is unique to the Christian
university and it not only provides vital identity to the institution, but it may also prove to
be the key to the successful integration and retention of transfer students (Ma, 2003).
Therefore, this study included a consideration of the spiritual integration of students,

along with the more common academic and social integrations.

Statement of the Problem and Purposes

There have been numerous studies which have examined the academic
experiences of transfer students and which have compared them to that of native students
at the institution, and these studies have typically used the term “transfer shock” (Cejda,
1994, 1997; Cejda & Kaylor, 1997; Cejda, Kaylor, & Rewey, 1998; Diaz, 1992; Glass Jr
& Harrington, 2002; Graham & Hughes, 1994; Laanan, 2001, 2004; Rhine, Milligan, &
Nelson, 2000; Townsend, 1993, 1995). The transfer shock term was first used by Hill
(1965) to describe the trend he observed in transfer students’ grades falling in their first
semester at the four-year institution. However, the quantitative “transfer shock”
approach often misses the emotional and psychological factors which can affect a
student’s performance at the new institution, as well as their likelihood to persist there.

Often times, these other factors and experiences can create a kind of “culture
shock” for the transfer student. The transition process for these students is complex and
the examination of it needs to include more than a cursory look at student grade point
average changes. In addition, almost all of the studies of transfer transitions focus on
public universities and little attention has been paid to the transfer transitions of students
at private, four-year universities (Cejda & Kaylor, 1997; Schreiner, 2000; Townsend,

1995).
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For the purpose of this study, the primary research problem or question was: What

variables predict transfer students’ successful persistence and transition experience

during their first semester at Christian universities? There are six specific questions

which flowed out of this overarching research question:

1.

What were the demographic characteristics of students who transferred to
Christian universities?

After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables, was
academic integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first
semester to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher
education?

After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was
social integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester
to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher
education?

After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables were
goal and institutional commitments significant predictors of transfer
students’ first semester to second semester persistence at Christian
institutions of higher education?

After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was
spiritual integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first
semester to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher

education?
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6. What demographic, previous institution and current university factors
affected the transfer students’ successful adjustment to Christian
universities?

Transfer students have become highly desired in most private, four-year
universities because of the enrollment boost that they provide, but once they arrive on
campus they are typically ignored as a unique group with distinct needs. This study
addressed the lack of information which can lead to that situation.

The major purposes of this research were to:

1. Test the Tinto model with regard to the persistence of transfer students at
Christian universities.

2. Examine the variables affecting the transfer student’s academic and social
adjustments at Christian universities.

3. Propose new practices for Christian universities to use in integrating new
transfer students.

4. Contribute to the information about transfer students allowing Christian
universities to better understand these students and their transition

experiences.

Significance and Need for the Study
In this era with an increasing number of students beginning at one institution and
then indicating a desire to transfer, there is a significant need for more information
regarding that process and its effects on students. Hinshaw (2003) observed that “a
substantial body of research has been developed regarding the first-year experience in

general, but there is a real need to focus specifically on community college transfers” (p.
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23). Flaga (2002) observed that, “Before interventions can be created to assist transfer
students with successful transition, there is a need to have a clearer understanding of the
process of transfer student transition over time...” (p. 2). This study addressed that need
for more information by providing a more complete picture of the process of transferring
and addressing the four-year university’s understanding of these students (Green, 2001).

Harrison (1999) and Flaga (2006) noted that an exploration of both academic and
social integration was necessary in order to understand the experience of transfer
students. This study did that by looking more closely at the experiences (academic,
social, and spiritual) of transfer students as they transitioned to four-year, Christian
universities. Several sources (Cejda, 1999, 2000; Cejda & Kaylor, 1997; Townsend,
1995; and, Walter, 2000) have pointed to the need to provide a counterbalance to studies
conducted in large, public universities through a look at those factors which influence
students’ persistence at Christian universities.

Christian university administrators lack substantive research with regard to
transfer students entering Christian universities, and this study provides information
which can be used in order to improve the experience of those students who choose to
transfer. Maddox (1998) recommended the use of quantitative research to develop a
multi-institutional perspective on transfer students to the private university. This study
also makes specific recommendations, based on the research, regarding steps that
Christian universities can take in order to ease the academic, social, and spiritual
transitions for transfer students.

Finally, in the economic climate in which Christian universities find themselves

operating, this study contributes to the research regarding the retention of transfer
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students which may be crucial to the financial survival of many private universities, since
they are so strongly tuition driven. Elkins, Braxton, and James (2000) observe that “the
goal of enhanced student retention has become a focus of higher education institutions
nationwide” (p. 251). Elkins, Braxton, and James (2000) point to Tinto’s 1993
observation that examination of the reasons for departure of various student populations,
collegiate settings, and at various stages are important in order to expand our
understanding of student persistence.

Woosley (2005) noted that transfer students also tend to have a lower retention
rate (sixty-seven percent compared to seventy-seven percent) than freshmen students.
Thus, this focus on student persistence is, in some ways, a reflection of the need to
maintain significant levels of enrollment because of the financial implications of a
decline in the number of enrolled students. In support of these efforts to retain students,
this study aimed to provide a fuller, richer perspective on transfer students and to present
areas in which Christian universities may improve the experiences of their transfer

students and positively influence their departure decisions.

Assumptions
There are several assumptions which underlie this study, including:
e Students understood the questionnaire.
e That student answers were accurate and self-reflective of their actual experiences.
e That each student who completed the survey was actually a transfer student.
e That the participants in the study were representative of the growing group of
transfer students coming to Christian universities.

e That Tinto’s model of student departure is relevant to transfer students.
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Delimitations

The delimitations for this study were:
This study only surveyed students in three Christian universities.
Survey data was collected only once in the fall semester of 2005, during the first
semester these students were enrolled at the three universities.
Only students were surveyed regarding their experiences, no faculty or staff
provided input in this study.
Only students that the three universities designated as transfer students were
contacted about this study.
Local mailing addresses were unavailable for a majority of the transfer students at

Institution C.

Limitations
There were at least four limitations identified for this study:
Transfer students were not compared to native students with respect to the
outcomes of this study.
The focus of this study was limited to three Christian, four-year universities and
the results of this research may not be applicable to other private or public
institutions.
These results reflect the experiences and opinions of the specific students who
completed the questionnaire and their responses might have been influenced by
factors outside the consideration of this study.

Survey data was self-reported and it might have been biased.
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e The number of survey participants who subsequently persisted far outnumbered

those who did not persist.

Definitions
Listed below are the operational definitions that were used in this research:

e Academic Integration — The academic integration variable included the transfer
student’s academic performance, academic and intellectual development, and
faculty concern for student development and teaching. Academic performance
was measured by the student’s first semester cumulative grade point average.
Academic and intellectual development was measured by using a scale created by
Pascarella and Terenzeni (1980) that was designed to operationalize this variable.
Faculty concern for student development was measured by using a scale created
by Pascarella and Terenzeni (1980) that was designed to operationalize this
variable (Morris, 2002).

e Adjustment — the modification of the transfer students’ behavior as a result of the
changed circumstances at the new university and the psychological, social, and
spiritual connection to the new environment.

e Christian university — a comprehensive four-year, degree granting institution
which is either a full or affiliate member of the Council for Christian Colleges and
Universities (CCCU).

e Departure Decision — see definitions of persistence and withdrawal.

e Family Background — This group of variables included: gender, ethnic group,

parents combined annual income, mother’s formal education, father’s formal
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education, and religious affiliation. Family Background was measured using data
collected on the Transfer Student Experiences Survey (Morris, 2002).

Goal and Institutional Commitments - subsequent — The Goal and Institutional
Commitments variable included a student’s intent to reenroll (intentions) and
were measured by using a scale created by Pascarella and Terenzeni (1980) that
was designed to operationalize this variable (Morris, 2002).

Initial Goal and Institutional Commitments — This group of variables consisted of
a student’s highest expected academic degree, highest expected academic degree
at that particular institution, and the student’s pre-enrollment ranking of college
choice. Goal and Institutional Commitments (initial) were measured using data
collected on the Transfer Student Experiences Survey (Morris, 2002).
Persistence — continued enrollment in the same Christian university in the spring
semester of 2006.

Prior Schooling — This variable was measured by the student’s grade point
average at their previous institution, as self-reported by the student.

Skills and Abilities — This variable was measured by a student’s composite score
on the ACT (American College Test) or SAT (Scholastic Achievement Test).
Social Integration — The social integration variable consisted of a student’s extra
curricular activities, peer group interactions, and interactions with faculty and
staff. Extra-curricular activities were measured by the student’s response to the
question, “In the past academic year, approximately how many hours per week,
on the average, did you spend in organized extra-curricular activities” (i.e.

organizations, athletics). The peer group interactions variable was measured using
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a scale by Pascarella and Terenzeni (1980) which was designed to operationalize
this variable. Faculty/staff interaction was also measured with a scale created by
Pascarella and Terenzeni (1980) to operationalize this variable (Morris, 2002).
Spiritual Integration — The spiritual integration variable consisted of the
following: 1) a students perceptions of their development of a Christian
worldview, 2) their level of faith development and identity formation, and 3) how
satisfied they were with their ability to talk to faculty about faith issues, grow
spiritually, get involved in ministry opportunities, and integrate their faith and
learning in the classroom (Schreiner, 2000). A spiritual integration scale created
by Schreiner was used to measure this variable (Morris, 2002).
Transfer shock — the decline in GPA during transfer students’ first semester at the
four-year school (Rhine, Milligan & Nelson, 2000).
Transfer student — a student who entered the private, four-year university from
another college or university. The student completed at least 12 hours of
transferable college work at one or more previous institutions and graduated from
high school before January 1, 2005 (to eliminate students with only dual credit
course credits).
Transition — the transformation of the transfer student that occurs as a result of the
change in environment to the new university; impacted by the students’ goal and
institutional commitments as well as their academic, social, and spiritual
integration.
Withdrawal — failure of a student to be enrolled in the same Christian university in

the spring semester of 2006.
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Summary

This chapter has presented an overview of the study and the transfer process for
students coming to a Christian University. This chapter began with an examination of the
transfer function, then it presented the two primary models for research on student
retention (Astin and Tinto), and the construct of spiritual integration was introduced.
This chapter has also shown that this study was an examination of three of the key
constructs of the Tinto model, as well as the Spiritual Integration construct which may be
especially useful in the Christian university context. This chapter has also examined the
purpose of the research, the specific research questions, the need for this study in the
current literature, and it specified the parameters and definitions of the research.

The next chapter examines the current literature in this area, as well as providing
a broader discussion of the Astin and Tinto models. Chapter three details the research
design and methodology which were used in this study, as well as the research instrument
and the sample size and source. The fourth chapter of this study reports the results of the
examination of the data and the results from the statistical analysis of each research
question. The final chapter provides the results of the study as well as conclusions which

can be drawn, and recommendations which can be made as a result of the research.



CHAPTER TWO

Review of Literature

Introduction

The transfer function has always been a significant component of the mission of
the community college. This chapter points out the historical place of the transfer
function by presenting the findings from an extensive search of the literature over the last
forty years regarding the transfer of students and their transition into their new institution.
This chapter contains five sections: the first section examines the history of the transfer
function; the second section contains a presentation of the three primary perspectives
from which the transfer experience has been examined (psychological, environmental,
and climate of the campus); the third section describes the two most frequently used and
significant conceptual frameworks utilized to examine the experiences of transfer
students (from Astin and Tinto); and, the final two sections summarize the essential
research on transfer students and on those few specific studies looking at transfers to

Christian universities.

The Transfer Function
Community Colleges in the United States were established as a way to meet the
educational needs of a growing nation which was discovering that higher education was
an important part of the lives and futures of an increasing portion of the population. The

institutions most commonly called community colleges today were originally established
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as junior colleges in an effort to separate the first two years of college or the lower
division from the upper division or the last two years (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Cohen &
Brawer, 1996).

These new institutions were focused on preparing students for transfer to the
universities where they would be able to complete their bachelor’s degree. In the past six
decades, the role and mission of these institutions have broadened greatly. Now they are
typically known as community colleges and their focus is on providing needed education
to students in their geographic service area in curricular areas such as job skills,
vocational training, continuing education, and in preparation for transferring to a four-
year university in order to complete the bachelor’s degree.

During the first decades of their existence, these institutions enrolled only a small
portion of the student population, but in the last sixty years that has changed dramatically
as the number of community colleges has increased significantly and the demand of
students wanting to enroll has grown exponentially. The American Association of
Community Colleges (2005) reports that there are now more than 1100 community
colleges and more than 11 million students enrolled in credit and non-credit programs.
This extended time of growth began on June 22, 1944 when Congress passed the
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act (or GI Bill) which provided much wider access to higher
education through financial aid for veterans after World War II (Greenberg, 2004).

The sheer number of students enrolling in higher education as a result of the GI
Bill increased the population of enrolled students at virtually all higher education
institutions — including community colleges. As a result of the education provisions of

the GI Bill, 2.2 million veterans attended two- and four-year colleges and universities
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(Greenberg, 2004). This legislation opened the door of opportunity to millions of
students and many of them chose the community college as the right starting point for
them (Cohen & Brawer, 1996).

In the 1946-1947 school year, 455,000 students enrolled in two-year colleges
which was a fifty-four percent increase over enrollment the previous year. Four years
later, two-year college enrollments had reached 562,000 which was a ninety percent
increase over the enrollment at the end of World War II (Dennehy, 1999). Today, forty-
six percent of the undergraduate students enrolled in higher education are found in
community colleges (AACC, 2005). Throughout all of the changes and transitions, one
of the most important functions of community colleges has remained the transfer function
(Cohen & Brawer, 1982, 1989, 1996).

As more students began to realize the value of higher education, community
colleges provided a place for many of them to begin their studies, with the typical
intention of transferring to a four-year college or university in order to complete their
bachelor’s degree. In 1991, Terzian conducted a survey of 1,950 four-year colleges and
universities and found that they were experiencing rapid growth in the number of
students who were beginning their college work in community colleges and then
transferring to their institution. McGraw (1999) noted that “more students than ever
before are choosing to complete their first two years of school at a community college.”
The National Center for Education Statistics indicates that in the fall semester of 2002
more than one million first-time freshmen were enrolled in community colleges (2004).

In recent years, the enrollment in higher education has increased and the number of
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students transferring from one institution to another has also increased (Wawrzynski and
Sedlacek, 2003).

The transfer function continues to be tremendously significant for thousands of
students enrolled in community colleges today (Eaton, 1994). Therefore, preparing
students to transfer remains an essential function of the community college for students
who could not go directly from high school to a four-year college, whether that was due
to economic circumstances or as a result of their poor academic performance previously.
Bradburn and Hurst (2006) indicated that seventy-one percent of beginning community
college students intended to earn at least a bachelor’s degree. So, each year, thousands of
students transfer from the nation’s community colleges to four-year colleges and
universities, both public and private. Recent research (Hoachlander, Sikora, Horn &
Carroll, 2003; Morris, 2003) indicates that twenty-nine to thirty percent of students who
first enrolled in a community college transferred, which would mean approximately 1.9
million of the 6.5 million currently enrolled community college students.

As the number of students transferring has continued to grow, there has been a
great deal of research done to examine this function of the community college and how
effectively it prepares students for the transition to the four-year institution. Often the
community college is seen as a “second chance” for students who don’t start at a four-
year institution, and in this way they provide an important alternative route to the four-
year degree (Berkner, He & Cataldi, 2002; Surette, 1997). Some studies have suggested
that the community college can actually make it easier for some students to enter a
higher-quality four-year university than they would have been able to enter directly from

high school (Eide, Goldhaber & Hilmer, 2000; Townsend, McNerny & Arnold, 1993).
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In contrast, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) indicate that Burton Clark (1960)
coined the term “cooling-out” to describe the effects he observed among community
college students who were directed away from pursuing a bachelor’s degree and toward
an associate’s degree or a certificate program. In an examination of this effect,
Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, and Terenzini (1998) observed that enrollment in a
two-year college led to a twenty to thirty percent increase in the number of students who
reduced their aspirations for a bachelor’s degree. These same results are seen in the work
of Carter (2001) and McCormick (1996, 1997).

Maddox (1998) cited several studies (Doughtery, 1994; Noel & Levitz, 1985;
Tinto, 1993) indicating that research over the past few decades reinforces the idea that
students from the community college that transfer to the four-year university have
difficulty achieving their dream of a bachelor’s degree. Several other studies, which have
utilized national student samples, have concluded that the net effect is negative on
students beginning in a two-year institution and desiring to transfer and complete a
bachelor’s degree (Christie, 1999; Ganderton & Santos, 1995; Rouse, 1995; Whitaker &
Pascarella, 1994).

Smith (1999) cited two additional studies which reiterate the challenge of
achieving the bachelor’s degree for those who begin in a community college (Pincus and
Archer, 1989; National Center For Education Statistics, 1997). One of the most
significant observations of students in the two-year college was that many of those who
indicated a desire for a bachelor’s degree never transferred to a four-year institution
(Berkner, He & Cataldi, 2002). In their study, Berger and Melaney (2003) indicated that

up to eighty percent of all credit students at community colleges say they want to transfer,
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but forty percent actually enroll in a track for transfer to a four-year university and only
ten percent eventually transfer.

In contrast, some recent research has begun to show that while the number of
students transferring is much less than the number of students indicating a desire to
transfer, those who do transfer are as likely to persist to a degree as those who begin at a
four-year institution (Adelman, 1998, 1999; Cucccaro-Alamin, 1997; Lee, Mackie-Lewis
& Marks, 1993, Piland, 1995). Several studies have indicated that this effect may be due
to the fact that students who do transfer more closely resemble those who enrolled in the
four-year institution initially, they have been continuously enrolled, and they have
experienced academic and social integration at the two-year institution (Bradburn, Hurst,
& Peng, 2001; Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Townsend, McNerny, & Arnold, 1993).

Harrison (1999) argued that most of the studies conducted regarding transfer
students have focused on the outcomes of transfer students (mainly GPA and graduation),
instead of considering the process of transferring. Many of these transferring students
have had difficulties in the new environment, but there has been very little research to
examine those difficulties, the resulting problems for students, and the use of that
information to make adjustments in both the two-year and four-year institutions. Gaining
this information was one of the primary purposes for this study, especially as it relates to

private universities.

Three Perspectives on Adjustment
In the early 1970’s, three researchers each presented models regarding the effect
that the college experience had on students and how those experiences could affect the

decisions of students. The first of these was Spady in 1970 with his theoretically based
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model of the undergraduate dropout process, and that was followed by Astin’s I-E-O
model in 1971. In 1975, Tinto published the first version of his longitudinal model of
student departure, which was based on the work of Spady, and this work launched what
has become a national conversation on the departure of students from colleges and
universities.

In the subsequent three decades, there has been a tremendous amount of research
published regarding the attrition and retention of college students (Astin, 1985, 1993;
Braxton, 2000; Braxton, Hirschy & McClendon, 2004; Liu & Liu, 2000; Pascarella,
1985; Tinto, 1987, 1993). These studies have focused, primarily, on those factors which
positively or negatively impact student’s decisions to stay at a particular institution or to
drop out. Few of these studies, however, have examined the factors related to the
adjustment of college students. Hurtado, Carter, and Spuler (1996) indicated that college
adjustment has not typically been the subject of any systematic study. It is significant to
note that college adjustment is very different from those factors which relate to the
retention of students at a particular institution.

The existing research on college transfer students presents three main perspectives
in the examination of college student adjustment (Laanan, 1998). The first of those
perspectives, and the most prevalent, is the psychological. The second perspective points
to the environmental factors or the climate of the new campus as the key to the student’s
transition. This has especially become an important theory as the student demographics
on the nation’s college campuses have continued to change and diversify. The third

perspective related to adjustment difficulties focuses on the structural challenges that
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transfer students encounter and it attributes student difficulties to the unfamiliar climate
of the four-year institution’s unique values, culture, and expectations.

The psychological perspective on transition difficulty is built upon the idea that
this transition creates a type of psychological distress in the student. As an example,
Smedley, Myers, and Harrell (1993) utilized a stress-coping model in reviewing the
transition experiences of minority freshmen. The study utilized three different points of
data collection and a different type of instrument was used at each point to examine a
different type of stress that the students were experiencing. In order to gauge the events
in their lives causing stress, the Life Events Survey for College Students was utilized in
the summer prior to beginning classes. In the middle of the fall semester, the researchers
administered the Current Concerns Scale in order to gauge the strain placed upon the
students, especially in their many roles. Finally, the stress from their minority status was
evaluated through the Minority Student Stress Scale, which was developed for their
research project.

The resulting analysis of the data from these three instruments revealed a
connection between the transition to the university setting and the adjustment outcomes
of psychological distress, feelings of well-being, and academic achievement. Thus, the
research pointed to psychological causes for the student’s reactions to their new
institution, which were especially acute for minority students who experienced additional
psychological pressures (Smedley et al, 1993).

The model that Smedley et al. (1993) advanced indicates that the student’s
adjustment to college is a function of their attributes, psychological and cultural stresses,

and the strategies students use to cope with those stressors. Thus, these researchers
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concluded that stress comes from internal or personal factors as well as social and
demographic considerations and the environmental and structural factors of the specific
college or university. This perspective is represented in the conceptual framework for
this study which considered both the student’s academic background and their family
background as factors in the adjustment model, as well as treating the academic, social,
and spiritual integration as separate but interactive systems.

The environmental perspective is reflected in the study by Hurtado, Carter, and
Spuler (1996) which indicated that it is essential to assess the structural characteristics
and the climate of the four-year institution’s campus and how those factors may affect the
student’s transition, either by making it easier or more difficult. Their study found that
one of the most significant environmental factors in the college setting was the response
of faculty members. There has been a great deal of research done that points to the
importance of quality time spent with faculty members in student’s decisions to persist at
a given institution and to perform well there (Astin, 1984, 1993; Kuh & Hu, 2001; Mohr,
Eiche & Sedlacek, 1998; Pace, 1984, 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1987).

The need for quality time with faculty is even more essential for transfer students
from community colleges where they were accustomed to significant time with faculty
and the availability of assistance. These different experiences can have a significant
influence on the student’s perception of the transfer experience. In order to have a
complete picture of the adjustment of transfer students, it is essential that the time spent
with faculty members is considered. This perspective was also represented in the
conceptual framework for this proposed study which included both formal and informal

aspects of the academic and social systems and the students’ integration into them.
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The climate of the campus, outside the educational environment, is the third
perspective which also has a significant impact upon the transition and persistence of
transfer students. The campus climate can consist of such diverse factors as the
multiculturalism of the student body, interaction between students of different
backgrounds, openness to new students after the freshman year, as well as student’s
perceptions of the openness of the campus. Another institutional factor which can
influence the adjustment is the perceived selectivity of the institution, because transfer
students will feel challenged to perform to the level of their peers (Laanan, 1998). This
perspective was represented in the conceptual framework for this proposed study which
included integration into the formal and informal aspects of the social system of the
university.

Finally, some studies indicate that the size of the campus may also be a significant
factor which will affect the student’s perceptions of community or of isolation, as well as
influencing the perception of their significance to the institution (Astin, 1993; Chickering
& Reissner, 1993). This effect can be seen in the student’s social involvement at the
four-year institution and in the impact of that involvement on persistence (Ethington,

1997; Stoecker & Pascarella, 1991).

Conceptual Frameworks for the Study
There are a tremendous number of authors who provide some type of theoretical
framework for the understanding of transfer students and students in transition.
However, as you examine the literature of the field, there seem to be two key theories
which authors refer to as the primary models in need of consideration. In volume two of

the seminal work of Pascarella and Terenzini (2005), there is a chapter on “Theories and
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Models of Student Change in College,” where the authors present the work of Astin and
Tinto as the essential frameworks to utilize in understanding the research on how college
affects students. In the same way, Ishler and Upcraft (2005) discuss only these two

models in their chapter on “The Keys to First-Year Student Persistence.”

Astin’s I-E-O Model and Theory of Involvement

Alexander Astin (1971, 1993) developed one of the first and longest-lasting
models to help in the task of understanding the impact of college on students. This is the
Input-Environment-Output Model (Figure 3), which is less of a theoretical model than it
is an attempt to conceptually guide the study of college students. It is founded on the
basic premise that the success of a student is a reflection of the person that the student
was before enrolling and of those things that happened to them after they enrolled in the

university. The model includes three sets of elements: Inputs, Environment, and Outputs.

' Environment
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Figure 3. Astin's I-E-O Model (Astin, 1991)

Astin’s work indicates that the student enters college with a preexisting set of

characteristics and perceptions (called the Inputs). These Inputs can include family
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background, high school grades, test scores, race, gender, ethnicity, marital status, and
their individual reasons for attending the university. Astin’s conceptual model indicates
that the Input elements not only directly influence the student Outputs (through the path
designated as C), but they also have an effect (path A) on the Environment which also
(path B) influences the student Outputs. Thus, the Inputs are significant factors as a
result of this double influence (Astin, 1993; Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005).

The second set of elements in Astin’s model indicate that there are several
environmental factors which have an influence on the student’s transition experience and
on their outcomes. These Environment factors may include the institutional
characteristics of the new university, peer group characteristics, academic major,
experiences, place of residence, financial aid, and student involvement. The
environmental factors differ based on the student Inputs and experiences, but they
directly affect (as seen in path B of the model) the student Outputs.

The final component of the I-E-O Model advanced by Astin is labeled as the
Outputs. These Outputs can include such things as satisfaction with the college
environment, student characteristics, beliefs, behavior, academic achievement, academic
understanding, abilities, attitudes, career development, and retention (Astin, 1993;
Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005). Astin has actually identified 146 possible input
variables; 192 environmental factors; and 82 outcome variables (Ishler and Upcraft,
2005). According to Astin’s model, these factors interact and intersect and create the
opportunity for tremendous impact upon students. Astin’s I-E-O model provides a
crucial context for the understanding of transfer students and it is one of the two

frameworks for this study.
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In addition to developing a framework to guide research on college students,
Astin also developed a Theory of Involvement as a result of his work with longitudinal
studies of college student persistence and the important function of higher education as a
means of talent development. This theory was developed as a way to explain the
dynamic process of change or development which affects college students (Astin, 1984,
1993; Harrison, 1999; Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005).

After looking at those factors that affect retention, Astin formulated a theory
which advanced the concept that students learn by being involved, and as they become
involved they will remain enrolled (Astin, 1985). “Quite simply, student involvement
refers to the amount of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to the
academic experience” (Astin, 1984, p. 297). Therefore, Astin’s model simply indicates
that a student who is involved spends time engaged in activities and events on campus
and that involvement is a significant predictor of the likelihood of the student remaining
at the present institution (Amenkhienan and Kogan, 2004). The opposite impact is also
presented, where a student who is uninvolved is expected to be disengaged and is more
likely to not persist at the university (Astin, 1984). These ideas are detailed in the five
basic postulates of Astin’s theory:

1. involvement requires the investment of psychological and physical
energy in “objects” of one sort or another (such as tasks, people, or
activities), whether specific or general

2. involvement is a continuous concept; different students will invest
varying amounts of energy in different objects

3. involvement has both quantitative and qualitative features
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4. the amount of learning or development is directly proportional to the
quality and quantity of involvement
5. educational effectiveness of any policy or practice is related to its
capacity to induce student involvement (Astin, 1985)
According to Astin (1985), this theory “can be stated simply: Students learn by
becoming involved” (p. 133). That same perspective is reflected in the other theory and
framework which will provide a foundation for this proposed study — Tinto’s Theory of

Student Departure.

Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure

The second key model for research in this area was developed by Tinto and his
work also supports the importance of student involvement in the transition experience for
transfer students (Tinto, 1993). He specifically pointed to the need to understand the
connection between student involvement in learning and the resulting impact on
persistence (Milem & Berger, 1997).

Tinto’s original model was introduced in 1975 and it has received a great deal of
examination, critique, and feedback (Milem & Berger, 1997). The development of
Tinto’s model began with the work of Arnold Van Gennep, an anthropologist, who
studied the process of gaining membership in societies. Tinto was especially interested in
the component of Van Gennep’s research which focused on the movement from one type
of membership to another, especially from youth to adult status. Tinto cited Van
Gennep’s classic 1960 study, The Rites of Passage, and its three stages of separation,

transition, and incorporation (Tinto, 1993).
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Using Van Gennep’s research as a foundation, Tinto based his model on the three
steps or stages of integration, and his use of these stages has been supported by Elkins,
Braxton, and James (2000). The first stage of the college student experience is separation
and it successfully occurs when the student is able to disassociate themselves from the
social norms of their previous communities — like their previous college, their family, and
their high school friends. Often these previous communities have different values,
norms, behaviors, and ideas than the college community. As a result of these differences,
and in order for the student to effectively integrate into the new campus community, there
must be at least some transformation and possibly rejection of the norms of previous
communities. “In a very real sense, a person’s ability to leave one setting... may be a
necessary condition for subsequent persistence in another setting” (Tinto, 1993, p. 63).

The second stage is focused on the transition and it comes either during or after
the separation stage. Transition is the stage where students find themselves separated
from their previous norms, but they have not yet fully taken on the norms of the new
institution. This can be a very challenging time for many students because there is a
sense of disconnectedness — they are no longer tightly connected to their previous norms
and behaviors nor are they yet firmly attached to the norms and behaviors of their new
community. Students who come from families, schools, or communities whose norms
and behaviors are very different from the new university the student has chosen to enter
may have an especially difficult time (Tinto, 1993).

The third stage, incorporation, finally occurs when new students adopt the norms
and behaviors of the new campus community, and it can only happen when they have

passed through the other stages of separation and transition. While the first two stages
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tend to occur near the beginning of a student’s time at the university, incorporation is not
assured. The student is still faced with the challenge of adopting new behavior patterns
that are appropriate, but typical university communities lack formal rituals and
ceremonies to connect these students to the campus community. It is important in the
university community that the incorporation includes both the academic and social life of
the institution (Tinto, 1993).

Van Gennap’s research provided a beginning for Tinto’s work to develop a theory
of student departure, but it did not encompass the largely informal interactions which take
place in the university setting and which led to the incorporation of individuals. As a
result, Tinto began a continuation of the work of Spady (1970) who had already begun to
utilize the theory of suicide developed by Durkheim in 1951 to explain the connection of
community and departure (Tinto, 1993). Tinto based his work upon the idea that students
come to the university with a background which contains unique family experiences,
school experiences, personal expectations, skills, and goals. These perspectives and
expectations are then affected and reshaped by the student’s interactions with the
individual and group level aspects of the academic and social systems of the university
(Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005).

One of the key aspects of Tinto’s (1993) model (shown in Figure 4) is that it is a
longitudinal model. It represents an attempt to capture and describe the process which
occurs over a period of time with students’ decisions regarding departure — with
departure from the university as the ultimate decision. As seen in Figure 4, the model is
arranged along a time continuum which moves from left to right. The first set of factors

which influence the model and the outcome are those which the student brings with them
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to the campus — their family background, prior schooling, and specific skills and abilities.

Those factors influence the student’s initial intentions as well as their commitment to

their individual goals and the institution they are attending. On-going, external

commitments also influence these decisions, as these decisions also affect those external

commitments.
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Figure 4. Longitudinal Model of Student Departure (Tinto, 1993)

From that basis of initial commitment, Tinto’s model of student departure

presents a dual framework of both academic and social systems into which the student is

to integrate (Tinto, 1987; Maddox, 1998). Each of these systems has both a formal and

an informal component, and both components play an important role in the student’s

integration within the institution. In this multi-dimensional model, Tinto (1993) also

points out that integration into one system does not indicate that a student will be
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integrated into the other system. For example, if a student becomes very connected in the
social system, but not in the academic system, then they will likely find themselves
serving an academic suspension as a result.

Tinto (1993, 1997, 1998) argues that both of these systems, the academic and
social, play a role in retaining students. He also does not indicate that the integration
needs to be equal between the two systems. A lack of integration in one or the other
systems also does not automatically indicate departure, but he indicates that some level of
student integration socially and academically must occur in order for the student to
remain at the college or university. The students’ experiences and integration at the new
institution, as well as their background characteristics and experiences shape the student’s
new set of intentions as well as their continuing commitments to their individual goals
and this institution. These decisions and the students’ external commitments are the
primary influences on the student’s decision regarding departure from the university.

Pascarella and Terenzini (1983) conducted a study to verify Tinto’s theory and
they found that academic integration tended to be more influential on men and social
integration had a greater effect on women. However, they also found that high levels of
one integration often made up for low levels in the other. Tinto (1998) observes that, “in
most cases, academic integration seems to be the more important form of involvement”
(p- 169). Some authors (Elkins, Braxton and James, 2000; Woosley, 2003) have
indicated that the effects of social integration are more significant at the start of the
students’ experience at the new institution and, subsequently, the academic integration
begins to play a more significant role, and Tinto’s own observations have affirmed this

initial concentration on social integration (1997, 2000).
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Tinto’s model indicates that there are two dimensions to both the academic and
social systems of the institution — formal and informal — and that this is a reflection of the
different pathways to integration (Tinto, 1998). Interactions with the formal and informal
academic and social systems of the campus can led to a greater level of interaction and
integration in that area, as well as an increase in persistence at the institution (Braxton
and Caboni, 2005). Integration reflects the level to which the student’s attitude and
values reflects that of the majority of the students and faculty of the university. As the
integration of the student increases, they become more committed to both their own
individual goals as well as to the goals of the institution which they understand are
contributing to the achievement of their personal goals as well (Pascarella and Terenzini,
2005). Tinto also argues that both academic and social integration are essential to the
retention of the student (Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Tinto, 1993), and the influences of the
academic and social integration also interact with each other in ways which foster student
persistence (Tinto, 1998).

As the result of several critiques of his work, Tinto chose to revise his original
model in 1993 in order to reflect more of the interaction between perception and behavior
in students and the effects which that had on their integration with the institution both
academically and socially. Tinto (1998) indicates that many of the critiques of this model
have resulted from questions with regard to its relevance to different types of institutions.

Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson’s (1997) examination is an example of the critique
of Tinto’s model and the question of its relevance and applicability outside of four-year,
residential university settings. These authors examined the tremendous number of studies

which have utilized Tinto’s model and they concluded that there were some significant
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shortcomings in the model, primarily related to its use in non-traditional settings.
However, nine of the thirteen identified propositions in the model were found to be
supported.

This same line of investigation was presented by Braxton, Hirschy and
McClendon (2004) who seriously questioned the academic integration component of
Tinto’s model, while affirming the social integration aspect. However, one of the
weaknesses of the Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon study was their use of a box score
type of approach in analyzing the studies which they included in their research review
because it treated all studies as equal without respect to their sample size, methodology,
or the effect size. The Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon study also failed to effectively
repudiate the hundreds of applications of this model among traditional institutions. In
fact, a meta-analysis conducted by Robbins, Lauver, Le, Davis, Langley and Carlstrom
also released in 2004 found that, in the 190 studies they examined, both academic
integration and social integration strongly correlated with student retention, especially in
institutions like those included in this study.

While there have been critiques of the Tinto model, it remains the most widely
used and the most significant model in the understanding of student transition and
attrition -- with over 775 citations (Braxton, 2000; Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon,
2004; Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson, 1997; Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005). Tinto’s
model also points to the importance of universities directly addressing the needs of
students who transfer in order to insure that adequate opportunities for connectivity occur
for these new students. This model is especially relevant to this study because each of

the institutions studied were four-year, residential universities — exactly the type of
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institution that Tinto’s model has been shown to be most reliable in studying (Braxton,

Sullivan, and Johnson, 1997; Robbins, Lauver, Le, Davis, Langley, and Carlstrom, 2004;

Tinto, 1998).

Other Models of Student Growth and Change

In addition to these two primary conceptual models, there are a number of other
models and frameworks which authors have presented to assist in understanding student
satisfaction, integration, and departure. Among the more utilized are contributions from
Pascarella (1985), Terenzini (1980), and Bean and Metzner (1985). While these add to
the discussion of transfer students and their engagement in the institution, these theories
have not risen to the level of impact which can be seen through the models of Astin and

Tinto in this area of research.

Spirituality

It is easy to see that there is a growing interest in spirituality within higher
education today -- Tisdell (2003) goes so far as to indicate that in higher education
“spirituality is a hot topic” (p. 2). The “Spirituality in Higher Education: A National
Study of College Students’ Search for Meaning and Purpose” project which was
undertaken by the UCLA Higher Education Research Institute in 2003 is a great example
of the intense interest in this area within higher education. This project examined the
responses of 112,232 freshmen, attending a wide variety of institutions, in the fall of
2003 in order to provide more information regarding spirituality’s importance to and
effect upon college students (Bartlett, 2005). That study and its national scope reflect the
broad interest in these issues, and this research study is also likely to fuel further research

in this area of study in the future.
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The UCLA study utilized a definition of “spirituality” which focused on

“believing in the sacredness of life, seeking out opportunities to grow spiritually and
believing that we are all spiritual beings” (Green, 2005). The UCLA study results
indicated that today’s college students show a very high level of interest and involvement
in spirituality and religion. While the interest in spirituality may seem like a new focus
on some university campuses, “spirituality has been a hallmark of CCCU schools across
their rich histories. Words like intentionality, integration, pedagogies for spirituality, an
epistemology of life, liturgy, and living, and faith development have long been accurate

descriptors at the soul of CCCU schools” (Green, 2005, p. 1).

Spiritual Integration

Schreiner (2000) was one of the first authors to present a consideration of the
importance of spiritual integration in the Christian university. Her study was part of a
FIPSE (Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education) project which examined
data collected from Council for Christian Colleges and Universities member schools and
evaluated the forces affecting retention at those Christian universities. As a part of her
work on this Quality Retention Project, Schreiner developed the concept of spiritual
integration, as well as a set of indicators for it.

Through her examination of the data from the CCCU institutions, Schreiner
(2000) found that students who were spiritually integrated into the university indicated
that:

e They feel comfortable with the level of spirituality on campus.

e They are growing spiritually, and attribute that growth to being on campus.

e They are satisfied with the opportunities for ministry available to them.
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e They find the support they need on campus when they are struggling with
doubts and questions.

e They are challenged to critically examine their faith and values, within the
context of supportive relationships.

e They feel comfortable talking to faculty and staff about faith issues.

e Their understanding of God is being strengthened by experiences they are
having in the classroom and elsewhere on campus.

e They are learning ways of connecting “knowing” with “doing” — connecting
their knowledge of God with living a lifestyle that is congruent with that
knowledge. (p. 10)

Schreiner (2000) concluded that spiritual integration is demarcated by three

indicators: students perceptions of their development of a Christian worldview; their level

of faith development and identity formation; and, how satisfied they are with their ability

to talk to faculty about faith issues, grow spiritually, get involved in ministry

opportunities, and integrate their faith and learning in the classroom. In order to measure

these indicators, Schreiner developed these five questions:

1.

2.

Being on this campus is contributing to my spiritual growth.

My understanding of God is being strengthened by classroom and/or campus
experiences.

Faculty, administrators, and/or staff are helpful to me in processing issues related
to my faith.

This campus provides adequate opportunities for involvement in ministry.

Given where I am spiritually right now, this campus is a good fit for me.
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In an extensive review of the literature over the last twenty years, only a few
studies (Hartley, 2004; Morris, 2002; Morris, Smith, Cejda, 2003; Morris, Beck, Smith,
2004 — all discussed later in this chapter; and, Walter, 2000) were found which included a
spiritual integration concept within the consideration of the student departure decision.
The first of these was Walter (2000) who continued the work of Schreiner (2000). Her
examination of the data from fifty-five CCCU institutions found that several
characteristics had a positive impact on student persistence: class level, graduate or
professional school aspirations, living on campus, satisfaction with academic life, and
satisfaction with social life. Also, using Schreiner’s indicators, Walter (2000) found that
students who were more satisfied religiously were more likely to persist.

Hartley (2004) undertook a study to determine the impact of students’ religious
faith and practice upon student retention. The study examined first to second year
retention in a group of eight church-related universities. The study used survey
instruments administered in Fall 2002 and Spring 2003 to gauge the level of religious
involvement and the effect on retention. From an initial population of 1618 students,
there was a final sample of 408 students (a 25.2% response rate) that completed both
surveys. The Hartley study concluded that there was support both for the Tinto
propositions and the applicability of the Astin model to this population. In that study,
religious involvement was included as a component of social integration in the Tinto
model, and it proved to be a significant predictor of retention. Hartley concluded that it

should be included in future investigations of retention at church-related institutions.
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Most of the research using Tinto’s model has focused on public universities, but
even those studies that have looked at Christian universities have typically failed to
incorporate a consideration of spiritual integration. Yet, Christian universities are the
perfect place for this perspective to be included and this should be a consideration when
evaluating the “fit” of students within the institution, since it is a crucial aspect of the
institutions’ identity and character. Therefore, this study included a consideration of the
spiritual integration of students, along with the more common academic and social

integrations.

Research on Transfer Students

The increasing enrollment of students in community colleges, and their
subsequent transfer to four-year colleges and universities has led to a number of research
studies of transfer students and their success in the new four-year institution. These
studies have shown a great diversity in their approaches, including quantitative studies
(Berger and Melaney, 2003; Underwood, 1998; Wawrzynski and Sedlacek, 2003),
qualitative studies (Flaga, 2002; Green, 2001; Harrison, 1999), longitudinal studies
(Anderson, 1999; Campbell, 2002), and studies of national data sets (Dougherty, 1992;
Grubb, 1991). Sample sizes have ranged from seven or ten in qualitative studies to
thousands of students in quantitative studies.

The majority of these studies have focused on the academic success and
persistence to a bachelor’s degree of students who transfer to the university (Astin, 1971;
Dougherty, 1992; Hinshaw, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Piland, 1995). There
have been few studies which have examined the actual transition experiences of transfer

students (Flaga, 2002; Green, 2001; Hinshaw, 2003; Laanan, 1996). Nor have there been
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many studies which have specifically focused on transfer experiences at private colleges
or universities (Cejda & Kaylor, 1997; Schreiner, 2000; Townsend, 1995).

As an open access institution, the community college is required to provide a
place for students of all levels of academic ability to enroll in college level courses.
Because of this intentional lack of selectivity, faculty members in the four-year colleges
and universities often see these students as potentially under-prepared when they transfer
to the four-year schools, and they often classify them as a risk (Cejda, 1997; Hill, 1965;
Keeley & House, 1993; Laanan, 1999; Townsend, 1995; Mann, 1969). Many faculty
members and administrators are unwilling to take a chance on many transfer students as a
result of this perception. This can also result in a very frustrating experience for these
students as they must seek to prove themselves to each faculty member they encounter.

As a result of this challenge, researchers have undertaken many studies to see if
this is an inaccurate perspective, and to see whether transfer students would perform at
the same level as native students (Anderson, 1977; Glass Jr & Harrington, 2002; Gold,
1979; Graham & Dallam, 1986; Graham & Hughes, 1994; Hartmann & Caple, 1969;
Laanan, 2001, 2004; Milville and Sedlacek, 1995; Richardson & Doucette, 1980; Young,
1974). There are studies which have found support for either perspective, but most still
indicate that, at least initially, students who transfer are likely to struggle academically, at
least in their first semester.

Another focus of the research on transfer student’s academic success has been the
comparison of students GPA in the community college and their GPA in the first
semester or two at the four-year school. Observation of the trend of transfer student

grades falling in their first semester at the four-year institution led Hill (1965) to be the
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first to coin the term transfer shock in his review of the research regarding transfer
student success conducted from 1928 to 1964. Hill (1965) gives credit to Showman
(1928) for the first research to compare transfer student academic performance to that of
native students. His work examined the students at UCLA in the fall of 1926. His study
examined the records of 53 transfer students and 250 native students and found that the
native student’s upper division grades were better than that of the transfer students,
whose lower division grades (at the junior college) had been higher than the native
students.

Hill’s own research led him to three conclusions: (1) an appreciable drop in
grades should be expected by transfer students in the first semester after transferring; (2)
the grades of transfer students will likely improve relative to the amount of time they
remain at the institution; and (3) students who began at the four-year university will
usually perform better than students who transfer there. Cohen & Brawer (1989) indicate
that researchers have found, for decades, that transfer student’s grades were lower than
that of students which had started at the four-year university, at least in their initial term
of enrollment.

Since Hill’s work, many studies have documented the transfer shock phenomenon
(Cejda, 1994, 1997; Cejda & Kaylor, 1997; Cejda, Kaylor, & Rewey, 1998; Diaz, 1992;
Glass Jr & Harrington, 2002; Graham & Hughes, 1994; Laanan, 2001, 2004; Rhine,
Milligan, & Nelson, 2000; Townsend, 1993, 1995). These studies have found that
transfer students do tend to experience a dip in their grades during their first or second
semester after transferring to the four-year institution. The transfer shock construct has

become a significant factor in the examination of the performance of students transferring
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from a community college to a four-year institution. Often this dip in grade point average
is attributed to the more difficult academic environment at the university or the failure of
the community college to adequately prepare students academically. However, the
research supporting this theory is rather limited and it fails to examine other factors
which may influence student performance (Laanan, 1998).

Knoell and Medsker completed the first national study of transfer students in 1965
and it continued the practice of comparing transfer students from community colleges to
students that were native to the four-year college. The large, national pool of transfer
students supported some of the previous findings regarding transfer students, such as the
likelihood of academic difficulty, the difficulty of successful transfer, the effect of large
enrollments in the four-year universities, and the lower rate of graduation for students
who transfer.

Cohen and Brawer (1982) compared the attrition and graduation rates of transfer
and native students to their GPAs. In their study, the community college transfers had
lower GPAs and higher attrition rates than the native students. Graham and Dallam
(1986) provided a rare look at all transfer students (not just those from the community
college), and they also found that transfer students were much more likely to end up on
academic probation than were native students.

Over the years, more research has continued to be produced examining transfer
shock. One of the most significant efforts was undertaken by Diaz (1992) who conducted
a meta-analysis of the various studies regarding transfer shock. His work looked at 62
studies that reported a GPA change for transfer students. The study revealed that 79% of

the studies did show a GPA change, but in most cases it was less than one half of a grade
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point. More significantly, the meta-analysis showed that, in 67% of the studies, the
transfer shock wore off, typically after the first year of transfer. These findings indicate
that transfer students do experience academic difficulty at the time of their transfer to the
new institution, but that it is not typically reflective of their actual academic ability.

Keeley and House (1993) and Townsend (1993) attribute the initial academic
difficulty experienced by transfer students to the more rigorous academic standards at the
four-year institution, and with the many other transition challenges that they face at the
new institution. Diaz (1992), in his meta-analysis, argues that while the initial dip in
GPA is apparent, it is typically limited and short-term. Transfer students typically
reestablish their GPA and often finish with better standing than native students.
Ultimately, the transfer shock concept only examines the student’s cognitive transition,
but pays very little attention to their emotional or social development at the new
institution (Laanan, 1998).

The transfer shock theory attempts to model a linear relationship between
attendance at a community college, transfer to a four-year university, and a subsequent
dip in GPA. Absent from this linear reasoning are all of the individual factors which
could be affecting student performance, including environmental factors, climatic factors,
and individual preparation for the transition. This study included consideration of each of
these factors in order to work toward a more holistic picture of student transition.

In 1998, Laanan undertook the task of explaining the difficulties of transfer
students from a broader perspective than simply the academic transition and “transfer
shock”. In order to obtain the information needed for the study, Laanan created a new

survey instrument — the 304 item UCLA Transfer Students’ Questionnaire — which used
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rating scales and categorical scales to collect information from three areas: social
demographics, community college experiences, and UCLA experiences. The survey
instruments were mailed to the students’ home addresses in the third week of the fall
quarter 1996.

The target populations for this study were students who had transferred from a
California community college to UCLA in the 1994 or 1995 school years. Laanan (1998)
received useable surveys from 717 transfer students of the 2,369 who received surveys,
which reflects a response rate of 30%. Each of these students provided information about
their experiences as well as their academic and personal transition experiences coming to
UCLA from the community college. Laanan’s study examined their responses to
questions about the academic and social adjustment process (dependent variables) as they
related to the social demographics, community college environment, and the UCLA
environment (independent variables). The intent of this study was to examine the ability
of transfer student’s previous and current levels of involvement to predict their social and
academic adjustment (Laanan, 1998).

Laanan conducted between group analysis based on three factors: age group
(traditional versus non-traditional); student status (participation or non-participation in
UCLA'’s Transfer Alliance Program - TAP); and, racial/ethnic category. The age group
analysis concluded that students in the two age categories were likely to have very
different experiences at the university, but both were likely to have a similar adjustment
experience. TAP and non-TAP students were also similar in their transitions and
satisfaction. The racial/ethnic analysis indicated that white and non-white students were

likely to have very different experiences at both the community college and at UCLA.
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Laanan (1998) found that both social and academic involvement on the UCLA campus
were significant factors in predicting a positive transfer experience for community
college transfer students.

The weaknesses of Laanan’s study began with the inclusion of transfer students at
only one institution — UCLA —this institution was also a highly selective, research
institution with a national reputation which may have influenced both the students who
transferred there and the results of the study. Also, the questionnaire used was very long
and its length and the lack of any incentive for students to complete it may have
contributed to the lower response rate. There are few institutions as uniquely positioned
as UCLA is, so it is important that Laanan’s research be tested in other university settings
to confirm the validity.

A recent meta-analysis project (Robbins et al, 2004; Lotkowski, Robbins, &
Noeth, 2004), supported by ACT, examined 109 research studies and found three factors
which were most effective in predicting academic success for college students —
academic goals, academic self-confidence, and achievement motivation. Each of these
identified factors were included in this study. The students’ academic self-confidence
was measured through responses to questions 4, 7, 10, 12, and 40. Academic goals were
the focus of questions 54 and 55, and achievement motivation was gauged through

questions 36, 37, and 38.

Studies of Transfers to Christian Universities
While there have been numerous studies of transfer students conducted in the last
twenty years, very few have included students that transfer to private universities and

even fewer have focused exclusively upon this aspect of the nation’s higher education
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system. Cejda and Kaylor (1997) indicate that in their literature search on academic
transitions, they were unable to find a single study that specifically looked at transfer
students at private universities and they only found 3 studies (conducted between 1967
and 1978) which included information on students who had transferred to a private
university.

Cejda and Kaylor (1997) conducted one of the few examples of a study
specifically looking at private colleges, and in this study they examined the use of the
community college by students enrolled in two small, Catholic, liberal-arts colleges. This
study included no examination of the transition experiences of those students in coming
to the four-year schools, but it did provide an analysis of the ways in which students in
these private universities were using the resources of the community college.

In addition, Cejda and Kaylor (1997) were only looking at a single traditional area
of transfer integration — academic integration. However, one of the most unique aspects
of the nation’s Christian universities (specifically those in the Council for Christian
Colleges and Universities) is an intentional integration of faith in all areas of university
life. Thus, it would be most appropriate to include a measure of spiritual integration in
the conceptual framework in order to provide greater understanding of the transfer
student’s experience at these institutions.

One of the few examples of a study that incorporates this spiritual dimension was
a study done by Morris (2002) which actually examined the application of Tinto’s model
in a Christian university context and added a spiritual integration component to the
model. While Morris’ study examined freshmen at one mid-sized Christian university,

most of the processes and procedures were appropriate for this study as well.
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Morris’ study was designed to test three of Tinto’s core constructs in the Christian
university environment, while adding a spiritual integration component to the
examination of freshman retention. The study used demographic data from the Student
Information Form that all new students at the university were asked to complete in their
first semester at the university. There were 1029 freshmen who entered the institution in
the fall semester, and 923 returned in the spring semester. Of those 923, 750 had
completed the Student Information Form and supplied their social security number to
allow for data matching (Morris, 2002).

Then, in the twelfth week of the spring semester, the students were given another
instrument which included the Institutional Integration Scales and a spiritual integration
scale (Morris, 2002). The persistence of this group was determined in the following fall
semester, based on students who had reenrolled. There were 430 students who completed
the integration surveys and whose information could be matched with the Student
Information Form responses, so these 430 students comprised the final sample used in the
analysis. This reflected an overall response rate of 47% of those students who returned to
the university for the spring semester, and 57% of those students who had completed the
Student Information Form in the fall semester and returned in the spring semester.

The study found that there were two variables in the academic integration scale —
cumulative gpa and academic and intellectual development — which proved to be
significant and proved to predict retention at a rate of 99.7% (Morris, 2002). In the social
integration constructs there were also two variables which proved to be significant
predictors of persistence at the institution — extra curricular hours and peer group

interaction — again to the 99.7% level of success in predicting persistence. In addition,
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the Goal and Institutional Commitment construct and the Spiritual Integration measure
were also significant predictors of persistence for freshmen at this Christian university
(Morris, 2002).

In subsequent research with the same set of data, Morris, Smith and Cejda (2003)
observed that a logistic regression analysis of Tinto’s constructs and an added spiritual
integration measure found that the Spiritual Integration construct was a significant
predictor of retention, at least at this one Christian university. In 2004, Morris, Beck, &
Smith used a principal components analysis with Varimax rotation to examine this same
population and determined that the fit indices were significantly redundant and that
Spiritual Integration was the most reliable predictor of student retention with this
population, correctly classifying 88.6% of the sample with regard to persister status.
These same constructs, including the Spiritual Integration construct, were included in this
study.

While the Morris study (and the subsequent works with the same set of data)
provided a foundation for this study, it represents a look at only one Christian university
which limits the application of the results to a broader set of institutions. The Morris
study also utilized data from across three semesters worth of the student’s interaction
with the university, which separated the two survey instruments from each other and
which may have affected the results of the study. Morris himself notes these limitations
and suggests that future research should look at additional Christian universities, as well
as studying more than one institution at a time (Morris, 2002; Morris et al, 2003; Morris

et al, 2004)
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Summary

Nationally, the number of transfer students enrolling in colleges and universities
is growing. As institutions seek to serve these students, there is a tremendous need to
understand them, their needs, and how to retain them at the university. Hinshaw (2003)
observed that “a substantial body of research has been developed regarding the first-year
experience in general, but there is a real need to focus specifically on community college
transfers” (p. 23). This need is especially true at tuition-dependent Christian universities,
where retention is a significant concern. This study took those necessary steps by
looking more closely at the experiences of transfer students as they transitioned to three
Christian universities.

There have been a number of models developed to help in the understanding of
student departure, but two of these have been consistently cited as among the most
significant — Astin’s and Tinto’s. Those two models provide the foundation for this study
of transfer students. While there has been little examination of transfer students at
Christian universities, the studies by Laanan (1998) and Morris (2002) provided great
assistance in developing this study -- including the emphasis on the adjustment of transfer
students and the inclusion of a spiritual integration component.

While he did not look at this type of institution, Laanan’s (1998) study was one of
the most significant influences on this study due to its emphasis on the transition
experiences of transfer students, not just the final outcomes. In addition, Morris’ (2002)
study significantly shaped this study by including a spiritual integration component into
the conceptual framework of Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure. This study extended

the same type of research found in both of these studies to a similar, yet very different,
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group of students as they transferred into three different private, Christian universities
from other colleges and universities.

The next chapter will describe the actual research design for this study, including
the variables considered and the instrument that was utilized. Chapter four will then
present the results of the data analysis of the student responses, in answer to the six
research questions of this study. Chapter five then summarizes this research, presents the
major findings of the study, makes some recommendations for application at Christian

universities, and draws some conclusions.



CHAPTER THREE

Methodology

Introduction

In this chapter, the author presents the methods and procedures that were utilized
in this study of transfer students. The chapter contains the following sections: (a) the
research design, (b) a description of the population and sample, (c) the survey instrument,
(d) the procedures for the collection of the data, (e) the research questions addressed, and
(f) the methods to be utilized in analyzing the data. This research was designed to
provide insight and perspective on the experiences of students who transferred to three
Texas Christian universities, and to look for some predictors of these student’s success

and persistence.

Research Design

This study used a non-experimental, quantitative, survey research design. This
type of design was chosen primarily because the majority of the research done examining
Tinto’s model has utilized a survey design. The cross-sectional data was collected with a
single questionnaire (the Transfer Student Experiences Survey) and data from the official
university records for each institution. The independent variables were not manipulated
and there was no intervention provided during the study. The transfer students in the
study were asked to complete and return a survey instrument (Transfer Student
Experiences Survey found in Appendix A) which was mailed to them as well as being

available electronically. This instrument was adapted by the researcher from one used in
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a previous persistence study (Morris, 2002). The survey instrument was used to ask
questions regarding the students’ backgrounds, experiences at their previous institution,
preparations for transfer, their adjustments to the new universities, and their experiences

at the new institutions.

Population and Sample

The three institutions included in this study differed in institutional size, location,
and degree programs offered. However, each was a well-established, Christian university
with a long history of service to students in their area. All three universities were also
members (full or affiliate) of the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities. The
students at these three universities represented a wide range of socioeconomic
backgrounds as well as educational goals and family situations.

Institution A was classified by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching (2006) as a “Bac/Diverse: Baccalaureate Colleges — Diverse fields” institution
which enrolls approximately 50 new transfer students each year as a part of its overall
population of 1,400 students and is located in a small city of approximately 20,000
residents. Institution B was classified as a “Masters M: Master’s Colleges and
Universities (medium programs)” university which has an enrollment of approximately
4,700 students, including more than 140 new transfer students each fall, and is located in
a city of 117,000 people. Institution C was classified as a “RU/H Research Universities
(high research activity)” institution and has an enrollment of 14,000, with more than 400
new transfer students each fall, and it is located in a city with a population of 114,000.

A purposive sampling process was used with this study. The sample included all

students enrolled at each of the three institutions who had transferred to the university in
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the fall semester of 2005, with at least 12 credit hours from one or more other colleges or
universities and who had graduated from high school before January 1, 2005, in order to
exclude students whose college hours had been exclusively obtained through dual-credit
programs. This type of sample was utilized in order to provide the broadest cross-section
of input from transfer students as possible.

The final population for this study was comprised of 603 transfer students. Of
this sample population, only 303 (50%) had valid mailing addresses to utilize with the
mailed component of the study. The final sample included 57 students from Institution
A, 142 from Institution B, and 404 from Institution C (only 104 of which had a mailing
address). Each transfer student included in the sample also had a valid email address

which was utilized to communicate with these students.

Instrumentation

The instrument (See Appendix A) used in the study was adapted from one used by
Morris (2002) which was based upon a previous instrument (The Institutional Integration
Scales) created by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980). Morris’ instrument used the original
Pascarella and Terenzini questions and added five additional questions from the
Schreiner (2000) spiritual integration construct. This study utilized that same set of
questions and added an additional nine questions from Laanan (1998), which examined
the transition experiences of transfer students, and included twenty-one demographic
questions which provided the information necessary for a robust analysis of the data. The
survey included items utilizing a standard 5-point satisfaction scale (1=strongly agree,
2=agree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=disagree, and 5=strongly disagree), as well as

items asking for demographic information from the transfer students.
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There are five scales which were primarily used to test the operational validity of
Tinto’s constructs: academic integration, social integration, and institutional and goal
commitment. The five scales utilized were:
Academic and Intellectual Development

e [ am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development this semester.

(Question Q. 4)

e My academic experience this semester has had a positive influence on my
intellectual growth and interest in ideas. (Q. 10)

e [ am satisfied with my academic experience at this university this semester.

Q.2)

e My interest in intellectual ideas and intellectual matters has increased this
semester. (Q. 7)

e [ am more likely to attend a cultural event (for example a concert, lecture or
art show) now than I was a year ago. (Q. 3)

e [ have performed academically as well as I anticipated [ would. (Q. 12)

Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching

e Few of the faculty members that [ have had contact with this semester are
genuinely interested in students. (Q. 33)

e Few of the Faculty members I had contact with this semester are genuinely
outstanding or superior teachers. (Q. 32)

e Few of the faculty members I have had contact with this semester are willing
to spend time outside of class to discuss issues of interest and importance to
students. (Q.27)

e Most of the faculty members I have had contact with are interested in helping
students grow in more than just academic areas. (Q. 35)

e Most faculty members I have had contact with this semester are genuinely
interested in teaching. (Q. 34)



62

Peer Group Interaction

The student friendships I have developed this semester have been personally
satisfying. (Q. 16)

I have developed close personal relationships with other students. (Q. 13)

My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive
influence on my personal growth, values and attitudes. (Q. 17)

My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive
influence on my intellectual growth and interest in ideas. (Q. 14)

It has been difficult for me to meet and make friends with other students. (Q.
18)

Few of the students I know would be willing to listen to me and help me if I
had a personal problem. (Q. 20)

Most students here have values and attitudes which are different from my
own. (Q.22)

Interactions with Faculty

My non-classroom interactions with faculty this semester have had a positive
influence on my personal growth, values and attitudes. (Q. 30)

My non-classroom interactions with faculty members have had a positive
influence on my intellectual growth and interest in ideas. (Q. 29)

My non-classroom interactions with faculty this semester have had a positive
influence on my career goals and aspirations. (Q. 31)

This semester, | have developed a close personal relationship with at least one
faculty member. (Q. 28)

Goal and Institutional Commitment

It is important for me to graduate from college. (Q. 36)
It is likely that I will register at this university next fall. (Q. 39)

It is not important for me to graduate from this university. (Q. 37)
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e [ have no idea at all what I want to major in. (Q. 8)
e (QGetting good grades is not important to me. (Q. 9)

e [ am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this
university. (Q. 38)

In addition, the scale measuring spiritual integration was also included, just as it
was in the Morris (2002) study. This is the scale that was developed by Schreiner (2000)

and utilized by Walter (2000). It included these questions:

Spiritual Integration
e Being on this campus is contributing to my spiritual growth. (Q. 5)

e My understanding of God is being strengthened by classroom and/or campus
experiences. (Q. 11)

e Faculty, administrators, and/or staff are helpful to me in processing issues related
to my faith. (Q. 15)

e This campus provides adequate opportunities for involvement in ministry. (Q.
21)

e Given where [ am spiritually right now, this campus is a good fit for me. (Q. 25)

Finally, two scales measuring transfer student adjustment were also included —
academic and social adjustment. These were the two adjustment scales which Laanan
(1998) used in his research and items which were not relevant to these institutions were
modified or removed, as noted below, to fit the Christian university environment. They

included these questions:

Academic Adjustment
e Adjusting to the academic standards has been difficult. (Q. 40)

e There is a sense of competition between/among students at this school that is not
present at the community college. (Q. 42)
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e My level of stress increased when [ started at this university. (Q. 45)

e I experienced a dip in grades during the first and second semester. (This item was
removed because the students will not have received any grades at the time of the
administration of the instrument; subsequent Registrar’s office reports should
provide first semester grade point averages for all students.)

e [t was difficult going from the semester to the 10-week quarter system. (This
item was removed because the three Christian universities included in this study
all operate on a semester system, so the question was unapplicable.)

Social Adjustment
e Adjusting to the social environment has been difficult. (Q. 41)

e [ am very involved with social activities at this school. (Q. 43)

e [ am meeting as many people and making as many friends as I would like at this
university. (Q. 44)

e [tis easy to make friends at this university. (Q. 46)
e [ feel more comfortable making friends with transfer students than non-transfers.

(Q. 47) (This item was taken from a "general perceptions of UCLA" variable in

Laanan’s study and placed in this scale.)

Table 1 illustrates the relationship between each variable, research question, scale,
and item on the actual survey:

The survey instrument did not contain the variable names or the scales, nor was it
divided into sections indicating the focus of those questions; that was an intentional effort
to avoid any potential leading of the student’s responses. The survey instrument was
presented to the student with a focus on gaining a clearer understanding of the experience
of transferring to Christian universities and on the use of that information to assist other

transfer students and provide a smoother transition experience. The instrument provided
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Variables, Research Questions, Scales, and Items on Survey (Morris, 2002)

Variable Research Questions Scales Item on
Name Survey

Academic Research Question 2: Academic and 2,3,4,7,10,12
Integration After controlling for statistically significant Intellectual

pre-enrollment variables, was academic Development

integration a significant predictor of

transfer students’ first semester to second Faculty 27,32,33,34,

semester persistence at Christian Concern for 35

institutions of higher education? Student

Development
and Teaching

Social Research Question 3: Peer Group 13,14,16,17,
Integration After controlling for statistically significant Interactions 18,20,22

pre-enrollment variables was social

integration a significant predictor of Interaction 28,29,30,31

transfer students’ first semester to second  with Faculty

semester persistence at Christian

institutions of higher education?
Goal and Research Question 4: Goal and 8,9,36,37,38,
Institutional After controlling for statistically significant Institutional 39
Commitments pre-enrollment variables were goal and Commitments

institutional commitments significant

predictors of transfer students’ first

semester to second semester persistence at

Christian institutions of higher education?
Spiritual Research Question 5: Spiritual 5,11,15,21,
Integration After controlling for statistically significant Integration 25

pre-enrollment variables was spiritual

integration a significant predictor of

transfer students’ first semester to second

semester persistence at Christian

institutions of higher education?
Student Research Question 6: Academic 40,42.,45
Adjustment What demographic, previous institution Adjustment

and current university factors affected the

transfer students’ successful adjustment to  Social 41,43,44,46,

Christian universities? Adjustment 47
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responses to sixty-nine questions and that facilitated the examination of thirty-one

variables.

Variables

The Transfer Student Experiences Survey (Appendix A) and student records from

each university were used to measure the seven variable categories. Variables in the first

category (Pre-enrollment attributes) were controlled as covariates. Each set of variables

was operationalized as follows:

I. Pre-Enrollment Attributes — twenty variables

A. Family Background

I.

2.

Gender (coded 1 = female, 2= male) (Question Q. 49)

Ethnicity (1 = white, 2 = nonwhite) (Q. 50)

. Religious affiliation (Q. 51)

Parents combined annual income (derived from six ordinal
categories ranging from “less than $20000” to “more than
$100,000”) (Q. 58)

Father’s formal education (derived from the level of formal
education, using six ordinal categories ranging from “Elementary
School” to “Graduate Degree”) (Q. 56)

Mother’s formal education (derived from the level of formal
education, using six ordinal categories ranging from “Elementary

School” to “Graduate Degree”) (Q. 57)

B. Skills and abilities
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2.
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Student’s composite score on the ACT (American College Test)
(Q. 53) or the SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test) (Q. 52)
Student’s self-reported average grade in High School (four

categories ranging from “A” to “D”) (Q. 62)

C. Prior schooling

1.

2.

Student’s grade point average from previous institution (Q. 63)
Type of institution previously attended (coded into three
categories: “Community Colleges”, “Public four-year universities”
and “Private Colleges™) (Q. 64)

Number of semesters at the previous institution (five categories

ranging from “one” to “five or more”) (Q. 65)

4. Number of hours transferred from the previous institution (Q. 66)

D. Current School

1.

Attendance at a summer orientation session for new students to the
university (coded 1=attended and 2=did not attend) (Q. 61)

Where the student resides during the semester (Q. 68)

How many hours the student works during a week while they are

in school (Q. 67)

E. Initial Goals/Commitments — five variables

1.

The student’s highest degree planned anywhere (six categories

ranging from “bachelors” to “other”) (Q. 54)
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2. The student’s highest expected academic degree at that particular
institution (five categories ranging from “bachelors” to “other”)
(Q. 55)
3. The student’s pre-enrollment ranking of this college choice (four
categories ranging from “#1” to “Lower than #3”) (Q. 59)
4. The student’s indicated reasons for transfer to this university (Q.
69)
5. The student’s indicated most significant reason for transfer to this
university (Q. 70)
II. Academic Integration — three variables
A. Fall 2005 semester grade point average (from a subsequent university
report)
B. A six-item factorially derived scale measuring a student’s perceived level
of academic and intellectual development (Q. 2,3,4,7,10,12)
C. A five-item factorially derived scale measuring a student’s perceived level
of and faculty concern for student development and teaching (Q.
27,32,33,34,35)
III. Social Integration — three variables
A. The average number of hours per week a student spends participating in
extra-curricular activities. (five categories ranging from “0 hours” to

“More than 15 hours”) (Q. 60)
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B. A seven-item factorially derived scale measuring the extent and quality of
students’ interaction with their peers (Pascarella and Terenzeni, 1980) (Q.
13,14,16,17,18,20,22)
C. A four-item factorially derived scale measuring the quality and impact of
students’ out of class contact with faculty (Pascarella and Terenzeni,
1980) (Q. 28,29,30,31)
Goals and Commitments — Subsequent - one variable
A six-item factorially derived scale measuring a student’s desire to graduate
from college and commitment to graduate from the institution they are
currently attending (Q. 8,9,36,37,38,39)
Spiritual Integration — one variable
A five-item scale designed to measure a students’ spiritual integration into the
Christian university campus environment (Q. 5,11,15,21,25)
Departure Decision — one variable
Determined in the spring of 2006 from records provided by each university (If
the student reenrolled they were coded “1”, if they did not reenroll they were
coded “2”’) (from a subsequent University report)
Student Adjustment — two variables
A. A three-item scale designed to measure a students’ academic adjustment
to the Christian university campus environment (Q. 40,42,45)
B. A five-item scale designed to measure a students’ social adjustment to the

Christian university campus environment (Q. 41,43,44,46,47)
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The analysis of these thirty-one variables provided a great deal of information
regarding the experience of transfer students entering Christian universities. These
responses also provided the data which was analyzed in order to answer the research

questions in this study.

Pilot Study

In order to determine the most effective method of delivering the Transfer Student
Experiences Survey to a group of transfer students, a pilot study was conducted in July
2005. This pilot study utilized the same survey instrument (Appendix A) that was
planned for the full survey, but the letter was modified with the dates for the pilot study.
A paper version of the pilot study was sent to a sample population of twenty transfer
students who had entered Institution B in the fall semester of 2004, along with a postage-
paid return envelope. In addition, the same information was sent as an email (with a link
to the electronic version of the survey) to fifty-five other transfer students that had also
entered Institution B in the fall semester of 2004. A modified version of the follow-up
procedure was followed through the sending of an additional copy of the survey
instrument and a second letter sent two weeks after the initial mailing.

The pilot study’s focus was on which method of delivery to the students received
the stronger response rate. Unfortunately, the results were inconclusive, with 45% of
those receiving the paper survey completing and returning it and 31% of those receiving
the electronic version completing it. While it was not a conclusive response the pilot
study group results led to the use of mailed paper surveys in the actual studies for all

students who had a local mailing address.
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Data Collection

Each of the three universities provided the researcher with an electronic extract
from their administrative computing system, following the twelfth day of enrollment in
the fall 2005 semester. This extract contained the contact information for each student
that was currently enrolled in their first long semester at that institution, having
transferred there from another college or university with at least twelve hours accepted
for transfer, and having graduated from high school prior to January 1, 2005.

In October 2005, each transfer student with a valid mailing address was mailed a
cover letter describing the importance of the project and the importance/confidentiality of
their participation (see Appendix B); a self-addressed, stamped return envelope; and, a
copy of the survey instrument - which was four pages in length (see Appendix A). Each
student was assigned an identification code and that code was printed on each survey to
help provide confidentiality for respondents, while facilitating the identification of non-
respondents and providing a means to match survey responses with subsequent data from
each university. Students without a valid mailing address were sent the same information
regarding the study via an email message (see Appendix C), along with a link to a web-
based version of the survey instrument.

Students that had not returned their surveys within fourteen days received a
reminder email (see Appendix D) asking them to complete the survey as soon as possible.
A second email reminder (see Appendix E) was sent ten days after the first reminder
email to continued non-responders. A second letter (see Appendix F) and a second copy
of the instrument were mailed fourteen days after the second reminder email to all

students, with a valid mailing address, that had not yet returned their surveys in order to
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secure as many student responses as possible. Another reminder email (Appendix G) was
sent to all non-responders fourteen days after the second set of mailed surveys. A final
emailed reminder was sent after the semester was over to secure as many responses as
possible (Appendix H).

The multiple rounds of follow-up and reminder resulted in the receipt of
completed surveys by 348 of the 603 transfer students, which was reflected in an overall
response rate of 58%. Institution A achieved a response rate of 46% based on 26
respondents from the original population of 57 transfer students. Institution B had 85 of
their 142 transfer students complete the survey for a 60% response rate. Finally, 237 of
Institution C’s 404 transfer students submitted a completed survey resulting in a 59%
response rate. All students who received the mailed surveys were also provided with the
web address of the on-line survey if they preferred to complete their survey on-line, and

82% of all of the completed surveys were completed on-line.

Data Analysis

Logistic regression was the primary statistical technique utilized in this study.
Logistic regression was chosen because the outcome or predictor variable in this study
was dichotomous, that is, it had only two values: persister or non-persister. Logistic
regression analysis was specifically designed for use when the dependent variable has
two values (Wright, 1995). The primary research problem for this study was: What
variables predict transfer students’ successful persistence and transition experience
during their first semester at Christian universities? There were six research questions

which flowed out of this overarching research problem:
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1. What are the demographic characteristics of students who transfer to Christian
universities?

2. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables, is
academic integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester
to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?

3. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables is social
integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester to second
semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?

4. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables are goal
and institutional commitments significant predictors of transfer students’ first
semester to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher
education?

5. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables is
spiritual integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester
to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?

6. What demographic, previous institution and current university factors affect
the transfer students’ successful adjustment to Christian universities?

Two primary stages of analyses were employed in order to answer most of the six
research questions. First, Chi square and t-tests were calculated between all twenty of the
pre-enrollment variables. These preliminary analyses determined if there were any
covariates significantly related to the outcome variable. Covariates which were

significant were controlled for in subsequent analyses. Chi square and t-tests also allowed
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for an examination of the individual relationships between the predictors and the outcome
variable (Morris, 2002).

The second stage of the analysis involved the use of logistic regression where all
significant covariates and all appropriate variables were entered into the logistic
regression equation. The logistic regression provided a chi square statistic and a
classification table. A classification table summarizes the fit between the actual and
predicted group membership informing one as to the quality of the predictors to
significantly classify persisters and non-persisters. In addition, the logistical regression
provided a significance test for the individual predictors in the equation (Morris, 2002).

The sixth research question was examined through the use of linear regression in
order to determine which demographic and institutional characteristics affected the
academic and social adjustment of new transfer students. The variables included in the
analysis were the Student’s Fall GPA and all twenty of the pre-enrollment variables
(including gender, race, religious affiliation, family income, father’s and mother’s
educations, ACT or SAT scores, high school GPA, the student’s transfer GPA, type of
institution previously attended, number of semesters at previous institution, the number
of hours transferred from the previous institution, attendance at summer orientation,
student’s residence, average work hours each week, highest degree planned anywhere,
highest degree planned at current institution, rank of current institution, reasons for
selecting this institution, and the most significant reason for selecting the current

institution).
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Summary

This chapter has presented the methodology utilized in this study. Cross-sectional
data was collected through a single survey (the Transfer Student Experiences Survey
found in Appendix A) and data from official university records was also utilized. The
population for this study included all first-semester transfer students (with more than
twelve hours of transfer credit) at three Christian universities located in Texas. Students
were surveyed in the fall semester of 2005 and 348 of the 603 (58%) students in the
sample completed the survey.

The survey asked students about their experiences at the Christian university in
eight areas: Academic and intellectual development, faculty concern for student
development and teaching, peer group interactions, interaction with faculty, institutional
and goal commitments, spiritual integration, academic adjustment, and social adjustment.
The survey also collected answers regarding the student’s pre-enrollment attributes, their
experiences at their previous institution, and their experiences at their current university.

The pre-enrollment data was evaluated through the use of Chi square and t-tests in
order to identify significant covariates and answer research question one. The only
significant covariate found was the Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution, which
was included in the subsequent logistic regression analyses. Logistical regression was
utilized to answer the research questions two through five in this study, and linear
regression was utilized in response to question six.

The next chapter, chapter four, presents the results of the data analysis of these

responses, in answer to the six research questions of this study. Chapter five then
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summarizes this research, presents the major findings of the study, makes some

recommendations for application at Christian universities, and draws some conclusions.



CHAPTER FOUR

Results

Introduction

As chapter one indicated, this study was an examination of the experiences of new
transfer students at three Christian universities. This study looked at the characteristics of
those students, their transition to the new university, and those factors which affected
their adjustment and persistence at the same university. The organization of this chapter
is primarily structured to reflect the order of the six specific research questions raised in
chapter one. In response to the first research question, this chapter begins with the
presentation of the demographic characteristics of the transfer students who participated
in this study, including the twelve variables from Tinto’s Pre-Entry attributes, five
variables from Tinto’s Goals and Commitments (initial), and three variables from Tinto’s
Social Integration construct. The chapter then turns to an analysis of the pre-enrollment
characteristics of these students in order to determine which of those characteristics had a
significant impact on the persistence of these transfer students. The next four sections of
the chapter address research questions two through five by exploring the predictability of
persistence based on academic integration, social integration, goal and institutional
commitment, and spiritual integration. The final section of this chapter reflects upon the
sixth and final research question and those demographic and institutional factors which
impacted the transfer student’s successful academic and social adjustment to their new

institution.
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Research Question One
The first research question examined in this study was: What were the
demographic characteristics of students who transfer to Christian universities? This
section of the chapter presents the demographic characteristics of those transfer students
who chose to participate in this study. These responses were provided by the students on

their surveys and are all considered to be self-reported.

Gender

As shown in Table 2, male transfer students comprised a smaller proportion of the
population who participated in this study than female transfer students at all three
institutions. The overall participant population was comprised of 59.2% female and
40.8% male respondents. Institution B had the largest concentration of female
participants with 61.4%, and Institution A’s male participation was the largest at 46.2%.
The gender distribution in this study is similar to that of the population of all college

students nationally, which is 57% female (Chronicle, 2005).

Table 2

Transfer student population by gender and institution

Gender Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C

Female 59.2% 53.8% 61.4% 59.0%

Male 40.8% 46.2% 38.6% 41.0%
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Ethnicity

Table 3 reflects the racial distribution of the students who participated in this
study. The distribution of white and non-white students varied across the three
institutions, with Institution C having the largest concentration of non-white students at
31.5% of their respondents and Institution B having the largest concentration of white
students at 84.3%. The total study population was comprised of 72.9% white students
and 27.1% non-white students. The distribution in this study was slightly more diverse

than the overall national college student population which is comprised of 80% white

students (Chronicle, 2005).

Table 3

Transfer student population by ethnicity and institution

Ethnicity Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C

White 72.9% 76.9% 84.3% 68.5%

Non-White 27.1% 23.1% 15.7% 31.5%
Religious Affiliation

Since all three of the institutions were religiously-affiliated universities, it was
important to consider the religious composition of the transfer students at each institution.
Table 4 indicates the religious groups represented among the transfer students in this
study. The largest group of students was Baptist, which comprised 27.6% of the overall
population. Students who described themselves as non-denominational represented

25.3% of the population, those indicating Church of Christ affiliation were 12.6% of the



students, and Catholic students were 9.8% of the total study population. The other
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significant group was comprised of students who did not fit within any of the available

groupings and selected Other, which included 18.7% of the transfer student participants.

Table 4

Transfer student population by religious affiliation and institution

Religious Affiliation Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Baptist 27.6% 73.1% 16.9% 26.4%
Catholic 9.8% 0.0% 4.8% 12.6%
Church of Christ 12.6% 0.0% 41.0% 4.2%
Lutheran 2.0% 0.0% 2.3% 2.1%
Methodist 4.0% 0.0% 1.2% 5.3%
Non-Denominational 25.3% 11.5% 20.5% 28.5%
Other 18.7% 15.4% 13.3% 20.9%

Test Scores

The mean ACT score for all of the survey participants was 24, and the mean SAT

score was 1126. Students from Institution A had a mean score of 21 on the ACT and

1123 on the SAT. The mean score of participants from Institution B was 23 on the ACT

and 1074 on the SAT. Institution C’s transfer student ACT mean was a 25 and their SAT

mean was 1142. Among all college students nationally, the average scores were 21 on

the ACT and 1026 on the SAT (Chronicle, 2005).
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Degree Goals

There were two questions presented to survey participants regarding their
collegiate degree goals. The first of these is summarized in Table 5, and it indicates the
highest degree which students planned to pursue, regardless of the institution at which
they planned to receive it. Forty-one percent of the transfer students indicated that their
intention was to pursue a Master’s degree as their terminal degree. Another 26.9% of the

students indicated that a Bachelor’s degree was the highest degree they intended to

pursue.
Table 5
Transfer student population by highest degree planned and institution

Degree Planned Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Bachelors 26.9% 30.8% 32.5% 24.5%
Masters 41.0% 42.3% 50.6% 37.6%
Doctorate 17.6% 26.9% 8.4% 19.8%
Medical 9.6% 0.0% 3.6% 12.6%
Law 4.0% 0.0% 2.5% 5.1%
Other 0.9% 0.0% 2.4% 0.4%

In addition to asking the students about their highest planned degree, the study
also asked them to indicate the highest degree they intended to pursue at the institution in
which they were currently enrolled. As indicated in Table 6, an overwhelming 72.8%

indicated that a Bachelor’s degree was the highest degree they planned to pursue at their
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present institution. Seventeen point seven percent intended to continue their education at

their current institution in order to receive a Master’s degree.

Table 6

Transfer student population by highest degree planned at current institution
and institution

Degree Planned Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Bachelors 72.8% 76.9% 72.0% 72.6%
Masters 17.7% 7.7% 19.5% 18.1%
Doctorate 4.9% 7.7% 0.0% 6.3%
Professional 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7%
Other 3.5% 7.7% 8.5% 1.3%

Father’s Education

Table 7 reflects the education levels of the study participant’s fathers. There was
a wide distribution of results, with 29.9% of the transfer student’s fathers having
graduated from college and another 20.6% whose father’s earned a graduate degree. The
other half of the respondent’s fathers did not graduate from college, although 24.3% of
the fathers did attend college even though they did not receive a degree. Approximately

8% of the transfer student’s fathers did not even complete high school.
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Table 7

Transfer student population by father’s education and institution

Father’s

Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Education
Elem. School 3.2% 0.0% 1.2% 4.2%
Some HS 4.9% 7.7% 4.8% 4.7%
HS Graduate 17.1% 30.8% 8.4% 18.6%
Some College 24.3% 30.7% 27.8% 22.5%
College Grad 29.9% 23.1% 34.9% 28.8%
Grad Degree 20.6% 7.7% 22.9% 21.2%

Mother’s Education

The education level of the study participants’ mothers is shown in Table 8. There
was a similarly wide distribution for the mother’s education as there was for the fathers,
but the results were somewhat different. Twenty-eight point six percent of the transfer
student’s mothers had a college degree and an additional 15.3% had a graduate degree as
well. This meant that a total of 43.9% of the student’s mothers had a college degree, in
contrast to the 50.5% of the fathers who had a college degree. An additional 28.3% of
the student’s mothers did attend college but did not complete a degree. Of the student’s

mothers, only 5.8% did not graduate from high school.
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Table 8

Transfer student population by mother’s education and institution

Mother’s

Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Education
Elem. School 2.0% 0.0% 1.2% 2.5%
Some HS 3.8% 15.4% 0.0% 3.8%
HS Graduate 22.0% 15.4% 19.3% 23.6%
Some College 28.3% 38.5% 28.8% 27.1%
College Grad 28.6% 11.5% 31.2% 29.6%
Grad Degree 15.3% 19.2% 13.5% 15.4%
Family Income

Table 9 reflects a surprisingly broad distribution of parental income level among
survey participants. The largest portion (21.5%) of the students came from families
earning $40,000 to $60,000 a year. Yet, the second largest grouping was comprised of
the 20.9% of students whose families earned more than $100,000 a year. Only Institution
C reversed the order of those two primary groupings, but even it reflected a broad
distribution among the six income level groupings. Each institution included a surprising
percentage of students from the lowest income level (less than $20,000), ranging from

5.5% of Institution C’s transfer students to 8.3% of Institution A’s new transfer students.
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Table 9

Transfer student population by family income and institution

Family Income Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
<20k 5.9% 8.3% 6.4% 5.5%
20-40k 17.4% 20.8% 10.4% 19.5%
40-60k 21.5% 29.2% 25.6% 19.2%
60-80k 19.0% 20.8% 17.9% 19.2%
80-100k 15.3% 8.4% 17.9% 15.1%
> 100k 20.9% 12.5% 21.8% 21.5%

Institution Choice by Rank

A significant portion of the students who participated in this study were enrolled
in the institution which they ranked as their top choice before enrollment. Table 10
indicates that 58.4% of the students were enrolled at their top ranked school and another
25.3% were at the institution they had ranked as number two. This distribution was

found among the transfer students at all three institutions.

New Student Orientation

As Table 11 indicates, the distribution was similar between those students who
did and did not attend a summer orientation program for new students at their institution.
There were approximately fifty-five percent of the respondents who indicated that they
did not attend an orientation program and about 45.2% indicated that they did participate

in a summer orientation session.
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Table 10

Transfer student population by rank of current institution and institution

Institution Rank Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C

#1 58.4% 48.0% 53.7% 61.2%

#2 25.3% 32.0% 26.8% 24.1%

#3 8.2% 8.0% 7.3% 8.4%

Lower than #3 8.1% 12.0% 12.2% 6.3%
Table 11

Transfer student population by new student orientation attendance and institution

Orientation Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Attended 45.2% 32.0% 50.6% 44.8%
Didn’t Attend 54.8% 68.0% 49.4% 55.2%
High School Grades

The overwhelming majority of the transfer students in this study indicated that
their average grade in high school was an A or B as reflected in Table 12. Fifty-two
point five percent indicated an average high school grade of A and another 42.9%

indicated an average high school grade of B.
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Transfer Grade Point Average
Table 13 shows that the majority (50.4%) of these transfer students brought a
collegiate grade point average greater then a 3.5 to their new institution. According to
the information provided by the study participants, only 16.1% of these students came to

their new institution with less than a 3.0 grade point average.

Table 12

Transfer student population by high school grades and institution

HS Grades Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C

A 52.5% 34.6% 51.8% 54.7%

B 42.9% 65.4% 42.2% 40.7%

C 4.3% 0.0% 6.0% 4.2%

D 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
Table 13

Transfer student population by transfer grade point average and institution

Transfer GPA Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
<2.0 0.4% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0%
2.0-2.49 1.7% 3.8% 2.5% 0.7%
2.5--2.99 14.0% 11.6% 12.4% 15.4%
3.0-3.49 33.5% 30.8% 30.0% 36.1%

3.5-4.0 50.4% 53.8% 53.8% 47.8%
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Previous Institution Type

As shown in Table 14, each of the three institutions included in this study drew
their students from different concentrations of previous institutions. More than 62% of
Institution C’s transfer students came from a community college, while only 36% of the
students who transferred to Institution A did so from a community college. More than
21% of Institution B’s transfer students came from other private universities, while only
8% of Institution A’s students came from other private institutions. Overall, 57.1% of the
students transferred from a community college, 27.7% from a public four-year institution,

and 15.2% from another private institution.

Table 14

Transfer student population by previous institution type and institution

Previous Institution Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Comm. College 57.1% 36.0% 49.4% 62.1%
Private 4 year 15.2% 8.0% 21.5% 13.8%
Public 4 year 27.7% 56.0% 29.1% 24.1%

Number of Semesters at Previous Institution

Table 15 indicates that the majority of students who participated in this study
chose to transfer to their new institution after spending one academic “year” at their
previous institution. This is reflected in the 35.6% of transfers indicating two semesters

(the equivalent of one academic “year”) at their previous institution. Another 29.2%
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indicated spending four semesters (or two academic “years”) at the previous institution,

and 24.8% had been at the previous institution for five or more semesters.

Table 15

Transfer student population by semesters at previous institution and institution

Transferred

Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Semesters
1 2.8% 4% 3.7% 2.5%
2 35.6% 32% 41.4% 33.9%
3 7.6% 16% 6.1% 7.2%
4 29.2% 24% 32.9% 28.4%
5 or more 24.8% 24% 15.9% 28.0%

Number of Hours Transferred

While the largest number of students reported (in Table 15) attending their
previous institution for two semesters, Table 16 shows that 30.6% of the transfer students
transferred sixty or more hours. A sizeable majority, 79.6%, indicated that they

transferred thirty or more hours to their new institution.

Weekly Work Hours

As Table 17 indicates, the majority (51.2%) of these transfer students reported
that they did not work while they were in school at this institution. Among those that did
report working, 18.9% reported working more than 20 hours each week. Students who

attended Institution A were the most likely to work at least some hours, with 69.2% of
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their transfer students indicating some work hours each week, and with a significantly

higher rate of students working more than 30 hours each week (26.9% versus 3.6% at

Institution B and 5% at Institution C).

Table 16

Transfer student population by hours transferred and institution

Transferred Hours Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Less than 15 3.6% 0.0% 1.2% 4.7%
15-29 16.8% 16.6% 26.2% 13.7%
30-44 27.6% 25.0% 23.8% 29.2%
45-59 21.4% 16.7% 22.5% 21.5%
60 or more 30.6% 41.7% 26.3% 30.9%
Table 17
Transfer student population by weekly work hours and institution
Work Hours Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
None 51.2% 30.8% 50.6% 53.6%
1-10 9.5% 3.8% 9.6% 10.0%
11-15 9.8% 7.7% 14.5% 8.4%
16-20 10.6% 23.1% 8.4% 10.0%
21-30 12.6% 7.7% 13.3% 13.0%
More than 30 6.3% 26.9% 3.6% 5.0%
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Housing While in School
Table 18 indicates that the majority of the transfer students in this study indicated
that they live in off-campus housing. However, 31.9% live in some form of university
housing, either a residence hall (19.3%) or another university-owned apartment or house
(12.6%). A sizeable portion (46.2%) of the transfer students attending Institution A
indicated that they lived in a residence hall, while 64.4% of the transfer students

attending Institution C described their housing as off-campus.

Table 18

Transfer student population by location of housing and institution

Housing Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Residence Hall 19.3% 46.2% 32.5% 11.7%
Other Univ. 12.6% 0.0% 25.3% 9.6%
Off campus 55.2% 34.6% 34.9% 64.4%
With family 12.9% 19.2% 7.3% 14.3%

Reasons for Selection

There were a wide variety of reasons that transfer students indicated had
influenced their choice of the institution in which they were enrolled. Students were
allowed to check all of the reasons which applied to them in the first question in this area,
and those responses are seen in Table 19. A very sizeable 67.9% overall indicated that
academic reputation was one of the reasons they transferred to their current institution.

Additionally, 44.3% of the respondents pointed to the spiritual environment as a reason
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for their selection of this university and the geographic location of the institution played a

role in the transition of 40.3% of these students.

Table 19

Transfer student population by reasons for selection and institution

Selection Reason Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Friends here 28.1% 26.9% 37.6% 24.9%
Academic Reputation 67.9% 15.4% 49.4% 80.1%
Geographic Location 40.3% 53.8% 17.6% 46.9%
Athletic Opportunity 9.9% 15.4% 18.8% 6.2%
Spiritual Environment 44.3% 42.3% 64.7% 37.3%
Financial Aid 21.9% 26.9% 10.6% 25.3%

As Table 20 shows, when students were asked to name the most significant reason
for their selection of their current university, the academic reputation was far more
significant than any other response overall, with 41.3% of the transfer students selecting
that as their most significant reason. The spiritual environment was a distant second
reason, being selected by only 17.2% of the students. The responses did vary
significantly, with 53.6% of the students from Institution C indicating academic
reputation, while 46.2% of the Institution A students responded that geographic location
was the most significant selection factor for them, and 39.5% of the Institution B transfer
students noting the spiritual environment as the most influential factor on their selection

of the institution.
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Table 20

Transfer student population by most significant selection reason and institution

Most significant reason Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C
Friends here 11.6% 11.5% 16% 10.1%
Academic Reputation 41.3% 0.0% 18.5% 53.6%
Geographic Location 16.0% 46.2% 6.2% 16.0%
Athletic Opportunity 7.3% 3.8% 13.6% 5.5%
Spiritual Environment 17.2% 26.9% 39.5% 8.4%
Financial Aid 6.6% 11.6% 6.2% 6.4%

Summary of Demographic Characteristics

The transfer students who chose to participate in this study were a diverse and
varied group both within and among the three institutions. The majority (59.2%) of the
participants were female. In addition, non-white students comprised 27.1% of the study
sample. The transfer students aspired to a wide range of degree goals, and more than
74% of their fathers and mothers attended at least some college. Surprisingly, the
students came from a broad cross-section of family incomes to study at these three
private universities, and the majority of them were attending their institution of first
choice.

These students came to the new university from a wide variety of institutions but
the majority had previously attended a community college, especially due to the impact

of Institution C, where 62.1% of the transfer students had transitioned from a community
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college. More than 83% of the transfer students came to their new university having
received at least a 3.0 grade point average at their previous institution. The length of time
they had spent at their previous institution was varied. However, at least 96% of the
transfers at each institution had been at their previous institution a minimum of two
semesters before coming to the Christian university.

Probably the most interesting information shared by these students reflected their
stated reasons for selecting their current institution. Overall, academic reputation was the
most influential factor, followed by the spiritual environment and the geographic
location. However, when the students indicated the most significant reason for their
selection of their current institution, the students at each institution chose very different
responses. Those at Institution A indicated the geographic location was most important,
those at Institution B chose the spiritual environment, and Institution C’s transfer students

affirmed that the academic reputation was the most significant factor for their decision.

Pre-enrollment Variable Analysis
Each of these pre-enrollment characteristics was reported by the transfer students
who participated in the study. They all had the potential to be statistically significant and
have an impact upon the logistic regression analysis, which was utilized to answer
research questions two through five. Therefore, each of the characteristics were

examined for significance in predicting transfer student persistence.

Gender
As Table 21 indicates, there was essentially no difference in the persistence
percentage between male and female transfer students. A Chi square test (Table 42 —

page 112) confirmed that the difference was not statistically significant. Ninety-four
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percent of the female transfer students persisted and 95% of the male transfer students
persisted. Therefore, 5.8% of the female students and 5% of the male students did not

return to the same institution for the spring semester.

Table 21

Transfer student persistence by gender

Student Type Female Male Total
Persister 94.2% 95% 94.5%
Non-Persister 5.8% 5% 5.5%
Ethnicity

Table 22 shows that there was a small difference in the persistence and non-
persistence rates between white and non-white students. A Chi square analysis (Table 42
— page 112) confirmed that the difference was not statistically significant. White students
who participated in the study persisted at a rate of 94.9%, while 93.5% of the non-white

students persisted. This meant that 6.5% of the non-white and 5.1% of the white students

did not persist.
Table 22
Transfer student persistence by ethnicity
Student Type Non-White White Total
Persister 93.5% 94.9% 94.5%

Non-Persister 6.5% 5.1% 5.5%
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Religious Alffiliation
As shown in Table 23, there was a wide representation of religious affiliations
among the participants in the study, but none of those affiliations proved significant. A
Chi square analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that the difference was not
statistically significant. The percentage of students who did not persist ranged from
11.4% among students from Churches of Christ (labeled CofC in Table 23) to 0% for the

small number of Lutheran students included in the study population.

Table 23

Transfer student persistence by religious affiliation

Student Type Baptist Cath CofC Luth Meth Non-Den Other Total
Persister 948% 97.1%  88.6% 100% 92.9% 96.6% 93.8% 94.5%
Non-Persister 52% 29% 11.4% 0% 7.1% 3.4% 6.2% 5.5%

Test Scores

Table 24 indicates the mean, minimum, and maximum SAT scores for both
persisters and non-persisters. A t-test (Table 42 — page 114) confirmed that the
difference between the means was not statistically significant. The mean score for
persisters was 1129 and the mean score for non-persisters was 1077.

Table 25 indicates the mean, minimum, and maximum ACT scores for both
persisters and non-persisters. A t-test (Table 42 — page 114) confirmed that the
difference between the means was not statistically significant. The mean score for

persisters was 24 and the mean score for non-persisters was also 24.
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SAT scores by persisters and non-persisters
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SAT N Min Max Mean Std Dev
Persister 151 720 1520 1129 140.236
Non-Persister 11 890 1370 1077 164.930
Table 25
ACT scores by persisters and non-persisters

ACT N Min Max Mean Std Dev
Persister 116 14 36 24 4.051
Non-Persister 10 19 32 24 4.575
Highest Degree Planned

The results in Table 26 indicated that students who planned to pursue a Law

degree were the most likely to persist with a 100% persistence rate. Also, students

pursuing a Master’s degree or a Doctorate were also highly likely to persist, at rates of

95.1% and 96.7% respectively. The high rate of non-persistence among students who

indicated Other as their highest planned degree was the result of a very small N of 1 in

that cell from a total population of 3 students who indicated Other. Overall, a Chi square

analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that the difference among these groups was not

statistically significant.
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Table 26

Transfer student persistence by highest degree planned

Student Type Bach Masters PhD/EdD Med Law Other Total
Persister 92.5%  95.1% 96.7%  93.9% 100%  66.7% 94.5%
Non-Persister 7.5% 4.9% 3.3% 6.1% 0% 33.3% 5.5%

Highest Degree at Current Institution

As Table 27 shows there were some differences between persisters and non-
persisters based upon the highest degree they intended to pursue at their present
institution. A Chi square analysis (Table 42 — page 112) found that the difference was
statistically significant. While 5.2% of all of the students who responded did not persist,
those who indicated their intention to earn a Bachelor’s degree or a Master’s degree at
their present institution failed to persist at the rate of 3.2% and 3.3% respectively.
Among all of the groups, students who intended to pursue a professional/law degree at

their current institution persisted at the highest rate — 100%.

Father’s Education

As indicated in Table 28, there was a sizeable difference in persistence rates based
on the education level of students’ fathers. All of the transfer students, whose fathers did
not graduate from high school, persisted at the same institution in the spring semester.
The highest level of non-persistence was found among students whose fathers had a

Bachelor’s degree, with 9.7% of those students not returning. However, a Chi square
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analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that these differences were not statistically

significant.
Table 27

Transfer student persistence by highest degree planned at current institution

Student Type Bach Masters Doctorate Prof Other Total

Persister 96.8% 96.7% 94.1% 100% 41.7% 94.8%

Non-Persister 3.2% 3.3% 5.9% 0% 58.3% 5.2%
Table 28

Transfer student persistence by father’s education

Student Type Elem Some College Grad
Some HS  HS Grad Total

School College Grad Degree
Persister 100% 100% 96.6% 96.4% 90.3% 94.4% 94.5%
Non-Persister 0% 0% 3.4% 3.6% 9.7% 5.6% 5.5%

Mother’s Education

Table 29 presents the effects of the mother’s education level upon the persistence
of the students in the study. As there was with the father’s education level, there was also
a distinct but different impact of the mother’s education level. Students whose mothers
only attended elementary school had a non-persistence rate of 14.3%, while those whose
mothers attended or completed high school persisted at a rate of 100% and 97.4%

respectively — the highest rates among study participants. However, a Chi square
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analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that these differences were also not statistically

significant.
Table 29
Transfer Student Persistence by mother’s education
Student Type Elem Some College Grad
Some HS  HS Grad Total

School College Grad Degree
Persister 85.7% 100% 97.4% 93.8% 93.9% 92.5% 94.5%
Non-Persister 14.3% 0% 2.6% 6.2% 6.1% 7.5% 5.5%
Family Income

As Table 30 shows, the parental income of persisters is spread among the six
answer ranges. A Chi square analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that the
difference was not statistically significant. However, the table does indicate that the
highest levels of non-persistence were found in the highest and lowest income ranges
with 13.4% of students with a family income greater than $100,000 not returning and
10.5% of those with a family income less than $20,000. Students with family income in
the $20,000-$40,000 range and in the $40,000-$60,000 range persisted at the highest rate

among the students participating in the study, with 98.2% and 98.6% respectively.

Table 30

Transfer student persistence by family income

Student Type <20k 20-40k 40-60k 60-80k 80-100k  >100k Total

Persister 89.5% 98.2% 98.6% 93.4% 95.9%  86.6% 94.1%

Non-Persister 10.5% 1.8% 1.4% 6.6% 41% 13.4% 5.9%
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Institution Choice by Rank
Table 31 indicates that the highest rate of persistence was found among the
students who indicated that their current institution had been their top ranked school
before they enrolled there. Students who found themselves enrolled at their third ranked
school were the least likely to persist, with a non-persistence rate of 10.7%. However, a
Chi square analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that the difference between these

groups was not statistically significant.

Table 31

Transfer student persistence by rank of current institution

Student Type #1 #2 #3 <#3 Total
Persister 96% 93.1% 89.3% 92.9% 94.5%
Non-Persister 4% 6.9% 10.7% 7.1% 5.5%

New Student Orientation

As Table 32 indicates, the percentage of students not persisting was more than
twice as large among those students who chose not to attend new student orientation than
among those who did attend a summer orientation program. While 96.8% of the students
who attended an orientation program persisted, only 92.6% of those who did not attend
orientation persisted. However, a Chi square analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed

that the difference was not statistically significant.
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Table 32

Transfer student persistence by new student orientation attendance

Student Type Attended Didn’t Attend Total
Persister 96.8% 92.6% 94.5%
Non-Persister 3.2% 7.4% 5.5%
High School Grades

The student’s self-reported average high school grades are presented in Table 33,
based on the student’s persistence to the spring semester. While there were very small
groups of students who reported C and D grades, all of those students persisted. Among
those students with an A, 94.5% persisted and 93.9% of those with an average grade of B
in their high school courses returned for their second semester. A Chi square analysis
determined that the differences between persisters and non-persisters were not significant

(Table 42 — page 112).

Table 33

Transfer student persistence by high school grades

Student Type A B C D Total

Persister 94.5% 93.9% 100% 100% 94.5%

Non-Persister 5.5% 6.1% 0% 0% 5.5%




Transfer Grade Point Average

103

Table 34 reflects the finding that students who entered the university with grade

point averages below a 2.0 did not return to the university for the spring semester.

Interestingly, all of the students whose transfer grade point average was between a 2.0

and 2.99 did return to their new institution. The other finding of note was the 8.6% rate

of non-persistence among students who transferred with a grade point average of 3.0-

3.49. A Chi square analysis determined that the differences between persisters and non-

persisters were not significant (Table 42 — page 112).

Table 34

Transfer student persistence by transfer grade point average

Student Type <2.0 2.0-2.49 2.5-2.99 3.0-3.49 3.5-4.0 Total
Persister 0% 100% 100% 91.4% 95% 94.2%
Non-Persister 100% 0% 0% 8.6% 5% 5.8%

Previous Institution Type

As Table 35 indicates, there is little difference in the rates of persistence based

upon the type of school from which a student transferred. The overall persistence rate for

students who answered this question was 5.7%. Students who transferred from a private

university actually had the highest level of non-persistence at 5.9%. Transfer students

from public, four-year universities actually had the lowest rate of non-persistence among

the groups, which was 5.4%. A Chi square analysis determined that the differences

between persisters and non-persisters were not significant (Table 42 — page 112).
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Table 35

Transfer student persistence by previous institution type

Student Type Comm College Public 4 year Private Total
Persister 94.2% 94.6% 94.1% 94.3%
Non-Persister 5.8% 5.4% 5.9% 5.7%

Number of Semesters at Previous Institution

Table 36 shows that the overall population of study participants returned at a rate
0f 94.4%. Students who had attended their previous institution for two or more semesters
showed a persistence rate which approached the overall level, students with two
semesters of previous college work persisted at 95.9%, and those with three semesters
persisted at a 100% rate. However, students who were only at the previous institution for
one semester only persisted at a rate of 80%. A Chi square analysis determined that the

differences between persisters and non-persisters were not significant (Table 42 — page

112).
Table 36
Transfer Student persistence by semesters at previous institution
Student Type 1 2 3 4 5 or more Total
Persister 80% 95.9% 100% 94% 92.9% 94.4%

Non-Persister 20% 4.1% 0% 6% 7.1% 5.6%
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Number of Hours Transferred
As Table 37 shows, there was a similar division based on the number of hours,
but not as obvious as that with the number of semesters at the previous institution. While
the average for the survey participants was 5.7%, those with 45-59 hours were the least
likely to persist — with a non-persistence rate of 9.7% -- and those with 30-44 hours were
the most likely to persist, at a rate of 96.7%. A Chi square analysis determined that the

differences between persisters and non-persisters were not significant (Table 42 — page

112).
Table 37
Transfer student persistence by hours transferred
Student Type <15 hrs 15-29 hrs 30-44 hrs 45-59 hrs 60 or more hrs Total
Persister 91.7% 94.7% 96.7% 90.3% 95.1%  94.3%
Non-Persister 8.3% 5.3% 3.3% 9.7% 4.9% 5.7%

Weekly Work Hours

Table 38 shows that while 5.5% of the total respondents did not persist, among
those students who worked 16-20 hours a week, 10.8% did not return for the spring
semester at the same institution. Students who worked 21 or more hours a week actually
persisted at a slightly higher rate than the overall population — 95.5% versus 94.5%.
However, a Chi square analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that the difference was

not statistically significant.
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Transfer student persistence by weekly work hours
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Student Type 0 1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 >30
Total

hours hours hours hours hours hours
Persister 94.9% 93.8% 97.1% 89.2% 95.5% 95.5% 94.5%
Non-Persister 5.1% 6.2% 2.9% 10.8% 4.5% 4.5% 5.5%

Housing While in School

As Table 39 indicates, the highest rate of persistence (96.9%) was among students

who lived off-campus at their current institution. Students who lived in a residence hall

and students who lived with family persisted at 91%, while students who lived in

university-owned housing other than a residence hall persisted at a 93.2% rate. However,

a Chi square analysis (Table 42 — page 112) confirmed that the difference was not

statistically significant.

Table 39

Transfer student persistence by location of housing

Student Type Other Univ
Res Hall Off-Campus Family Total

Housing
Persister 91% 93.2% 96.9% 91.1% 94.5%
Non-Persister 9% 6.8% 3.1% 8.9% 5.5%
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Reasons for Selection
Participants in the study were asked to select all of the applicable reasons for
selecting their current institution from the six available reasons: friends here, academic
reputation, geographic location, athletic opportunity, spiritual environment, and financial
aid. Table 40 reflects the selections of each response made by students who persisted,
students who did not persist, and then all of the students who responded to the question.
Overwhelmingly, the academic reputation of the institution was a reason for selection for
67.8% of the students, including 68.1% of the persisters and 63.2% of the non-persisters.
Spiritual environment and geographic location were also selected by a sizeable group of
the transfer students.
Table 40

Transfer student persistence by reasons for selection

Student Type Friends Academic  Geographic Athletic Spiritual Financial

Here Reputation Location  Opportunity ~ Environment Aid
Persister 28.0% 68.1% 40.7% 9.9% 44.3% 21.4%
Non-Persister 31.6% 63.2% 36.8% 10.5% 47.4% 31.6%
Total 28.2% 67.8% 40.5% 10.0% 44.4% 21.9%

Students were also asked to select the most significant reason for their selection of
their current institution from the same list of possible answers seen in Table 40. Table 41
reflects the persistence rates among this population of transfer students based upon the
most significant reason for their selection of their current institution. Students who

indicated that they selected their current institution based on athletic opportunity were the
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most likely to persist (at 96%) and academic reputation (at 95.7%) was the second most
influential reason. Students who indicated that financial aid was their most significant
reason for selecting their current institution were those least likely to persist, with 8.7%
of those transfer students not persisting. However, a Chi square analysis determined that

the differences between persisters and non-persisters were not significant (Table 42 —

page 112).
Table 41
Transfer student persistence by most significant selection reason
Student Type Acad. Geog. Ath. Spir. Fin.
Friends Total
Rep. Loc. Opp. Env. Aid
Persister 95%  95.7%  92.7% 96% 94.9% 91.3% 94.8%
Non-Persister 5% 4.3% 7.3% 4% 5.1% 8.7% 5.2%

Summary of Statistical Analysis of Pre-enrollment characteristics

Each of the previously discussed pre-enrollment variables was tested for statistical
significance. A Chi square test of significance was conducted on the nominal and ordinal
variables and the results are found in Table 42. The first column of the table indicates
each variable which was evaluated for its impact on student persistence. The second
column indicates the chi square score produced for that variable and the third column
reflects the degrees of freedom for that variable. The final column, Sig., presents the
significance score for that variable which refers to the likelihood that this impact could

have happened by chance. As the table indicates, the only variable which was found to
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be statistically significant, at the p<.05 level, was the Highest Degree Planned at Current

Institution (p=.00). This variable was included as a covariate in subsequent analysis for

research questions two through five.

Table 42

Summary of Chi square results

Variable Chi Square df Sig.
Gender 1.68 1 .20
Ethnicity 32 1 57
Religious Affiliation .01 1 93
Highest Degree Planned .02 1 .88
Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution 29.33 1 .00
Father’s Education 25 1 .62
Mother’s Education .34 1 .56
Family Income 1.10 1 .29
Institution Choice by Rank .20 1 .66
New Student Orientation 1.95 1 .16
High School Grades .04 1 .85
Transfer Grade Point Average A5 1 .70
Type of Institution Transferring From 15 1 .70
Number of Semesters at Previous Institution .04 1 .84
Number of Hours Transferred .14 1 .84
Weekly Work Hours 1.75 1 .19
Housing .80 1 .37
Reason for Attendance .14 1 .79
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A t-test was conducted on the two scale-based variables — ACT and SAT scores.
As indicated in Table 43, there was no statistically significant difference, at the p<.05
level, in the ACT and SAT scores of persisters and non-persisters. In addition, the

sizable number of missing cases of these variables also excluded them from further

analysis.
Table 43
Summary of t-test results for SAT and ACT
Variable T df Sig.
SAT 1.16 160 25
ACT -37 124 71

Another look at the community college transfers

In the development of this study, the most significant group of transfer students
was expected to be from community colleges; therefore, each of the previously discussed
pre-enrollment variables was also tested for statistical significance specifically among
students who transferred from a community college. A Chi square test of significance
was conducted on the nominal and ordinal variables. However, the only additional
variable which was found to be statistically significant for this population of students was
the Number of Semesters at the Previous Institution (p=.05). Therefore, all of the
analysis for research questions two through five were rerun for only this population and
this variable and the other significant pre-enrollment characteristic (Highest Degree

Planned at Current Institution) were controlled for in that analysis. However, the number
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of semesters at a student’s previous institution did not prove to be a significant factor in
predicting student retention for this population, and it was not included in the answers to

research questions two through six.

Research Question Two

The second research question considered in this study was: After controlling for
statistically significant pre-enrollment variables, was academic integration a significant
predictor of transfer students’ first semester to second semester persistence at Christian
institutions of higher education?

When the Academic Integration construct (which included the academic and
intellectual development variable, the faculty concern for student development and
teaching variable, and the student’s fall semester GPA) and the significant pre-enrollment
variable (Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution) were loaded into the logistic
regression equation, only one variable proved to be significant (Table 44). That
significant variable was the pre-enrollment variable - Highest Degree Planned at Current
Institution (p=.00).

In examining the information in Table 44, the first data column is labeled B and it
indicates the effect of the predictor variable. In this case, it’s negative value (-.91)
reflects a decrease in the odds of a student persisting at the school. The S.E. column
indicates the standard error of measure and the dispersion of B. The Wald column is a
measure of the significance of B for the predictor variable and the df column indicates the
degrees of freedom. The Exp (B) column records the odds ratio which provides an
estimate of the change in the odds of membership in the persister group with each one-

unit increase in the predictor variable.
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Academic Integration regression results
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Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp (B)
Academic and Intellectual Development -.05 .06 .70 1 40 95
Faculty Concern for Student Development -.05 .08 .40 1 .53 95
and Teaching

Student’s Fall Semester GPA .19 31 .39 1 .53 1.21
Highest Degree Planned at Current -91 18 26.26 1 .00 .40

Institution

Table 45 provides further insight into the predictability of the Academic

Integration concept. This table shows that the construct of Academic Integration

correctly predicted persisters at a rate of 99.7%. However, the construct could only

correctly predict 23.5% of the non-persisters.

Table 45

Academic Integration classification table

Observed Predicted
Non-Persisters Persisters
Non-Persisters 4 13
Persisters 1 320

Overall Percentage

Percentage

Correct

23.5

99.7

95.9
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The third research question considered in this study was: After controlling for

statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was social integration a significant

predictor of transfer students’ first semester to second semester persistence at Christian

institutions of higher education?

When the construct of Social Integration (which included the peer group

interaction variable, the interactions with faculty variable, and the student’s average

number of hours per week involved in extra curricular activities) and the significant pre-

enrollment variable (Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution) were loaded into the

logistic regression equation, two of the four variables proved to be significant (Table 46).

Those variables were the Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution (p=.00) and the

Peer Group Interaction variable (p=.00).

Table 46

Social Integration regression results

Variable B SEE.  Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Peer Group Interaction -17 .06 891 1 .00 .85
Interactions with Faculty .07 .09 69 1 41 1.08
Average Extra Curricular Hours .02 23 01 1 94 1.02
Highest Degree Planned at Current -.96 19 2603 1 .00 .38

Institution
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In examining the information in Table 46, the first data column indicates the
effect of the predictor variable. For both of the significant variables, it’s a negative value
(-.96 and -.17) which reflects a decrease in the odds of a student persisting at the school
in relation to the Peer Group Interaction and the Highest Degree Planned at Current
Institution.

Table 47 provides further insight into the predictability of the Social Integration
concept. This table shows that the construct of Social Integration correctly predicted
persisters at a rate of 99.1%. However, the construct could only correctly predict 16.7%

of the non-persisters.

Table 47

Social Integration classification table

Observed Predicted Percentage
Non-Persisters Persisters Correct
Non-Persisters 3 15 16.7
Persisters 3 313 99.1
Overall Percentage 94.6

Research Question Four
The fourth research question considered in this study was: After controlling for
statistically significant pre-enrollment variables were goal and institutional commitments
significant predictors of transfer students’ first semester to second semester persistence at

Christian institutions of higher education?
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When the Goal and Institutional Commitment construct (which included the goal
and institutional commitment variable) and the significant pre-enrollment variable
(Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution) were loaded into the logistic regression
equation, both the Goal and Institutional Commitment variable (p=.00) and the Highest
Degree Planned at Current Institution pre-enrollment variable (p=.04) proved to be
significant, which made the entire construct significant (Table 48).

In examining the information in Table 48, the first data column indicates the
effect of the predictor variable. For both of the significant variables, it’s a negative value
(-.74 and -.18) which reflects a decrease in the odds of a student persisting at the school
in relation to the student’s Goal and Institutional Commitment and the Highest Degree
Planned at Current Institution.

Table 48

Goal and Institutional Commitment regression results

Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Goal and Institutional Commitment -.18 .09 4.25 1 .04 .84
Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution -74 .180 1712 1 .00 A48

Table 49 provides further insight into the predictability of the Goal and
Institutional Commitment concept. This table shows that the construct of Goal and
Institutional Commitment correctly predicted persisters at a rate of 99.7%. However, the

construct could only correctly predict 27.8% of the non-persisters.
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Table 49

Goal and Institutional Commitment classification table

Observed Predicted Percentage
Non-Persisters Persisters Correct
Non-Persisters 5 13 27.8
Persisters 1 317 99.7
Overall Percentage 95.8

Research Question Five

The fifth research question considered in this study was: After controlling for
statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was spiritual integration a significant
predictor of transfer students’ first semester to second semester persistence at Christian
institutions of higher education?

When the Spiritual Integration construct (which included the Spiritual Integration
variable) and the significant pre-enrollment variable (Highest Degree Planned at Current
Institution) were loaded into the logistic regression equation, only one variable proved to
be significant (Table 50). That significant variable was the pre-enrollment variable -
Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution (p=.00).

In examining the information in Table 50, the first data column is labeled B and
indicates the effect of the predictor variable. In this case, it’s negative value (-.87)
reflects a decrease in the odds of a student persisting at the school in relation to the

Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution.
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Spiritual Integration regression results
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Variable B SE.  Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Spiritual Integration -04 .07 32 1 .57 .96
Highest Degree Planned at Current -87 .17 26.09 1 .00 42
Institution

Table 51 provides further insight into the predictability of the Spiritual Integration

concept. This table shows that the construct of Spiritual Integration correctly predicted

persisters at a rate of 100%. However, the construct could only correctly predict 5.6% of

the non-persisters.

Table 51

Spiritual Integration classification table

Observed Predicted Percentage Correct
Non-Persisters Persisters
Non-Persisters 1 17 5.6
Persisters 0 322 100.0

Overall Percentage

95.0
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Research Question Six
The sixth research question considered in this study was: What demographic,
previous institution and current university factors affected the transfer student’s

successful adjustment to Christian universities?

Academic Adjustment

Linear regression was utilized in order to answer research question six. This
analysis was conducted in two separate phases looking first at Academic Adjustment and
then at Social Adjustment. Both phases included the Student’s Fall GPA and all twenty
of the pre-enrollment variables (including gender, race, religious affiliation, family
income, father’s and mother’s educations, ACT or SAT scores, high school GPA, the
student’s transfer GPA, type of institution previously attended, number of semesters at
previous institution, the number of hours transferred from the previous institution,
attendance at summer orientation, student’s residence, average work hours each week,
highest degree planned anywhere, highest degree planned at current institution, rank of
current institution, reasons for selecting this institution, and the most significant reason
for selecting the current institution). In evaluating the Academic Adjustment variable,
after all of the demographic and institutional variables were loaded into the linear
regression equation, only three of the variables proved to be significant at the p<.05 level
(Table 52). Those significant variables were the student’s fall semester gpa, the student’s
most significant reason for their attendance at the current institution, and their family
income level.

The linear regression analysis provided two separate sections of information (all

found in Table 52). The first section (the Model Summary) contained two important
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indicators. The first of these, the R column, contains the correlations between the
predictor variables (the student’s fall semester gpa, the student’s most significant reason
for their attendance at the current institution, and their family income level) and the
Academic Adjustment score. The second important indicator, the R Square column,
reflects the portion of the variance of the Academic Adjustment score which was
accounted for by the predictors.

The first of the predictor variables, Fall GPA, had an R square value of .28 which
indicated that it accounted for 28% of the variance in the Academic Adjustment score.
Adding the second variable, the student’s most significant reason for their attendance at
the current institution, accounted for an additional 10% of the variance. The final
significant variable, family income, was able to account for another 7% of the Academic
Adjustment variance. Thus, these three significant variables combined to predict 45% of
the variance in the Academic Adjustment score for these transfer students.

The second section (the ANOVA) presented the results of the analysis of the
variance for the variables included in this analysis. In this section, the F column
indicated the division of the mean square regression by the mean square residual for the
model and the Sig. column showed the significance level of the variables included at that
point. The Sig. column also indicated the likelihood that this result could have happened
by chance. Since all three of the included variables were significant at the p<.05 level
(all were p=.00), then this analysis found that the effects of these three variables were
statistically significant in relationship to the Academic Adjustment score for this

population of transfer students.
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Academic Adjustment regression results
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Model R R Square Adjusted R Square  S. E.
1® .53 28 26 2.68
2° 62 38 35 2.52
3¢ .67 45 40 2.41

a. Variables: Fall GPA

b. Variables: Fall GPA, Student’s most significant reason for attendance
c. Variables: Fall GPA, Student’s most significant reason for attendance, Family Income

Model Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 108.39 1 108.39 15.07 .00
Residual 280.49 39 7.19
Total 388.88 40
2 Regression 146.87 2 73.43 11.53 .00
Residual 242.01 38 6.37
Total 388.88 40
3 Regression 174.36 3 58.12 10.02 .00
Residual 214.52 37 5.80
Total 388.88 40
Social Adjustment

In the examination of Social Adjustment, after all of the demographic and

institutional factors were loaded into the linear regression equation, only three of the

variables proved to be significant at the p<.05 level (Table 53). Those variables were the

student’s fall semester gpa, the student’s mother’s educational level, and the student’s

most significant reason for attendance at the current institution.
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The linear regression analysis for the Social Adjustment variable provided two
separate sections of information (all found in Table 53). The first section (the Model
Summary) contained two important indicators. The first of these, the R column, showed
the correlation between the predictor variables (the student’s fall semester gpa, the
student’s mother’s educational level, and the student’s most significant reason for
attendance at the current institution) and the Social Adjustment score. The second
important indicator, the R Square column, indicated the portion of the variance of the
Social Adjustment score which was accounted for by the predictor variables.

The first of the predictor variables, Fall GPA, had an R square value of .28 which
indicated that it accounted for 22% of the variance in the Social Adjustment score.
Adding the second variable, the student’s mother’s educational level, accounted for an
additional 12% of the variance. The final significant variable, student’s most significant
reason for attendance at the current institution, was able to account for another 7% of the
Social Adjustment variance. Therefore, including all three of the significant variables in
the model combined to predict 41% of the variance in the Social Adjustment score for
these transfer students.

The second section (the ANOVA) presented the results of the analysis of the
variance for the variables included in this analysis. In this section, the F column
indicated the division of the mean square regression by the mean square residual for the
model and the Sig. column showed the significance level of the variables included at that
point. The Sig. column also indicated the likelihood that this result could have happened

by chance. All of the included variables were significant at the p<.05 level, so this
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analysis found that the effects of these three variables were statistically significant upon

the Social Adjustment score for this population of transfer students.

Table 53

Social Adjustment regression results

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square S.E.
1® 47 22 .20 3.29
2° 59 34 31 3.06
3¢ .64 41 .36 2.94

d. Variables: Fall GPA
e. Variables: Fall GPA, Mothers Education level
f.  Variables: Fall GPA, Mothers Education level, Student’s most significant reason for attendance

Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1 Regression 120.91 1 12091 11.20 .00
Residual 421.04 39 10.80
Total 541.95 40
2 Regression 185.19 2 92.60 9.59 .00
Residual 356.76 38 9.39
Total 541.95 40
3 Regression 222.29 3 74.10 8.58 .00
Residual 319.66 37 8.64
Total 541.95 40
Summary

This chapter has presented the results of this study of transfer student as it

addressed the six original research questions. First, the demographic and pre-enrollment
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characteristics of this population of transfer students were presented in answer to research
question one. Next, Chi square and t-tests were run including all pre-enrollment
variables. This analysis identified one significant variable, at the p<.05 level, related to
transfer student persistence: the student’s Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution
(p=.00). This variable was included in all subsequent analysis conducted to address
research questions two through five.

Logistic regression was utilized to examine research questions two through five
and those analyses determined that the Academic Integration construct was not
significant with regard to the effect on transfer student persistence. Only the pre-
enrollment characteristic of Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution was found to
be significant, as expected. When examining the impact of Social Integration on student
persistence, two of the variables (the Peer Interaction variable and the pre-enrollment
variable Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution) were statistically significant at
the p<.05 level. Both of the variables included in the logistic regression analysis of the
Goal and Institutional Commitment construct were found to have a significant effect on
the persistence of these transfer students. Those variables were the Goal and Institutional
Commitment construct and the pre-enrollment variable Highest Degree Planned at
Current Institution. The logistic regression examination of the Spiritual Integration
construct found that Spiritual Integration was not statistically significant, at the p<.05
level, in predicting transfer student persistence, and only the pre-enrollment characteristic
of Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution was significant.

In the final section of this chapter, research question six was examined using

linear regression in order to determine which of the twenty pre-enrollment variables
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affected the academic and social adjustment of new transfer students. This analysis
identified three significant variables, at the p<.05 level, with regard to the Academic
Adjustment construct: the student’s fall semester grade point average, the student’s most
significant reason for their attendance at the current institution, and their family income
level. These three significant variables combined to predict 45% of the variance in the
Academic Adjustment score for these transfer students. The examination of the Social
Adjustment construct also found three significant variables, again at the p<.05 level, and
those were: the student’s fall semester grade point average, the educational level of the
student’s mother, and the student’s most significant reason for their attendance at the
current institution. These three significant variables combined to predict 41% of the
variance in the Social Adjustment score for these transfer students.

This current study began with chapter one which was an introduction to the issue
to be examined, then chapter two provided a review of the relevant literature in this area,
and chapter three contained a detailed description of the methodology that was utilized in
this study. This chapter contains a presentation of the findings of the study and answers
to the six research questions which were a part of this investigation. The next chapter,
chapter five, provides: (a) summary; (b) major findings and discussion; (c)

recommendations; and (d) conclusions.



CHAPTER FIVE

Summary, Major Findings and Discussion, Recommendations, and Conclusions

This study was an examination of the experiences of new transfer students at three
Christian universities. This study looked at the characteristics of those students, their
transition to the new university, and those factors which affected their adjustment and
persistence at the same university. This chapter will summarize the study, discuss the
major findings of the study, make some recommendations for Christian universities,

suggest future research, and draw some conclusions.

Summary of the Study

Statement of the Problem
For the purpose of this study, the primary research problem or question was: What
variables predict transfer students’ successful persistence and transition experience
during their first semester at Christian universities? There were six specific questions
which flowed out of this overarching research question:
1. What were the demographic characteristics of students who transfer to
Christian universities?
2. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables, was
academic integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester

to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?

125



126

3. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was
social integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester to
second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?

4. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables were
goal and institutional commitments significant predictors of transfer students’
first semester to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher
education?

5. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was
spiritual integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester
to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?

6. What demographic, previous institution and current university factors affected

the transfer students’ successful adjustment to Christian universities?

Review of the Methodology

As described in Chapter 3, this study used a non-experimental, quantitative,
survey research design. This type of design was chosen primarily because the majority of
the research done examining Tinto’s model has utilized a survey design. The cross-
sectional data was collected with a single questionnaire (the Transfer Student
Experiences Survey) and data from the official university records for each institution.
The independent variables were not manipulated and there was no intervention provided
during the study. The transfer students in the study were asked to complete and return a
survey instrument (Transfer Student Experiences Survey found in Appendix A) which
was mailed to them as well as being available electronically. This instrument was

adapted by the researcher from one used in a previous persistence study (Morris, 2002).
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The survey instrument was used to ask questions regarding the students’ backgrounds,
experiences at their previous institution, preparations for transfer, their adjustments to the
new universities, and their experiences at the new institutions.

Three Christian universities (all located in Texas) were selected for this study and
they agreed to provide the researcher with the names and contact information for all of
their new transfer students that met the study’s definition. In October 2005, each of those
transfer students with a valid mailing address (n= 303) was mailed a survey packet
(which included Appendices A and B, along with a postage-paid return envelope).
Students without a valid mailing address (n= 300) were sent the same information
regarding the study via an email message (Appendix C), which included a link to a web-
based version of the survey instrument. Fourteen days and twenty-four days after the
initial information was sent, non-responders were sent emailed reminders (Appendix D &
E) about the study, which included links to the electronic version of the survey. A
second letter (Appendix F) and a second copy of the survey were mailed to non-
responders fourteen days after the second emailed reminder. Another email reminder
(Appendix G) was sent fourteen days after the second set of mailed surveys. One final
email reminder (Appendix H) was sent after the semester was completed, in an attempt to
reach as many students as possible. The multiple methods of reminder led to an overall
response rate of 58% (Table 54). Among those transfer students who elected to

participate in the study, 82% of them chose to complete the survey on-line.
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Table 54

Survey Response Rates by Institution and Overall

Surveys Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C Total
Surveys Sent 57 142 404 603
Surveys Completed 26 85 237 348
Response Rate 46% 60% 59% 58%

Data Analysis Utilized

Three primary methods of analysis were employed in order to answer the six
research questions posed in this study. First, cross-tabulations were produced for each of
the pre-enrollment variables, in order to answer the first research question. Before
questions two through five could be answered, Chi square and t-tests were calculated
between all twenty of the pre-enrollment variables for an examination of the individual
relationships between the predictors and the outcome variable (Morris, 2002). These
preliminary analyses determined if there were any covariates significantly related to the
outcome variable of student persistence. Covariates which were significant at the p<.05
level were then included in the logistic regression analysis to answer questions two
through five. Only one significant variable was found and it was the Highest Degree
Planned at Current Institution (p=.00).

The second method of analysis, to answer research questions two through six,
utilized logistic regression where the one significant covariate and all predictors were
entered into the logistic regression equation. The logistic regression analysis provided a

significance score and a classification table. The classification table summarized the fit
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between the actual and predicted group membership in the analysis and provided
information regarding the quality of the predictors to significantly classify persisters and
non-persisters.

Finally, linear regression was the analysis utilized to answer research question six.
This analysis was conducted in two separate phases, looking first at Academic
Adjustment and then at Social Adjustment. Both phases included the Student’s Fall
GPA, along with all twenty of the pre-enrollment variables (including gender, race,
religious affiliation, family income, father’s and mother’s educations, ACT or SAT
scores, high school GPA, the student’s transfer GPA, type of institution previously
attended, number of semesters at previous institution, the number of hours transferred
from the previous institution, attendance at summer orientation, student’s residence,
average work hours each week, highest degree planned anywhere, highest degree planned
at current institution, rank of current institution, reasons for selecting this institution, and
the most significant reason for selecting the current institution). The linear regression

analysis produced a Model Summary table and an ANOVA table for each of the phases.

Major Findings and Discussion
The primary focus of this study was on transfer student experiences and the
impact of those experiences on student’s persistence. Research questions two through
four examined the three main constructs of Tinto’s (1998) Longitudinal Model of Student
Departure (Figure 5) (Academic Integration, Social Integration, and Goal and

Institutional Commitments) and their impact on student persistence.
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Figure 5. Longitudinal Model of Student Departure (Tinto, 1993)

The fifth research question examined the impact of Spiritual Integration on
student persistence. While this construct was not a part of the Tinto model, it was rooted
in that same context and drew upon the work of Morris (2003).

The sixth research question was not directly connected to the Tinto model and it
did not focus on student retention. Instead, this research question was drawn from the
work of Laanan (1998) regarding those factors which impact the academic and social
adjustments of transfer students as they transition to the new university. This research
question examined the actual adjustment experiences of this group of transfer students
and those factors which affected both their academic and their social adjustment. This
question was not concerned with the impact on student retention, instead it looked at
those factors which impacted these transfer student’s actual transition experiences rather

than their effects on persistence.
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Transfer Student Demographics — Research Question One
Before the key variables of the Tinto model were evaluated in this study, and in
order to have a clearer understanding of who the transfer students were at these Christian
universities, the first research question in this study asked:
1. What were the demographic characteristics of students who transfer to
Christian universities?
There were twenty demographic variables considered in response to this question,
all from the category of variables labeled Pre-Enrollment attributes:
I. Pre-Enrollment Attributes — twenty variables
a. Family Background
i.  Gender (Question Q. 49)
ii. Ethnicity (Q. 50)
iii. Religious affiliation (Q. 51)
iv. Parents combined annual income (Q. 58)
v. Father’s formal education (Q. 56)
vi. Mother’s formal education (Q. 57)
b. Skills and abilities
1. Student’s composite score on the ACT (American College Test)
(Q. 53) or the SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test) (Q. 52)
ii. Student’s self-reported average grade in High School (Q. 62)
c. Prior schooling
1. Student’s grade point average from previous institution (Q. 63)

ii. Type of institution previously attended (Q. 64)
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iii. Number of semesters at the previous institution (Q. 65)
iv. Number of hours transferred from the previous institution (Q. 66)
d. Current School
i. Attendance at a summer orientation session for new students to the
university (Q. 61)
ii. Where the student resides during the semester (Q. 68)
iii. How many hours the student works during a week while they are
in school (Q. 67)
e. Initial Goals/Commitments — five variables
i. The student’s highest degree planned anywhere (Q. 54)
ii. The student’s highest expected academic degree at that particular
institution (Q. 55)
iii. The student’s pre-enrollment ranking of this college choice (Q. 59)
iv. The student’s indicated reasons for transfer to this university (Q.
69)
v. The student’s indicated most significant reason for transfer to this
university (Q. 70)

Overall, the responses to these questions reflected a diverse and varied set of
backgrounds among the transfer students at the three Christian universities studied. They
were from a wide spectrum of family income (Table 9), parental education level (Tables
7 & 8), religious background (Table 4), type of previous institution attended (Table 14),

and academic degree goals (Table 5).
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Despite the perception that transfer students are a very different population on the
four-year institution’s campus, this study found that some of the key demographic factors
often reported regarding the national college student population were not dramatically
different for the transfer students found in this study. For example, there were more
female students than male (Table 2) who participated in this study (59% to 41%), which
reflected the trend in the overall undergraduate population which is 57% female
(Chronicle, 2005). Also, in this study, seventy-three percent of the participants were
white and twenty-seven percent were non-white (Table 3), which represents a non-white
participation rate that is slightly higher than the national average among four-year
universities, which is twenty percent non-white (Chronicle, 2005). These two statistics
indicate, at least in these areas, that these three Christian universities are at least as
diverse as the overall national college student population. This could be a reflection of
specific efforts to enhance the diversity of these campuses or it might simply reflect the
demographics of the areas from which these schools draw most of their students.

Another characteristic of the transfer students in this study is the significant
number of them who indicated the intention to pursue a graduate degree. As the data in
Table 5 reflected, more than fifty-eight percent of the students in each of the three
universities indicated that they planned to obtain at least a Master’s degree. Since the
three institutions are at very different degree-granting levels, it is surprising that there is a
similar percentage of students planning to pursue a Masters degree or higher at all three
institutions. It would have been more expected that Institution C would have a much

larger portion, since it is a doctoral degree-granting university.
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In light of the significant number of these transfer students indicating their desire
for a graduate degree, one might expect a sizeable portion of these students would be
planning a graduate degree at their current institution. However, as the data in Table 6
indicated, seventy-two percent of these transfer students were only looking for a
bachelor’s degree at their current institution. There are many possible reasons for this
situation, including too much debt from an undergraduate degree at a private university,
the absence of their desired graduate degree at their current institution, or simply their
demonstrated willingness, as transfer students already, to go to another institution.

While they come from a wide cross-section of family educational backgrounds,
another surprising characteristic of this group of transfer students was the sizeable
majority, more than seventy-four percent, of these students” mothers and fathers who had
attended at least some college, as shown in Tables 7 and 8. As a result of their own
college experiences, these parents would be likely to see the value of higher education
and provide support for their transfer students.

Often private universities have been criticized for not providing access to a
broader socio-economic group of undergraduate students, and for being a place that only
students from rich families could attend (Pope, 2006; Wyner, 2006). However, the
information from the transfer students in this study revealed that family income (Table 9)
varied widely among the respondents, which might indicate that these Christian
universities are providing increasing opportunities to a wider cross-section of families,
not just the wealthiest.

When the researcher developed this study, it was with an expectation that a very

sizeable portion of the transfer students included in it would have previously attended one
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or more community colleges before transferring to a Christian university. Therefore, it
was a surprising characteristic that the percentage of transfer students who participated in
this study, who had transferred from a community college, varied so much between the
three universities (Table 14). The three institutions participating in the study did not
provide the author with any specific information regarding the overall distribution of their
incoming transfer students and their previous institution prior to the study. However, the
university administrators had indicated that a large number of their transfer students were
coming to them from community colleges. As Table 55 summarizes, the portion of
transfer students from community colleges ranged from thirty-six to sixty-two percent.
While this range was somewhat surprising, it allows for a broader understanding of who
is transferring to these Christian universities and what their experiences were like. And
while somewhat less than anticipated, fifty-seven percent is still a significant portion of

the overall transfer student population.

Table 55

Summary of Transfer Students Previous Institution by Current Institution

Overall Inst. A Inst. B Inst. C

Community College  57% 36%  49%  62%

Other Institution 43% 64% 51% 38%

The majority of the transfer students who participated in this study followed
typical enrollment patterns. On average, sixty-five percent of these students (Table 15)

indicated that they had transferred from an institution where they had spent either two
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semesters (36%) or four semesters (29%). This indicates a “normal” enrollment pattern
where students beginning their college work in the fall semester following their
graduation from high school. This indicates some key points in time when the Christian
university could make special efforts to reach out to potential transfer students and begin
the process of integrating them into the university.

In contrast, this meant that 35% of these transfer students were coming at some
“non-normal” time. It is important to see how many of these transfer students spent five
or more semesters at their previous institutions, since their transition to the new
university may have been very different from those students who had only spent two or
even four semesters at their previous institutions. Among the student who participated in
this study, on average, twenty-five percent had been at their previous institution for five
or more semesters (Table 15).

In examining the transfer student’s stated reasons for transferring to their current
university, the spiritual environment was a strong attractor for many of these students.
On the average, forty-four percent of the transfer students indicated that one of the
reasons they selected the university they transferred to was because of the spiritual
environment, with responses among the three universities ranging from thirty-eight to
sixty-five percent (Table 19). However, when these students were asked to indicate the
most important reason for their selection of this university, only seventeen percent of the
respondents, on the average, indicated the spiritual environment of the institution, with a
range from eight to forty percent (Table 20).

In contrast, on the average, forty-one percent of these transfer students selected

the academic reputation of their current institution as the most significant reason for
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selecting it when deciding to transfer (Table 20). While the spiritual environment at
these Christian universities was a strong attractor, it appeared that their academic
reputation, at least at two of the universities, was an even more significant factor in
actually getting the students to enroll at those universities.

These transfer students defy the tendency to be labeled only as a group. As
shown above, the responses to these questions were tremendously diverse among these
students. In some areas, there was often one institution which was very different from
the others in its position and practices and that institution might need to pay attention to
those areas. For example, in looking at Table 3, regarding ethnicity — the percentages of
non-white, transfer students at Institution B (15.7%) was below the national,
undergraduate average of 20% (Chronicle, 2005) and behind Institution A (23.1%) and
C’s (31.5%) figures. However, diversity on a campus is reflected in more than just ethnic
diversity, it can also be religious diversity. Table 4 shows that Institutions B and C may
have had a more religiously diverse group of transfers than Institution A, where 76% of
the transfer students came from the same religious group. An additional finding of
significant differences between the three university transfer groups was in the area of
work hours (Table 17). Institution A had many more transfer students who were working
(69.2% versus 49.4% and 46.4%) and many of whom were working more than 20 hours
each week (34.6%). This situation could create very different challenges and needs for
this institution. While none of these points of difference may be reflective of the overall
student body at these schools, they were indeed reflective of the transfers who

participated, and might need to be addressed on these campuses.
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This section has been a discussion of the major findings of research question one
regarding the demographic characteristics of these transfer students. This has presented a
picture of the varied backgrounds and experiences of the students who chose to transfer
to these three Christian universities. The next section will examine the academic

integration of these students and its effect on persistence.

Academic Integration — Research Question Two

One of the key constructs of the Tinto model (Figure 5) is academic integration
and the second research question in this study asked:

2. After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables,
was academic integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first
semester to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher
education?

In order to determine if any of the pre-enrollment characteristics of these transfer
students had a significant impact on persistence and should be controlled for in the
consideration of research questions two through five, Chi square (Table 42) and t-tests
(Table 43) that included all pre-enrollment variables were run. This analysis identified
only one significant variable at the p<.05 level: the student’s Highest Degree Planned at
Current Institution (p=.00). Therefore, this variable was included in all subsequent
analysis conducted to address research questions two through five regarding transfer
student persistence, and it was found to be significant in each of those analyses.

In response to question two, the logistic regression analysis (Table 44) determined
that the Academic Integration construct (which included the Academic and Intellectual

Development variable and the Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching
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variable) was not a significant predictor of persistence with this population. Only the
pre-enrollment characteristic of Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution (p=.00)
was found to be significant at the p<.05 level.

It was somewhat surprising that the Academic Integration component of Tinto’s
model was not affirmed, since its impact on student persistence has been seen in a
number of previous studies (Liu & Liu, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzeni, 1983, 2005;
Thomas, 2000; Walter, 2000). However, Tinto (1997, 2000) and others (Elkins, Braxton
and James, 2000; Woosley, 2003) have observed previously that initially social
integration is more important than academic integration in the student’s experiences at
the new institution, and the results of this study seem to reflect that as well.

Braxton, Hirschy & McClendon (2004) found that in residential universities, like
the three in this study, social integration plays the predominant role in predicting student
persistence instead of academic integration. In addition, Braxton, Sullivan & Johnson
(1997) cite several studies that affirm the effect of social integration on persistence and
on its ability to compensate for low academic integration.

These students may also not have been in the Christian university environment
long enough to experience the unique differences there and the emphasis on faith and
learning in these institutions, which might have resulted in the lack of impact of the
Academic Integration variable. In their responses, these first semester transfer students
may have been reflecting their first concern which was connecting to the campus. Given
this fact, the selection of a transfer student population that had been at the three
universities longer might have provided a very different view of the impact of academic

integration on transfer student departure decisions.
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Social Integration — Research Question Three

The second major variable in the Tinto model (Figure 5) was social integration,
which led to the third research question:

After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was
social integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester to
second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?

The logistic regression analysis (Table 46) found that two of the variables
included in the analysis (the Student Interaction with Peers variable (p=.00) and the pre-
enrollment variable Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution (p=.00)) were
significant at the p<.05 level when examining the impact of the Social Integration
construct on transfer student persistence with respect to the third research question. This
indicated that social integration was a significant predictor of transfer student persistence
at these Christian universities. The Interactions with Faculty variable and the Average
Extra Curricular Hours variable were not found to be significant predictors of persistence
with this population of transfer students. When utilizing the Social Integration construct
(Table 47), the logistic regression equation correctly classified 94.6% of these transfer
students (99.1% of the persisters, but a disappointing 16.7% of the non-persisters).

One mistake made by the researcher in the preparation of the survey instrument
for this study was made in the fifty-ninth question which asked, “In the past academic
year, approximately how many hours per week, on the average, did you spend in
organized extra-curricular activities?” This question was to look at the transfer student’s
campus involvement and gauge their extra-curricular activities, but it was poorly worded

for this study since these students were in their first semester at the Christian university.
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Therefore, the question should have been phrased to refer to the current semester, instead
of the year, in order to gauge their involvement at the current institution. This could have
resulted in the Average Extra Curricular Hours variable not being found significant in the
logistic regression analysis.

Regardless of the effect of that mistake, the results of this study indicated an
affirmation of the role of the Student Interaction with Peers variable in the prediction of
transfer student persistence and its application to a population of transfer students at
Christian universities. Similar support was also found in a large number of other studies
(Tinto, 1997, 2000; Elkins, Braxton and James, 2000; Woosley, 2003).

Braxton, Sullivan & Johnson (1997) cited a number of studies that affirmed the
role of social integration in predicting student persistence, especially in residential
universities like those in this study. This conclusion was also seen in a study by Braxton,
Hirschy & McClendon (2004). Berger & Melaney (2002) found that strong social
integration led to persistence, specifically with a transfer student population.

Morris’ study (2003) also supported the importance of Social Integration in
predicting the persistence of students in a Christian university. In his study, Morris also
cited two other studies of Christian college students that affirmed the impact of social
integration on persistence (Walter 2000; Cash & Bissel, 1985). One of these, Walter
(2000), examined persistence at CCCU institutions (55 participating universities) and
found social integration to be the most important variable. This finding was reiterated by

Schreiner (2000).
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Goal and Institutional Commitment — Research Question Four

The third and final significant construct in the Tinto model (Figure 5) was that of
the Goal and Institutional Commitment of the student, which was reflected in research
question four:

After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables were
goal and institutional commitments significant predictors of transfer students’ first
semester to second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher
education?

In the logistical regression analysis (Table 48), both the Goal and Institutional
Commitment variable (p=.04) and the pre-enrollment variable Highest Degree Planned at
Current Institution (p=.00) were found to have significant effects on persistence at the
p<.05 level. This result indicated that, in addition to the Student Interaction with Peers
variable, the other aspect of the Tinto model which was found to be significant among the
transfer students in this study was the student’s Goal and Institutional Commitment.
When utilizing the Goal and Institutional Commitment construct (Table 49), the logistic
regression equation correctly classified 95.8% of these transfer students (99.7% of the
persisters, but a disappointing 27.8% of the non-persisters).

The significance of this variable may be a reflection of the transfer student’s
expectation that their new institution will reconfirm their own educational goals and the
selection of this new school, as well as showing that the new school is an important
resource to reach those goals. Regardless of the reason, this variable was found to have a

distinct impact on this population of transfer students at these three Christian universities
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and their decision regarding whether to remain at their current institution or transfer
again.

This conclusion was also found in a number of other studies. Terenzini, Lorang
& Pascarella (1981) found that Goal and Institutional Commitment made the largest
impact on student persistence. Braxton, Sullivan & Johnson (1997) cite several studies
which provide strong affirmation of the impact of Goal & Institutional Commitment on
student persistence, especially in residential universities like those in this study.

Morris (2003) also found support for Goal and Institutional Commitment being a
significant predictor of the persistence of students at a Christian university. In a study
looking at Christian universities, Brandt (1991) also found that Goal and Institutional
Commitment was the most significant of the Tinto model variables in predicting student

persistence.

Spiritual Integration — Research Question Five

While not a component in Tinto’s model, several studies (Morris, 2003;
Schreiner, 2000; Walter, 2000) have indicated the appropriateness of an examination of
spiritual integration’s impact on retention in Christian universities, thus research question
five asked:

After controlling for statistically significant pre-enrollment variables was
spiritual integration a significant predictor of transfer students’ first semester to
second semester persistence at Christian institutions of higher education?
Surprisingly, the logistic regression analysis (Table 50) of Spiritual Integration, in

research question five, found that Spiritual Integration variable was not a significant

predictor of persistence with this population. Instead, only the pre-enrollment
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characteristic of Highest Degree Planned at Current Institution (p=.00) was again
significant at the p<.05 level.

In the development of this study, the researcher expected the affirmation of
Morris’ (2003) contention that Spiritual Integration would be a significant predictor of
persistence at these Christian universities. Therefore, the most surprising finding of this
study, for the researcher, was the lack of significance in prediction of transfer student
persistence for the Spiritual Integration variable.

This finding, the lack of predictive power of the Spiritual Integration variable,
also runs counter to the findings of Walter (2000), who found Spiritual Integration to be
correlated with persistence at Christian Universities. Schreiner (2000) also indicated that
a lack of spiritual fit was one of the best predictors of student attrition among students at
Christian universities.

While this study did not affirm the validity of this variable’s impact on student
retention, it still seems to be a valuable framework through which to understand the
experiences of students at the Christian university. Additional research should be
conducted to evaluate the impact of this variable on student persistence. The transfer
students in this study may not have reflected the importance of Spiritual Integration in
their survey responses since so many of them transferred from public institutions. The
overall change in the campus environment at the Christian university might have been
such an overwhelming change from their previous institution that they were not yet able
to differentiate the impact of this specific component of the new university from all of

their other experiences with the faculty and their new peers.
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These students also might not have been in the Christian university environment

long enough to experience the unique differences and the emphasis on faith and learning
which might also have resulted in the lack of impact of the Spiritual Integration variable.
The responses of these first semester transfer students may have been reflecting more
their first concerns which were establishing friendships and connecting to the campus.
The selection of a transfer student population that had been at the university longer might
have provided a very different view of the impact of spiritual integration on transfer

student departure decisions.

Academic and Social Adjustment — Research Question Six

The final research question examined in this study did not come from the
influence and impact of the Tinto model and it was not concerned with student
persistence. Instead this research question attempted to build upon the work of Laanan
(1998) regarding those factors which impact the academic and social adjustments of
transfer students as they transition to the new university. Here the researcher attempted
to look beyond the outcomes of these transfer students’ first semester and to, instead,
study those variables which influenced the academic and social adjustment of these
students during their first semester at these three universities. Research question six
asked:

What demographic, previous institution and current university factors
affected the transfer students’ successful adjustment to Christian universities?

This research question was examined through the use of linear regression in order
to determine which demographic and institutional characteristics affected the academic

and social adjustment of new transfer students. The variables included in the analysis
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were the Student’s Fall GPA and all twenty of the pre-enrollment variables (including
gender, race, religious affiliation, family income, father’s and mother’s educations, ACT
or SAT scores, high school GPA, the student’s transfer GPA, type of institution
previously attended, number of semesters at previous institution, the number of hours
transferred from the previous institution, attendance at summer orientation, student’s
residence, average work hours each week, highest degree planned anywhere, highest
degree planned at current institution, rank of current institution, reasons for selecting this

institution, and the most significant reason for selecting the current institution).

Academic Adjustment. This analysis identified three significant variables, at the
p<.05 level, with regard to the Academic Adjustment (Table 52) variable: the student’s
fall grade point average, their most significant reason for selecting this institution, and
their family income level, all of which were significant at p=.00, according to the
ANOVA results.

The first of these variables, the student’s academic performance in their first
semester (as gauged by their fall grade point average), had an R square value of .28
which indicated that it accounted for 28% of the variance in the Academic Adjustment
score. This variable would logically have a significant impact on the student’s evaluation
of the success of their academic adjustment to the new institution. If they struggled to be
successful in their classes, as evidenced by a lower grade point average, then their
academic adjustment would not have been as successful. This finding supports Laanan’s
(1998) conclusion that students who were not doing well academically, as measured by

their grade point average, would have difficulty adjusting academically.
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The second factor influencing transfer student’s academic adjustment to their new
institution was what they indicated was the most significant reason for selecting this
institution. Adding this second variable, accounted for an additional 10% of the variance.
The selection of the most significant reason for selecting this institution was a reflection
of the student’s personal motivation for pursuing a college degree and for doing so at the
chosen institution. This motivation could also have affected their personal motivation
and effort at the new institution. In turn, this would have impacted their evaluation of the
success of their academic adjustment. Gerdes and Mallinckrodt (1994) found that the
student’s reasons for selecting an institution affected their academic performance and
adjustment.

The final influencing factor on their academic adjustment was their family income
level, and this variable, was able to account for another 7% of the Academic Adjustment
variance. This could have influenced the resources they had access to and the academic
preparation from which they were able to draw which could have then impacted their
academic adjustment. The impact of family income has previously been supported by a
number of studies, including Pascarella & Terenzini (1991) and Hertel (2002).

These three significant variables combined to predict 45% of the variance in the
Academic Adjustment score for these transfer students. This was a significant portion of
the variance and should be considered by Christian universities. Further research should

examine those variables which might account for the remaining 55% of the variance.

Social Adjustment. In a similar way, the linear regression analysis identified three
significant variables with regard to the social adjustment (Table 53) of these transfer

students: the student’s fall grade point average, the highest educational level attained by
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the student’s mother, and the student’s most significant reason for selecting this
institution, all of which were significant at p=.00, according to the ANOVA results.

It was very interesting that the first of the significant variables regarding social
adjustment was also the student’s academic performance in their first semester (as gauged
by their fall grade point average), as it was with the student’s academic adjustment. The
Fall GPA variable had an R square value of .28, which indicated that it accounted for
28% of the variance in the Social Adjustment score. This may have impacted the social
adjustment variable because better grades during the semester may have given students
extra time to focus on their social adjustments both inside and outside the classroom.
Laanan (1998) concluded that students who were not doing well academically, as
measured by their GPA, might have had to spend extra time on their academic
adjustment, keeping them from making effective socially adjustments at their new
institution.

The second variable which affected the transfer student’s social adjustment was
the highest educational level attained by the student’s mother, which accounted for an
additional 12% of the variance. This was a puzzling result because it singled out the
mother’s educational attainment. Allen (1999) found support for the impact of the
parent’s education on the adjustment of college students, but he did not look at each
parent’s education separately, only jointly. The significance of this variable may indicate
a level of support from the student’s family based on prior experience. This is an area
which certainly needs further examination in future research.

The third and final significant variable found to affect the student’s social

adjustment was, again, their most significant reason for selecting this institution. When
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this variable was added, it was able to account for another 7% of the Social Adjustment
variance. In this case, the student’s basis for their selection of their most significant
reason for selecting this institution would be likely to strongly shape their expectations
for the social environment. Since these students had chosen a Christian university, they
may have held expectations that their peers would be more like them in values and
actions than those at their previous institutions and this may have established an
environment which allowed them to make an easier social adjustment. Gerdes and
Mallinckrodt (1994) found that the student’s reasons for selecting the institution also
affected their social adjustment to the institution.

These three significant variables combined to predict 41% of the variance in the
Social Adjustment score for these transfer students. This was a significant portion of the
variance and should be considered by Christian universities. Further research should

examine those variables which might account for the remaining 59% of the variance.

Recommendations for Christian universities

It is important to remember that while this study examined student experiences at
three distinct universities, it does not provide results which can be quickly generalized
and applied to other institutions, since each university and group of students is unique.
The questions raised in this study, however, are questions that are relevant to a broad
cross-section of institutions and they deserve consideration and exploration in each of
those specific environments. The findings from this study provide a number of
recommendations for Christian universities.

These recommendations are presented in three groupings: (a) efforts that should

be in place before the transfer student arrives on campus — labeled Campus Foundations;
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(b) ideas that are focused on the transfer student’s transition — labeled Transition

Experiences; and, (c) efforts which would be implemented during the student’s first

semester and provide on-going support — labeled Continuing Support.

Campus Foundations

1.

Christian universities should strive to intentionally connect the transfer
student’s goals to the university early in the recruiting process.

A financial aid policy is needed that adequately considers transfer students’
financial needs. Strong financial aid might enhance the socio-economic
diversity of transfer student persisters and open the Christian university to an
even more diverse population.

Universities need to establish on-going, intentional efforts to ascertain the
actual needs of their transfer students, as a separate and distinct group from
their new freshmen students; and they need to allocate resources in order to
meet those needs.

One way universities could address the above recommendation is by
designating a position to serve as a coordinator for transfer students or, based
on the tremendous growth and success of First-Year Experience programs in
their work to integrate and retain first-year students (Upcraft, Gardner, &
Barefoot, 2005), universities could establish a similar effort focused on
transfer students. This could include a variety of campus-wide initiatives
designed to integrate and retain those students, including the possible
implementation of a Transfer Student Seminar to focus on the unique

transition issues of transfer students at the university.
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5. Since the student’s most significant reason for attending their current
institution has a strong impact on their academic and social adjustment, the
coordinator for transfer students should meet with each new transfer student
during their first semester in order to gauge the student’s connectedness to the
university, determine their reason for the choice of the new institution, and use

that information to connect the student to appropriate places on campus.

Transition Experiences

6. Once a transfer student has decided to enroll in the university, it is important
that there are structures in place to assist them in their transition. Universities
should provide at least some separate and focused programming for transfer
students during their orientation programs. These sessions should address the
specific transition needs and concerns of transfer students.

7. The results of this study indicate that there is a sizeable group (ranging from
49% to 68% at the three institutions - Table 11) of transfer students who did
not attend orientation at their new university. Universities should take strong
steps to get those students to attend orientation so that they can make the
academic and social connections which will help them to be integrated into
the university.

8. Transfer orientation sessions should be led by student leaders with an
emphasis on creating community and proving opportunities for social
integration, since those are such crucial components to retaining these

students. Ideally, these student leaders would have themselves been transfer
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students so that they could serve as successful role models for the new transfer

students.

Continuing Support

9. All transfer students should be assigned a faculty “mentor” through their
department who should connect with them at the start of their first semester in
order to provide a connection between the student’s goals, their academic
program, and the institution.

10. Additionally, some type of “mentor” from the current upperclassmen in the
transfer student’s major should be assigned and they could provide social,
academic, and goal and institutional commitment connections.

11. Since the student’s Fall GPA accounted for the largest portion of the academic
and social adjustment, the university should utilize mid-term grades to
determine how new transfer students are doing in their classes and provide

intervention for those who are struggling.

Suggestions for additional research
While this study has added to the research examining transfer students at
Christian universities and those factors which affect their persistence as well as their
academic and social adjustment, there is still a tremendous amount of research needed in
this area. Based on the researcher’s experiences in this study, some recommendations for
future research regarding transfer students are:
1. The examination of transfer student retention is still infrequent, especially

among Christian universities, and more studies should be conducted in these
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institutions in order to provide greater understanding of the departure
decisions these students are making. While this study has added to the
conversation regarding transfer student retention, more research is needed in
this area in order to confirm the findings of this study and to provide a clearer
picture of those factors which influence the experiences of transfer students,
especially at Christian universities.

In future research studies in this area, recruiting or obtaining a more evenly
distributed group of students who did and did not choose to return should be a
priority. This would provide an important way to confirm the conclusions of
this study with a more balanced group of transfer students. A student sample
which included a larger number of non-returners would also provide more
confirmation of those things which led to students not persisting.

A national study of transfer student persistence at Christian universities would
add a great deal to this area of research. It would be especially useful if it
were supported by Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU)
and if all of the CCCU institutions participated. A comparison might be
possible with the data source that Schreiner (2000) and Walter (2000) utilized
in their examinations of student persistence at CCCU schools.

The transfer students, who were selected to participate in this study, may not
have been at their new institution long enough. Their responses might not
have reflected the impact of many of the experiences of the Christian
university, due to their limited time on the campus. Future research could

examine this idea and select a transfer student population that has been at the
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Christian university for a longer period of time before being surveyed.
Another possibility would be to select two different groups of transfer
students, one in their first semester at the university and the other having
already spent a year there, and compare the two groups’ responses to this
same survey to see if their responses are different.

5. Further research is needed to see if the Spiritual Integration construct is
significant in Christian universities, especially among transfer students at
these institutions. Further examination could also be made of the Spiritual
Integration construct and whether it might need to be adjusted in order to be
more effective in examining this aspect of transfer student experiences.

6. The Academic Adjustment and Social Adjustment findings need examination
in additional studies to further confirm the impact of the significant variables.
Also, while these variables predicted a significant portion of the variance
(45% and 41% respectively), further research should attempt to determine

which variables account for the remaining variance.

Conclusions
Student retention is a complex and complicated area of consideration, but its
importance to almost all higher education institutions is undeniable. Christian
universities are especially concerned with student retention not only because most are
highly tuition dependent, but also because they believe their institutional impact on
students is more than just academic — it is also eternal in its significance. Therefore,

these institutions want to retain students not only for the financial impact they have and
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the desire to educate them academically but also because of their strong desire to prepare
students for spiritual service as a part of their institutional missions.

Student retention ultimately comes down to the decisions of individual students to
leave or stay at a particular institution. However, that seemingly simply decision has
tremendous impact on the student’s future, their likelihood to successfully obtain a
college degree, and their impact on their overall community as a result. It is this
researcher’s hope that this study will help Christian universities have a clearer picture of
the students who transfer to their institutions and those factors which have the most
impact on their decision to persist.

The researcher also hopes that this study will cause Christian universities to ask
more questions about the students who transfer to their institutions and strive to better
understand these students and their adjustments. Hopefully, these institutions will also
find methods to provide programs and intervention for these new transfer students and
make the transition smoother for them. The ultimate results of such an effort should
benefit the transfer student, the Christian universities, the larger community, and the

Kingdom.
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Thank you for participating in this study of transfer students to Christian universities. Your participation
will allow us to reach the 100% participation rate that we need. You may use either a pencil or a blue or

black pen to complete the survey, which should take about ten minutes.

Section 1 — Experiences

Please indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, as it applies to your

experience during this semester, by completely filling in the appropriate circle to the right of the question,

using this scale:

‘ (D=Strongly Agree @®=Agree (@=Neither Agree nor Disagree (®=Disagree (®=Strongly Disagree

uestion:

1. Few of my courses this semester have been intellectually stimulating.
2. I am satisfied with my academic experience this semester.

3. I am more likely to attend a cultural event (for example, a concert,
lecture or art show) now than I was a year ago.

4. I am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development this
semester.

5. Being on this campus is contributing to my spiritual growth.

6. In addition to required reading assignments, I read many of the
recommended books in my courses.

7. My interest in ideas and intellectual matters has increased this semester.

8. I have no idea at all what I want to major in.
9. Getting good grades is not important to me.

10. My academic experience this semester has had a positive influence on
my intellectual growth and interest in ideas.

11. My understanding of God is being strengthened by classroom and/or
campus experiences.

12. I have performed academically as well as I anticipated I would.
13. I have developed close personal relationships with other students.

14. My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive
influence on my intellectual growth and interest in ideas.

15. Faculty, administrators, and/or staff are helpful to me in processing
issues related to my faith.

16. The student friendships I have developed this semester have been
personally satisfying.

17. My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive
influence on my personal growth, values and attitudes.

18. It has been difficult for me to meet and make friends with other
students.

19. I am dissatisfied with my dating relationships.

20. Few of the students I know would be willing to listen to me and help
me if | had a personal problem.

21. This campus provides adequate opportunities for involvement in
ministry.
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22. Most students here have values and attitudes which are different from
my own.

23. I am satisfied with the opportunities to participate in organized extra-
curricular activities here.

24. 1T am happy with my living/residence arrangement this semester.

25. Given where I am spiritually right now, this campus is a good fit for
me.

26. I am satisfied with my opportunities this year to meet and interact
informally with faculty members.

27. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with this semester are
willing to spend time outside of class to discuss issues of interest and
importance to students.

28. This semester, I have developed a close, personal relationship with at
least one faculty member.

29. My non-classroom interactions with faculty members this semester
have had a positive influence on my intellectual growth and interest in
ideas.

30. My non-classroom interactions with faculty this semester have had a
positive influence on my personal growth, values and attitudes.

31. My non-classroom interactions with faculty this semester have had a
positive influence my career goals and aspirations.

32. Few of the faculty members I had contact with this semester are
genuinely outstanding or superior teachers.

33. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with this semester are
genuinely interested in students.

34. Most faculty members I have had contact with this semester are
genuinely interested in teaching.

35. Most of the faculty members I have had contact with this semester are
interested in helping students grow in more than just academic areas.

36. It is important for me to graduate from college.
37. It is not important for me to graduate from this university.

38. I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this
university.

39. It is likely that I will register at this university next fall.
40. Adjusting to the academic standards has been difficult.
41. Adjusting to the social environment has been difficult.

42. Upon transferring 1 felt alienated at this school.

43. 1 am very involved with social activities at this school.

44. 1 am meeting as many people and making as many friends as I would
like at this university.

45. My level of stress increased when I started at this university.
46. It is easy to make friends at this university.

47.1 feel more comfortable making friends with transfer students than
non-transfers.

48. I am satisfied with the spiritual environment at this university.
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Section 2 - Demographic Information

In this section, please select the answer you believe most reflects your background or experience and

completely fill in the circle next to that answer.

49. What is your gender?
O Female
O Male

50. Which ethnic group do you consider
yourself a part of?

O White
O Black
O Hispanic
O Asian
O Other

51. What do you consider your religious
affiliation?

O Baptist

Catholic

Church of Christ
Lutheran

Methodist
Non-Denominational
Other

O O0OO0OO0OO0O0

52. What was your composite SAT score?

53. What was your composite ACT score?

54. What is the highest degree you plan to
complete?

Bachelors

Masters (including MBA)
Ph.D or Ed.D

MD, DDS, DO, or DVM
JD or LLB

Other

O O0OO0OO0OO0O0

55. What is the highest degree you expect to
complete at this university?

O Bachelors

O Masters (including MBA)

O Doctorate (PhD, EdD, or DMin)
O Professional (JD or LLB)

O Other
56. What is highest level of education completed by
your father?

O Elementary School
Some High School
High School Graduate
Some College

O O 0O

Bachelor’s Degree
O Graduate Degree

57. What is highest level of education completed by
your mother?

O Elementary School
Some High School
High School Graduate
Some College

O O 0O

Bachelor’s Degree
O Graduate Degree

58. What’s your best estimate of your parent’s total
household income?

O Less than $20000
$20-40000
$40-60000
$60-80000
$80-100000

O More than $100000

O O 0O

59. Where did this university rank among your
choices before enrolling?

O #1
#2
#3
Lower than #3

O O O



60. In the past academic year, approximately
how many hours per week, on the average,
did you spend in organized extra-curricular
activities?

O 0 hours

O 1-5 hours

O 6-10 hours

O 11-15 hours

O More than 15 hours

61. Did you attend a summer orientation
session?

O Yes
O No

62. What was your average grade in HS?
O A

O B
O C
O D

63. What was your cumulative GPA when
you transferred to this university?

64. What was the name of the college you
most recently transferred from?

65. How many semesters were you enrolled
in that previous college?

O 1
2
3
4

5 or more

©)
©)
©)
©)
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66. How many hours did you transfer from that
previous college? (or your best guess)

67. While you are in school at this university, how
many hours a week do you work?

O

O O O0O0

O

None
1-10
11-15
16-20
21-30
30+

68. Where do you live while you are in school?

O
©)
©)
©)

Residence Hall
Other Univ. Housing
Off campus house or apt.

With parents or relatives

69. Why did you transfer to this university? (for this
question, select as many answers as apply)

O

O O0OO0OO0OO0

Friends here
Academic reputation
Geographic location
Athletic Opportunity
Spiritual Environment

Financial Aid Package

70. What was the most significant reason for you to
select this university?

O O0OO0OO0OO0O0

Thank You

Friends here
Academic reputation
Geographic location
Athletic Opportunity
Spiritual Environment

Financial Aid Package

Thank you again for your input on this survey. Your responses will be combined with those of other
transfer students and they will be used to help the university to more effectively meet the needs of transfer
students. If you would like to receive a summary of the results of the study, please check the box below

and provide your email address:

O Yes, I would like to receive a summary of the results of this study of transfer students when it

becomes available, my email address is:
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Joe Transfer
123 Main Street
College Town, TX 77777

I am writing to ask for your help in a study of transfer students at (Current Institution name).
This study is part of an effort to learn what brings transfer students to the university and about
their experiences here. The results of this survey will be used to help improve the experience for
transfer students here.

It is my understanding that you transferred to (Current Institution name) this year. Iam
contacting transfer students like you to ask about (1) why you transferred here, (2) what your
experiences have been like this semester, and (3) how satisfied you are here. The survey should
only take about ten minutes to complete and return in the enclosed pre-stamped envelope. By
better understanding students who transfer here, the university will be able to provide information
and services to better assist transfer students as they transition.

Of course, your participation in this study is voluntary, and it will not affect your grades in any
courses. Your responses will be kept in the strictest of confidence, and completed surveys will be
stored in a locked cabinet where only I can reach them. The study will use code numbers on each
survey in order to track responses, and those responses will only be shared in summary form — no
individual answers will be revealed. There are no foreseeable risks to you in the completion of
this survey. However, you are able to help other transfer students very much by taking a few
minutes and sharing your experiences as a transfer student. Getting 100% of the surveys
completed and returned will provide the greatest help for transfer students. Please take a few
minutes now to complete the survey before October 24, 2005.

If you have any questions or comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with you. You
may reach me at 866-674-2212 (toll-free) or at gummj@acu.edu (e-mail). This study is part of
my doctoral dissertation research and the faculty advisor at Baylor University for this project is
Dr. Al Smith (254-710-3050). Inquires regarding your rights as a subject or any other aspect of
this research as it relates to your participation as a subject can be directed to Baylor University’s
Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research which is chaired by Dr. Matthew S.
Stanford, Department of Psychology and Neuroscience, One Bear Place #97334, Waco, Texas,
76798-7334, phone number 254-710-2236.

Thank you very much for your help with this very important study.

Sincerely,

Eric Gumm
Doctoral student

P.S. If you would prefer to complete the survey electronically, enter survey number # (student’s
survey number) at http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zqi?p=WEB224M59AGGWR in order to access the survey

form electronically.
Thanks again for your help!
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Subject Line: Transfer Student Study

Dear (Student Name),

I hope that your semester is off to a great start. My name is Eric Gumm and [ am writing
to ask for your help in a study of transfer students at (Current Institution name). This study is part
of an effort to learn what brings transfer students to the university and about their experiences
here. The results of this survey will be used to help improve the experience for transfer students
here.

It is my understanding that you transferred to (Current Institution name) this year. [am
contacting transfer students like you to ask about (1) why you transferred here, (2) what your
experiences have been like this semester, and (3) how satisfied you are here. The survey should
only take about ten minutes to complete. By better understanding students who transfer here, the
university will be able to provide information and services to better assist transfer students as they
transition.

All you need to do is go to
http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB224M59AGGWR and enter survey number #
(student’s survey number) on the first screen. Completing the entire survey should only take
about ten minutes and your answers will really help the university provide greater assistance to
transfer students. In addition, your responses will also help me to complete the research
necessary for my doctorate degree. Of course, your participation in this study is voluntary, and it
will not affect your grades in any courses. Your responses will be password protected and they
will only be shared in summary form — no individual answers will be revealed. Please take a few
minutes now to complete the survey.

If you have any questions or comments about this study, [ would be happy to talk with
you. You may reach me at 866-674-2212 (toll-free) or at gummj@acu.edu (e-mail). As I said,
this study is part of my doctoral dissertation research and the faculty advisor at Baylor University
for this project is Dr. Al Smith (254-710-3050). Inquires regarding your rights as a subject or any
other aspect of this research as it relates to your participation as a subject can be directed to
Baylor University’s Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research which is chaired
by Dr. Matthew S. Stanford, Department of Psychology and Neuroscience, One Bear Place
#97334, Waco, Texas, 76798-7334, phone number 254-710-2236.

Thank you very much for your help with this very important study.

In His Service,
Eric

Eric Gumm
Doctoral Student
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Subject Line: Transfer Student Study

Dear (Student Name),

I hope that your semester is off to a great start. My name is Eric Gumm and [ am writing
to ask for your help in a study of transfer students at (Current Institution name). You should have
received a packet in your mail last week which contained a survey form and a letter from me
asking you to participate in a study of students who have transferred to (Current Institution name)
this semester. This study is part of an effort to learn what brings transfer students to the
university and about their experiences here. The results of this survey will be used to help
improve the experience for transfer students here.

I am following up on the letter which you received to make it easier for you to participate in the
study by completing the survey electronically. All you need to do is go to
http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB224M59AGGWR and enter survey number # (student’s survey
number) on the first screen. Completing the entire survey should only take about ten minutes
and your answers will really help the university provide greater assistance to transfer students. In
addition, your responses will also help me to complete the research necessary for my doctorate
degree. Of course, your participation in this study is voluntary, and it will not affect your grades
in any courses. Your responses will be password protected and they will only be shared in
summary form — no individual answers will be revealed. Please take a few minutes now to
complete the survey.

If you have any questions or comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with you. You
may reach me at 866-674-2212 (toll-free) or at gummj@acu.edu (e-mail). As I said, this study is
part of my doctoral dissertation research and the faculty advisor at Baylor University for this
project is Dr. Al Smith (254-710-3050). Inquires regarding your rights as a subject or any other
aspect of this research as it relates to your participation as a subject can be directed to Baylor
University’s Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research which is chaired by Dr.
Matthew S. Stanford, Department of Psychology and Neuroscience, One Bear Place #97334,
Waco, Texas, 76798-7334, phone number 254-710-2236.

Thank you very much for your help with this very important study.

In His Service,
Eric

Eric Gumm
Doctoral Student
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Subject Line: Transfer Student Help Needed

Dear (Student Name),

I know that this is a very busy time in the semester, but I could really use your help.
Three weeks ago I sent you a questionnaire asking about your experiences as a transfer
student at (Current Institution name). Only a limited number of students were sent that
Transfer Student Experiences Survey, and I am counting on you to take just a few
minutes to complete it.

If you have already completed and returned the survey, please accept my sincere
thanks. If you have not completed it, please do so today. I am especially grateful for
your help because not only will your responses help to improve the experiences of
transfer students at (Current Institution name), but they will also help me to complete my
dissertation research.

You can return the survey in the postage-paid envelope that came with it, or simply go
to http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB224M59AGGWR and enter
survey number # (student’s survey number) on the first screen. The survey will only take
about ten minutes to complete -- so [ hope you’ll do it today!

If you have any questions or comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with
you. You may reach me at 866-674-2212 (toll-free) or at gummj@acu.edu (e-mail).

Thank you in advance,
Eric

Eric Gumm
Doctoral Student
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Joe Transfer
123 Main Street
College Town, TX 77777

About four weeks ago I sent a questionnaire to you that asked about your experience as a transfer
student at (Current Institution name). To the best of my knowledge, it has not yet been returned.
In order to include your responses in the study, I need to hear from you by November 30, 2005.

I am writing again because of the importance of your completed survey being returned in order
for the results of this study to be accurate. It is important that we hear back from every student
who received a questionnaire in order to have an accurate picture of the experiences of transfer
students at (Current Institution name). To make sure that we can hear from you, I have enclosed
another copy of the questionnaire — the Transfer Student Experiences Survey. The survey should
only take about ten minutes to complete and return in the enclosed pre-stamped envelope. By
better understanding students who transfer here, the university will be able to provide information
and services to better assist transfer.

Of course, your participation in this study is voluntary, and it will not affect your grades in any
courses. Your responses will be kept in the strictest of confidence, and completed surveys will be
stored in a locked cabinet where only I can reach them. The study will use code numbers on each
survey in order to track responses, and those responses will only be shared in summary form — no
individual answers will be revealed. There are no foreseeable risks to you in the completion of
this survey. However, you are able to help other transfer students very much by taking a few
minutes and sharing your experiences as a transfer student. Getting 100% of the surveys
completed and returned will provide the greatest help for transfer students. Please take a few
minutes now to complete the survey before November 30, 2005.

If you have any questions or comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with you. You
may reach me at 866-674-2212 (toll-free) or at gummj@acu.edu (e-mail). This study is part of
my doctoral dissertation research and the faculty advisor at Baylor University for this project is
Dr. Al Smith (254-710-3050). Inquires regarding your rights as a subject or any other aspect of
this research as it relates to your participation as a subject can be directed to Baylor University’s
Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research which is chaired by Dr. Matthew S.
Stanford, Department of Psychology and Neuroscience, One Bear Place #97334, Waco, Texas,
76798-7334, phone number 254-710-2236.

Thank you very much for your help with this very important study.

Sincerely,

Eric Gumm
Doctoral student

P.S. If you would prefer to complete the survey electronically, enter survey number (student’s
survey number) at http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB224M59AGGWR in
order to access the survey form electronically. Thanks again for your help!
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Third Reminder Email Message



173

Subject Line: (Current Institution name) Transfer Student — Help Needed

Dear (Student Name),

This semester is quickly drawing to a close and I am sure that you have a lot to do
in the next few days. In the midst of this busy time — I need your help! I need to hear
about your experiences as a transfer student at (Current Institution name). This survey is a
crucial part of my doctoral dissertation and I need your responses in order to complete
my degree. Will you please take the time to help me graduate?

It will only take you about ten minutes to complete the survey and it is easy to get
to on-line at http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB224M59AGGWR. Just
enter survey # (student’s survey number) on the first screen and it will take you right to
the questions. If you have any questions or comments about this study, [ would be happy
to talk with you. You may reach me at 866-674-2212 (toll-free) or at gummj@acu.edu
(e-mail).

Thank you so much for your help — I truly appreciate it! I pray that your final
exams go well and that your holidays are truly blessed this year.

Thanks, again, to you,
Eric

Eric Gumm
Doctoral Student
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Fourth Reminder Email Message
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Subject Line: Transfer Student — I could really use your help!

Dear (Student Name),

Congratulations on completing your first semester as a transfer student! Now that
you, hopefully, have a little more free time — I could really use your help. Regardless of
your experience this semester or your plans for next semester, since you were a transfer
student this semester — I need to hear from you.

I contacted you earlier this semester asking you to share your experiences (good
and bad) as a transfer student at (Current Institution name). Only a limited number of
students were invited to complete that Transfer Student Experiences Survey, and I have
not received your responses yet.

Getting enough responses on this survey is necessary in order for me to complete
my dissertation and receive my doctoral degree, so it would really help me if you will
take ten minutes to complete this survey today. Your responses will also help to improve
the experiences of future transfer students.

All you need to do is go to
http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB224M59AGGWR and enter survey #
(student’s survey number) on the first screen. Thank you so much for taking the time to
help with this study.

I pray that your holidays are blessed this year. If you have any questions or
comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with you. You may reach me at
866-674-2212 (toll-free) or at gummj@acu.edu (email).

Thanks so much for your help,
Eric

Eric Gumm
Doctoral Student



176

REFERENCES

Adelman, C. (1999). Answers in the Tool Box. Academic Intensity, Attendance Patterns,
and Bachelor's Degree Attainment. Washington, D.C.: National Institute on

Postsecondary Education, Libraries, and Lifelong Learning. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED431363)

Adelman, C. (1998). Women and Men of the Engineering Path: A Model for Analyses of
Undergraduate Careers. Washington, D.C.: National Institute for Science
Education.

Allen, D. (1999). Desire to finish college: An empirical link between motivation and
persistence. Research in Higher Education, 40(4), 461-485.

Amenkhienan, C. A. & Kogan, L. R. (2004). Engineering students’ perceptions of
academic activities and support services: Factors that influence their academic
performance. College Student Journal, 38(4), 523-540.

American Association of Community Colleges (2005). Fast Facts. Retrieved March 25,
2005 from aacc.nche.org.

Anderson, E. F. (1977). Three-year comparison of transfer and native student progress
at the University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign, fall 1971 group. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 099022).

Anderson, G. N. (1999). An Examination of Individual and Organizational
Characteristics Influencing Persistence. Dissertation retrieved electronically
from ProQuest Dissertations.

Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college? Four critical years revisited. San
Franciso: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Astin, A. W. (1991). Assessment for Excellence: The Philosophy and Practice of
Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education. New York: American Council
on Education and Macmillan Publishing Co.

Astin, A. W. (1985). Achieving educational excellence. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
Publishers.

Astin, A. W. (1984). Student Involvement: A developmental theory for higher education.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 297-308.

Astin, A. W. (1971). Predicting academic performance in college: Selectivity data for
2300 American Colleges. New York: The Free Press.



177

Bartlett, T. (April 22, 2005). Most freshmen say religion guides them. The Chronicle of
Higher Education, 51(33), A1 and A40.

Bean, J. P., & Metzner, B. S. (1985). A conceptual model of nontraditional undergraduate
student attrition. Review of Educational Research, 55(4), 485-540.

Berger, J. B. & Melaney, G. D. (2003). Assessing the Transition of Transfer Students
from Community Colleges to a University. NASPA Journal, 40(4), 1-23.

Berkner, L., He, S. and Cataldi, E. F. (2002). Descriptive Summary of 1995-96
Beginning Postsecondary Students: Six Years Later. Statistical Analysis Report.
Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics.

Boyer, E. L. (1987). College — The undergraduate experience in America. New Y ork:
Harper and Row Publishers.

Bradburn, E. M. and Hurst, D. G. (2006). Community College Transfer Rates to 4-Year
Institutions Using Alternative Definitions of Transfer. Education Statistics
Quarterly, 3(3), 1. Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics.

Bradburn, E. M.; Hurst, D. G. and Peng, S. (2001). Community College Transfer Rates
to 4-Year Institutions Using Alternative Definitions of Transfer. Research and
Development Report. Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics.

Brandt, P. A. (1991). 4 replication in a small private college of a study to predict
freshman persistence and voluntary dropout decisions. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Florida Atlantic University.

Braxton, J. M. (2000). Introduction. InJ. M. Braxton (Ed.), Reworking the Student
Departure Puzzle (pp. 1-8). Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press.

Braxton, J. M. and Caboni, T. C. (2005). Using student norms to create positive learning
environments. About Campus, January-February, 2-7.

Braxton, J. M., Hirschy, A. S. & McClendon, S. A. (2004). Understanding and Reducing
College Student Departure. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports, 30(3), 1-97.

Braxton, J. M., Sullivan, A. V., & Johnson, R. M. (1997). Appraising Tinto's theory of
college student departure. In J. C. Smart (Ed.), Higher education: A handbook of
theory and research (Vol. 12, pp. 107-164). New York: Agathon Press.

Brint, S., & Karabel, J. (1989). The diverted dream: Community colleges and the
promise of educational opportunity in America 1900-1985. New York: Oxford
University Press.



178

Campbell, M. (2002). The Academic Performance of Community College Transfer
Students at a Land Grant Institution. Dissertation retrieved electronically from

ProQuest Dissertations.

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2006). The Carnegie
Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. Retreived January 27, 2006
from www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications.

Carter, D. (2001). A dream deferred? Examining the degree aspirations of African
American and White college students. New York: Routledge Falmer.

Cash, R. W. & Bissel, H. L. (1985). Testing Tinto’s Model of Attrition on the Church-
Related Campus. Paper presented at the Annual Forum of the Association for
Institutional Research, Portland, OR.

Cejda, B. D. (2000). Use of the Community College in Baccalaureate Attainment at a
Private Liberal Arts College. Community College Journal of Research and
Practice, 24, 279-288.

Cejda, B. D. (1999). The Role of the Community College in Baccalaureate Attainment at
a Private Liberal Arts College. Community College Review, 27(1), 1-13.

Cejda, B. D. (1997). An Examination of Transfer Shock in Academic Disciplines.
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 21(3), 279-290.

Cejda, B. D. (1994). Reducing transfer shock through faculty collaboration: A case
study. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 18(2), 189-199.

Cejda, B. D. & Kaylor, A. J. (1997). Academic Performance of Community College
Transfer Students at Private Liberal Arts Colleges. Community College Journal
of Research and Practice, 21(7), 651-661.

Cejda, B. D., Kaylor, A. J. & Rewey, K. L. (1998). Transfer Shock in an Academic
Discipline: The Relationship between Student’s Majors and Their Academic
Performance. Community College Review 26(3), 1-14.

Chickering, A. W. & Reissner, L. (1993). Education and Identity. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Christie, R. (1999). The net effects of institutional type on baccalaureate degree
attainment: A study of the sophomore cohort of the 1980 NCES High School and
Beyond data. Dissertation retrieved electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

Chronicle of Higher Education (2005). The Almanac of Higher Education, 52(1), 3.
Retreived January 27, 2006 from
chronicle.com/weekly/almanac/2005/nation/nation.htm.



179

Clark, B. (1960). The “cooling-out” function in higher education. American Journal of
Sociology, 65, 569-576.

Cohen, A. M. & Brawer. F. B. (1996). The American Community College. Third
Edition. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Cohen, A. M. & Brawer. F. B. (1989). The American Community College. Second
Edition. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Cohen, A. M. & Brawer. F. B. (1982). The American Community College. First Edition.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Council for Christian Colleges and Universities. (2005). The State of Christian Higher
Education: Booming. Retrieved June 12, 2005 from www.cccu.org/about.

Cuccaro-Alamin, S. (1997). Postsecondary Persistence and Attainment. Findings from
"The Condition of Education, 1997," No. 13. Berkley, CA: MPR Associates.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED412859)

Davies, T. G. and Dickmann, E. M. (1998). Can we hear them? Do we listen?: Student
voices in the transfer process. Community College Journal of Research and
Practice, 22(5), 541-557.

Dennehy, M. (1999). Community College Enrollment from 1900 to 1982. Retreived
January 21, 2006 from faculty.tamu-commerce.edu/mdennehy/ccenrollment.html.

Diaz, P. (1992). Effects of transfer on academic performance of community college
students at the four-year institution. Community College Journal of Research and
Practice, 16(3), 279-291.

Doughtery, K. J. (1994). The contradictory college. The conflicting origins, impacts,
and futures of the community college. New York: State University of New York
Press.

Dougherty, K. J. (1992). Community colleges and baccalaureate attainment. Journal of
Higher Education, 63, 188-214.

Eaton, J. S. (1994). The fortunes of the transfer function: Community colleges and
transfer 1900-1990. In G. A. Baker III (Ed.). A handbook on community colleges
in America: 1900-1991. Its history, mission, and management. (pp. 28-40).
Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.

Eide, E., Goldhaber, D. & Hilmer, M. (2000). Can two-year college attendance lead to
enrollment and degree completion at more selective four-year colleges? Paper
presented at the meeting of the American Economics Association, New Orleans.



180

Elkins, S. A., Braxton, J. M. & James, G. W. (2000). Tinto’s separation stage and its
influence on first-semester college student persistence. Research in Higher
Education, 41(2), 251-268.

Ethington, C. (1997). A hierarchical linear modeling approach to studying college
effects. Higher education: Handbook of theory and research, 12, 165-194.

Flaga, C. T. (2006). The process of transition for community college transfer students.
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 30, 3-19.

Flaga, C. T. (2002). The Process of Transition for Community College Transfer
Students. Dissertation retrieved electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

Ganderton, P. T. and Santos, R. (1995). Hispanic College Attendance and Completion:

Evidence from the "High School and Beyond" Surveys. Economics of Education
Review, 14(1), 35-46.

Gerdes, H. & Mallinckrodt, B. (1994). Emothional, Social, and Academic Adjustment of
College Students: A Longitudinal Study of Retention. Journal of Counseling &
Development, 72, 281-288.

Glass J. C., Jr. & Harrington, A. R. (2002). Academic Performance of Community
College Transfer Students and "Native" Students. Community College Journal of
Research and Practice, 26, 415-430.

Gold, B. K. (1979). Academic performance of L.A.C.C. transfers entering the University
of California: a twelve year summary, 1966-78. ED 172885.

Graham, S. W. & Dallam, J. (1986). Academic probation as a measure of performance:
Contrasting transfer students to native students. Community/Junior College
Quarterly of Research and Practice, 10(1), 23-24.

Graham, S. W. & Hughes, J. A. (1994). Moving down the road: Community college
students’ academic performance at the university. Community College Journal of
Research and Practice, 18(5), 449-464.

Green, J. C. (2005). Research illuminates students’ spiritual search. CCCU Advance,
Fall, 1.

Green, P. E. (2001). Transfer Shock: A Study of Community College Transfer Students
During Their First Semester of Transfer to a Private Four-Year University.
Dissertation retrieved electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

Greenberg, M. (June 18, 2004). How the GI Bill changed higher education. The
Chronicle of Higher Education, 50(41), B9.



181

Grubb, W. N. (1991). The Decline of Community College Transfer Rates: Evidence
from National Longitudinal Surveys. Journal of Higher Education, 62(2), 194-
222.

Harrison, P. L. (1999). Transfer Experiences of Community College Transfer Students:
A Qualitative Study. Dissertation retrieved electronically from ProQuest
Dissertations.

Hartley, H. V. IIL. (2004). The Impact of Students’ Religious Faith and Practice on
Retention at Church-Related Institutions of Higher Education. Dissertation
retrieved electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

Hartmann, E. L. & Caple, R. B. (1969). Academic achievement of junior college transfer
students and native university students. Journal of College Student Personnel, 10,
378-381.

Hertel, J. B. (2002). College student generational status: Similarities, differences, and
factors in college adjustment. The Psychological Record, 52, 3-18.

Hill, J. (1965). Transfer shock: The academic performance of the junior college transfer.
Journal of Experimental Education, 33,201-216.

Hinshaw, G. D. (2003). Developmental and Non-Developmental Community College
Transfer Students' Performance and Experiences in Higher Education.
Dissertation retrieved electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

Hoachlander, G., Sikora, A. C., Horn, L. and Carroll, C. D. (2003). Community College
Students. (NCES Report No. 2003-164). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Education, Institute of Education Sciences.

Hoover, E. (2005). Half of seniors took courses elsewhere before enrolling at current
college. The Chronicle of Higher Education, 52(12), 12.

Hurtado, S., Carter, D. F. & Spuler, A. (1996). Latino student transition to college:
Assessing difficulties and factors in successful college adjustment. Research in
Higher Education, 37(2), 135-157.

Ishler, J.L. and Upcraft, M. L. (2005). The keys to First-Year Student Persistence. In
Upcraft, Gardner and Barefoot (Ed.). Challenging and Supporting the First-Year
Student. (pp. 27-46). S.F.: Jossey-Bass.

Keeley, E. J., IIl and House, J. D. (1993). Transfer Shock Revisited: A Longitudinal
Study of Transfer Academic Performance. Paper presented at the Annual Forum
of the Association for Institutional Research, Chicago, IL.



182

Knoell, D. M. & Medsker, L. L. (1965). From junior to senior college: A national study
of the transfer student. Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education.

Kuh, G. D. and Hu, S (2001). The Effects of Student-Faculty Interaction in the 1990s.
Review of Higher Education, 24(3), 309-332.

Laanan, F. S. (2004). Studying Transfer Students: Part I: Instrument Design and
Implications. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 28, 331-
351.

Laanan, F. S. (2001). Transfer Student Adjustment. New Directions for Community
Colleges, 114, 5-13.

Laanan, F. S. (1999). Does Age Matter? A Study of Transfer Students' College
Experience and Adjustment Process. Paper presented at Forum for the
Association for Institutional Research May 30, 1999.

Laanan, F. S. (1998). Beyond transfer shock: A study of student’s college experiences
and adjustment processes at UCLA. Dissertation retrieved electronically from
ProQuest Dissertations August 13, 2003.

Laanan, F. S. (1996). Making the Transition: Understanding the adjustment process of
community college transfer students. Community College Review, 23, 69-84.

Lee, V., Mackie-Lewis, C. & Marks, H. (1993). Persistence to the baccalaureate degree
for students who transfer from community college. American Journal of
Education, 102, 80-114.

Liu, R. & Liu, E. (2000). Institutional Integration: An Analysis of Tinto's Theory. Paper

presented at the Annual Forum of the Association for Institutional Research, May
2000.

Lotkowski, V. A., Robbins, S. B. & Noeth, R. J. (2004). The Role of Academic and Non-
Academic Factors in Improving College Retention. lowa City, IA: ACT Policy
Report.

Ma, S. Y. (2003). The Christian college experience and the development of spirituality
among students. Christian Higher Education, 2, 321-339.

Ma, S. Y. (1999). An explanatory study of student perceptions concerning their spiritual
Jformation within the Christian college experience. Dissertation retrieved
electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

Maddox, M. S. (1998). Academic and Social Integration of Community College Transfer
Students In A Four-Year Independent College. Dissertation retrieved
electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.



183

Mann, B. (1969). Student achievement: junior college transfers vs. university transfers to
theUniversity of Missouri-Columbia. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 043324)

Marsden, G. M. (1994). The soul of the American university. New York: Oxford
University Press.

McCormick, A. C. (1997). Changes in educational aspirations after high school: The
role of postsecondary attendance and context. Paper presented at the meeting of
the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Albuquerque, NM.

McCormick, A. C. (1996). Changes in educational expectations after high school:
Effects of postsecondary participation and institutional type. Dissertation
retrieved electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

McGraw, D. (1999). Easing the transition to a four-year university. U.S. News & World
Report, 127(8), 73.

Milem, J. F. & Berger, J. B. (1997). A Modified Model of College Student Persistence:
Exploring the Relationship Between Astin's Theory of Involvement and Tinto's
Theory of Student Departure. Dissertation retrieved electronically from
ProQuest Dissertations.

Miville, M. L..& Sedlacek, W. E. (1995). Transfer Students and Freshmen: Different or
Parallel Experiences? NASPA Journal, 32(2), 145-152.

Mohr, J. J.; Eiche, K. D. and Sedlacek, W. E. (1998). So Close, Yet So Far: Predictors of
Attrition in College Seniors. Journal of College Student Development, 39(4),
343-354.

Morris, H.J. (2003). Yes, there are second chances. U.S. News & World Report,
September 1, 506.

Morris, J. M. (2002). Academic Integration, Social Integration, Goal and Institutional
Commitment, and Spiritual Integration a Predictor of Persistence at a Christian
Institution of Higher Education. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Texas Tech
University.

Morris, J. M.; Smith, A. B. and Cejda, B. D. (2003). Spiritual Integration as a Predictor
of Persistence at a Christian Institution of Higher Education. Christian Higher
Education, 2,341-351.

Morris, J. M.; Beck, R. and Smith, A. B. (2004). Examining Student/Institution Fit at a
Christian University: The Role of Spiritual Integration. Journal of Education &
Christian Belief, 8(2), 87-100.



184

National Center for Education Statistics. (2005). The condition of education 2005.
(Report No. NCES 2005-094). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

National Center for Education Statistics. (2004). Digest of education statistics 2004.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

National Center for Education Statistics. (2003). The condition of education 2003.
(Report No. NCES 2003-067). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

National Center for Education Statistics. (1997). Women in mathematics and science.
(Report No. NCES 97-982). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Noel, L. & Levitz, R. (1985). Increasing student retention. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
Publishers.

Pace, C. R. (1984). Measuring the quality of college student experiences. Los Angeles:
UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation.

Pace, C. R. (1992). College student experiences questionnaire: Norms for the third
edition, 1990. Los Angeles: UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation.

Pascarella, E. T. (1985). College environmental influences on learning and cognitive
development: A critical review and synthesis. In J. Smart (Ed.), Higher
education: Handbook of theory and research (Vol. 1). New York: Agathon.

Pascarella, E. T.; M. Edison; A. Nora; L. S. Hagedorn and P. T. Terenzini (1998). Does
Community College Versus Four-Year College Attendance Influence Students'
Educational Plans?

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (2005). How college affects students — Volume 2: A
Third Decade of Research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1991). How college affects students: Findings and
insights from twenty years of research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pascarella, E. T. & Terenzini, P. T. (1983). Predicting voluntary freshmen year
persistence/withdrawl behavior in a residential university: A path analysis
validation of Tinto’s model. Journal of Educational Psychology, 75, 215-226.

Pascarela, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1980). Predicting freshman persistence and
voluntary dropout decisions from a theoretical model. Journal of Higher
Education, 51(1), 60-75.

Piland, W. (1995). Community college transfer students who earn bachelor’s degrees.
Community College Review, 23(3), 35-44.



185

Pincus, F. L. and Archer, E. (1989). Bridges to Opportunity: Are Community Colleges
Meeting the Transfer Needs of Minority Students? Washington, D.C.: Academy
for Educational Development.

Pope, J. (2006). Elite colleges focus on community colleges. Washington Post, March 6.
Retrieved electronically from washingtonpost.com on March 10, 2006.

Rhine, T. J., Milligan, D. M., and Nelson, L. R. (2000). Alleviating Transfer Shock:
Creating an Environment for more successful transfer students. Community
College Journal of Research and Practice, 24, 443-453.

Richardson, R. C., Jr. & Doucette, D. S. (1980). Persistence, performance, and degree
achievement of Arizona’s community college transfers in Arizona’s public
universities. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 197785)

Robbins, S. B., Lauver, K., Le, H., Davis, D., Langley, R. and Carlstrom, A. (2004). Do
Psychosocial and Study Skill Factors Predict College Outcomes?: A meta-
analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 130(2), 261-288.

Rouse, C. (1995). Tech Prep Career Passports for Rewarding Futures. NASSP Bulletin,
79(574), 39-45.

Schreiner, L. (2000). Spiritual fit. FIPSE - Through the Eyes of Retention, 10-12.

Showman, H. M. (1928). Junior college transfers at the University of California at Los
Angeles. California Quarterly of Secondary Education, 1V, 319-322.

Smedley, B. D., Myers, H. F., and Harrell, S. P. (1993). Minority-status stresses and the
college adjustment of ethnic minority freshmen. Journal of Higher Education,
64(4), 434-452.

Smith, E. C. (1999). Perceptions of Community College Transfer Students at the
University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Dissertation retrieved electronically from
ProQuest Dissertations.

Spady, W. G. (1970). Dropouts from higher education: An interdisciplinary review and
synthesis. Interchange, 1, 64-65

Stoecker, J. L. and Pascarella, E. T. (1991). Women's Colleges and Women's Career
Attainments Revisited. Journal of Higher Education, 62(4), 394-406.

Surette, B. J. (1997). The Effects of Two-Year College on the Labor Market and
Schooling Experiences of Young Men. Finance and Economics Discussion Series.

Washington, D.C.: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System.



186

Terenzini, P. T. (1980). An Evaluation of Three Basic Designs for Studying Attrition.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 21(3), 257-63

Terzian, A. (1991). Good practices in transfer education: A report from two- and four-
vear college and universities. Washington, D.C: American Council on Education.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 433640)

Thomas, S. (2000). Ties that bind: A social network approach to understanding student
integration and persistence. Journal of Higher Education, 71(5), 591-615.

Tinto, V. (2000). Looking at the university through different lenses. About Campus,
January/February, 2-3.

Tinto, V. (1998). Colleges as Communities: Taking research on student persistence
seriously. The Review of Higher Education, 21(2), 167-177.

Tinto, V. (1997). Classrooms as Communities: Exploring the educational character of
student persistence. The Journal of Higher Education, 68(6), 599-623.

Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Tinto, V. (1975). Dropout from higher education: A theoretical synthesis of recent
research. Review of Educational Research,45, 89-127.

Tisdell, E. J. (2003). Exploring spirituality and culture in adult and higher education.
S.F.: Josey-Bass.

Townsend, B. K. (1993). University practices that hinder the academic success of
community college transfer students. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the Association for the Study of Higher Education. Pittsburg, PA.

Townsend, B. K. (1995). Community college transfer students: A Case Study of
Survival. The Review of Higher Education, 18(2), 175-193.

Townsend, B. K., McNerty, N. and Arnold, A. (1993). Will This Community College
Transfer Student Succeed? Factors Affecting Transfer Student Performance.
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 17(5), 433-443.

Underwood, M. E. (1998). Indicators of Persistence and Success of Community College
Transfer Students Attending A Senior College. Dissertation retrieved
electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.



187

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System. (2004). Digest of Education Statistics,
2004.

Walter, K. L. (2000). Staying or leaving: A multilevel approach to explaining variation
in persistence rates among Christian college undergraduates. Dissertation
retrieved electronically from ProQuest Dissertations.

Wawrzynski, M. R. and W. E. Sedlacek (2003). Race and Gender Differences in the
Transfer Student Experience. Journal of College Student Development, 44(4),
489-501.

Whitaker, D. G. and Pascarella, E. T. (1994). Two-Year College Attendance and
Socioeconomic Attainment: Some Additional Evidence. Journal of Higher
Education, 65(2), 194-210.

Woosley, S. A. (2005). Making a Successful Transfer: Transfer Student Expectations &
Experiences. Columbia, S.C.: National Resource Center for the First-Year
Experience and Students in Transition.

Woosley, S. A. (2003). How important are the first few weeks of college? The long-term
effects of initial college experiences. College Student Journal, 37(2), 201-207.

Wright, R.E. (1995). Logistic Regression. In L.G. Grimm & P.R. Yarnold (Eds.),
Reading and Understanding Multivariate Statistics (pp. 217-243). Washington,
D.C.: American Psychological Association.

Young, W. (1974). Admissions of the transfer student. Personnel and Guidance
Journal, 43, 60-62.





