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CBAP1'ER I 

IHTRODUCTIOll 

Introduction .tQ. :tbil Problea 

Numerous studies completed during the past three dee-

ades have confirmed the growth and significance of the 

transfer student population in American colleges and univer­

sities (Anderson, 1983, 1984; Knepper, 1989; Peng, 1977, 

1978; Peng & Bailey, 1977; State of Illinois Board of Higher 

Education, 1990a). Today, 34% of full-time, entering fresh­

men to the two-year and four-year sectors leave their ori­

ginal institution after one year (Noel, Levitz, Saluri & 

Assoc., 1987) and only one-third of undergraduate degree 

recipients graduate from the institution at which they first 

matriculate· (U.S. Department of Education, 1986). Data from 

the National Longitudinal study of the High School Class of 

1972 indicate that 56 out of every 100 freshmen entering the 

four-year college sector leave their first institution with­

out receiving a degree, 44% within two years of matricula­

tion. Of these departures within two years, 42% transfer to 

another higher education institution; 14% stop out (leave 

for a time and then re-enroll or transfer to another 

college); and the remainder drop out completely from the 

system of higher education (Tinto, 1987). In the two-year 



college sector, approximately 73% of the entering students 

leave their first institution without completing a degree. 

of these departures, 42% transfer to other institutions 

within two years. The vast majority of these ( 81%) trans­

fer to four-year colleges or universities (Tinto, 1987). 

While the transfer population is clearly a significant 

one in higher education today, existing research on transfer 

students is extremely narrow in focus. Most studies have 

been limited to single institutions or geographical areas 

and have therefore failed to analyze the factors involved in 

student transfer from one college to another. Much of the 

research on transfer students was conducted during the 1960s 

and 1970s, and is sorely in need of updating. The bulk of 

these studies has examined the experiences, background char­

acteristics, academic performance and i>ersistence of commu­

nity college students who transfer to four-year ins ti tu­

tions. A few studies have looked at transfer among four­

year colleges (Anderson, 1983, 1984; Hendel, Teal & 

Benjamin, 1984; Holahan, Green & Kelley, 1983; Kocher & 

Pascarella, 1990; Peng, 1978), or from four-year to two-year 

institutions (Anderson, 1970; Kuznik, 1972; Peng, i978). 

All of these studies, however, have concentrated upon first­

time transfers who have moved from their original college or 

university to a second institution. 

Common to national, state and institutional studies is 

the aggregate presentation of data, which makes it 
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impossible to track the transfer movements of individual 

students or to distinguish transfers from dropouts. This 

results in a gross overstatement of attrition rates and 

understatement of transfer rates (Gilbert & Gomme, 1986; 

Lenning, Beal & Sauer, 1980: Metzner, 1984: Noel et al., 

1987; Tinto, 1987). Included in these data are a substan­

tial number of students who transfer not just once, but 

several times during the course of their collegiate careers 

(Kearney, 1988; Kuznik, 1972; Trent & Ruyle, 1965). 

Although no studies describe the multiple transfer 

student or the movements of this population, ·the large 

numbers of multiple transfers moving among colleges and uni­

versities today hold important implications for the students 

themselves, the institutions they transfer among, the states 

and the system of higher education. 

Iaplications Regard.ing .tU Indiyidual student 

Researchers have examined the positive and negative 

implications of transfer behavior for the individual student 

and have reached contradictory conclusions. Some studies 

show that transferring from college to college entails nu­

merous costs to the student, including l} •transfer shock,• 

the well-documented drop in students' grade point averages 

which occurs upon transfer to a new institution (Alba & 

Lavin, 1981; Anderson, 1983, 1984; Hills, 1965; Nolan & 
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Hall, 1978; Williams, 1973); 2) hiqher attrition and lower 

qraduation rates than native students (Anderson, 1983, 1984; 

Astin, 1975; Campbell, 1980; Knoell & Medsker, 1965); 3) a 

lonqer ti:ae period to earn a deqree (Anderson, 1983, 1984; 

Goodale & Sandeen, 1971; Knepper, 1989; Knoell & Medsker, 

1965; Tinto, 1987); 4) lowered early occupational attainaent 

(Kocher & Pascarella, 1990); 5) lower qrade point averaqes 

and lower levels of acadeJ1ic ability than students who do 

not transfer (Campbell, 1980; Cross, 1968); and 6) increased 

econoaic burdens, including difficulty obtaining financial 

aid and f oreqone earninqs due to delayed entry into the 

full-time labor force (Peng, 1977; Richardson & Bender, 

1987; Van Alstyne, 1974; Wechsler, 1989). 

These findings have bolstered long-standing negative 

societal and institutional attitudes toward transfer stu­

dents. Dearing ( 1975) reported that " ••• transfer students 

are somehow alien, immigrant, adopted, nouveau riche, con­

verted or Johnnies-come-lately whose claims and credentials 

are subordinate, inferior, or suspect" (p.l). Some of these 

beliefs concerning the supposed inferiority of transfer 

students may arise from traditional expectations that col­

lege students will enter the institution of their choice 

immediately after graduating from high school, remain there 

for four years and emerge with a baccalaureate degree in 

hand (Dearing, 1975; Knepper, 1989). Any deviation from 

this carefully programmed, sequential pattern of learning, 
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including transferring, is suspect. 

For every negative finding concerning transfer stu­

dents, a study showing positive effects of transfer behavior 

can be cited. Over the past several decades, the pre­

sumption that most college students graduate within four 

uninterrupted years of their matriculation has been contra­

dicted repeatedly (Campbell, 1980; Carroll, 1989; Eckland, 

1964; Knepper, 1989). Contrary to popular belief, there was 

a substantial amount of dropout, transfer and stopout acti­

vity even in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu­

ries (Thelin, 1984). Today, less than half of degree com­

pleters graduate within the expected four-year time frame. 

The average baccalaureate degree completion time is now four 

and one-half years (Knepper, 1989). While it is true that 

many of these delayed degree completions reflect the effects 

of transfer upon the time required to graduate (Knepper, 

1989; Tinto, 1987), this longer time period does not dis­

courage degree completion (Holahan et al., 1983; Knepper, 

1989). In fact, transferring among colleges has been shown 

by some researchers to improve the likelihood of degree 

attainment (Carroll, 1989; Knepper, 1989). 

Other positive aspects of transfer behavior which 

contradict the negative findings reported earlier have also 

been identified. Richardson and Bender (1987) found that 

attrition rates for black and Hispanic students who 
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trailsf erred from community colleges to four-year i.nsti tu­

t ions were lower than those of native minority students at 

the four-year institution. Alba and Lavin (1981) reported 

that two-year to four-year college transfers not only per­

formed as well. as natives in their junior year at the new 

institution, but were more likely to return for their senior 

year than the natives. Related studies have found that 

"transfer shock," the tendency of students' grades to drop 

following transfer, is mitigated by a corollary phenomenon 

entitled "transfer ecstasy," in which transfers' grade point 

averages predictably recover during their first year at the 

new institution (Nickens, 1972; Nolan & Hall, 1978). Trans­

fers' grades sometimes improve to the extent that they 

exceed those earned by native students (Holahan et al., 

1983). Once they enroll at a new institution, transfer 

students experience less problems than native students, and 

are better able to cope with difficulties when they arise 

(Conroe, 1976). 

cope and Hannah (1975) and Tinto (1982b) believe that 

transfer is often a very positive experience., which results 

from students' maturation and goal clarification processes. 

students are more likely to transfer when their 

socioeconomic status, academic achievement, motivation and 

creativity levels are high (Carroll, 1989; Knepper, 1989; 

Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1982a; Velez & Javalgi, 1987). In terms 

of occupational attainment, smart and Ethington (1985) found 
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that there were no differences in job stability, status or 

satisfaction between two-year college transfers and native 

four-year students in their sample who earned baccalaureate 

degrees. 

For the individual student, the economic and societal 

rewards of a college education have been well documented 

(Blau & Duncan, 1967; Leslie & Brinkman, 1986). However, 

the manner in which the transfer process fits into the 

educational attainment scenario has not been fully explored 

or understood (Campbell, 1980). Only recently has attention 

been focused on how students weigh the costs and benefits of 

attending a particular college, and how this weighing proc­

ess influences the decision to re-enroll there or to trans-

fer to a different institution. The.decision to transfer 

from one college to another may be influenced by personal, 

institutional, or environmental factors (Bean, 1982b). Col­

lege students are becoming more sophisticated, better­

informed consumers who do not hesitate to leave an institu­

tion when they perceive that the costs of remaining outweigh 

the benefits of transferring elsewhere (Janasiewicz, .1987; 

Noel et al., 1987). 

While a good fit between student and institutional 

characteristics along several dimensions can contribute to 

persistence (Cope & Hannah, 1975; Williams, 1984), research­

ers have identified a number of factors which can cause 
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incongruency between the student and institution, thus 

leading to transfer, stopout or dropout. Among these are 

institutional characteristics such as size, selectivity, 

type, control, level of bureaucracy, class size, quality of 

teaching, and social life; and individual factors such as 

educational aspiration, academic performance, and socioeco­

nomic status (Cope & Hannah, 1975; Fetters, 1977; Peng, 

1977). 

Incongruency between the student and the degree of 

academic challenge at an institution may lead to transfer to 

a more or less selective college or university (Noel et al., 

1987). Tinto (1987) theorized that a student's experience at 

her/his original college could lead to upward or downward 

transfer, depending upon how committed the student is to the 

goal of graduation and whether the_ student's goals are 

enhanced or diminished by positive or negative experiences 

at the first institution. 

Poor college choice has been identified as one of the 

primary reasons that students transfer out of their original 

institution (Bean, 1982a; Cope & Hannah, 1975; Hossler, 

1984; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987). Poor choice can cause 

incongruence, because it results in inaccurate student 

expectations of a college (Tinto, 1987). on the. other hand, 

poor choice may result from entering students' inflated and 

unrealistic expectations of academic and social life at an 

institution (Hossler, 1984; Noel et al., 1987; Peng, 1977). 
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This tendency on the part of students to misunderstand a 

college's social and academic environment has been shown to 

occur in both freshman and transfer student populations 

(Buckley, 1971; Donato, 1973; Litten, Sullivan & Brodigan, 

1983; Stern, 1968; Wisner, 1984; Zultowski & Catron, 1976). 

Unrealistic expectations can also result from college re­

cruitment literature which is difficult to comprehend, inac­

curate, or misleading (Comm & Schmidt, 1986; Johnson & 

Chapman, 1979; Litten, 1981). 

Inconsistencies between students' expectations and the 

institutional environment have been found to increase the 

likelihood of attrition (Shaw, 1968; Wisner, 1984). Peng 

( 1977) suggested that expectation incongruency concerning 

faculty quality and social life may contribute to transfer, 

and is most likely to result in transfer from one four-year 

college or university to another. students who transfer, 

and particularly those who transfer several times during 

their collegiate careers, apparently do not attain the de­

gree of linkage with their original institution(s) that will 

induce them to persist to graduation. This lack of congruen­

cy has generally been attributed to some form of failure on 

the part of the student or the institution (Tinto, 1982b). 

I111>lications .fQ1: Institutions 

Higher education institutions stand to benefit 
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substantially from the enrollment and retention of multiple 

transfer students - particularly in an era when many states' 

college-going populations are shrinking, federal and state 

policies concerning support of higher education are shif­

ting, and tuition is rising faster than the rate of infla­

tion. If the number of these students increases, the impact 

of the multiple transfer population on college enrollment 

management systems wi l·l grow. As competition between insti­

tutions intensifies, colleges which can most effectively 

identify multiple transfers' needs and expectations will 

attract these students from the institutions in which 

they are currently enrolled. 

Colleges and universities are beginning to realize 

that many students previously thought to be dropouts are 

actually transferring to other institutions (Bean, 1982a; 

Lenning et al., 1980; Metzner, 1984; Noel et al., 1987; 

Tinto, 1987). Researchers have estimated that between 20% 

and 75% of four-year college "dropouts" are really transfers 

(Cope, 1969; Everett, 1979; Iffert, 1957; Kowalski, 1977; 

Trent & Medsker, 1968) , and that a large number of these · 

students entered their first institution with the intention 

of transferring (Tinto, 1987; Wisner, 1984). Since trans­

fers often possess high levels of academic achievement, 

motivation and socioeconomic status (Carroll, 1989; Knepper, 

1989; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1982a; Velez & Javalgi, 1987), 

continuing losses of these students could adversely affect 

10 



. 
the quality of an institution's student body. Tinto (1982a) 

ref erred to the voluntary withdrawal/transfer behaviors of 

such students as a "brain drain" on the institutions they 

decide to leave (p. 697). Colleges are understandably in-

terested in retaining potential transfers and in discovering 

why they may decide to transfer. 

The loss of students through transfer affects colleges 

economically, cutting into tuition revenues and increasing 

recruiting costs. This is particularly true since transfer 

students are less likely to receive financial aid and more 

likely to pay full tuition than native students (Goodale & 

Sandeen, 1971; Peng, 1977; Richardson & Bender, 1987; Van 

Alstyne, 1974; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). Ultimately, 

academic program quality and institutional survival itself 

may be threatened by a net outflow of transfer students. 

Private colleges and universities, with comparably higher 

tuitions and enrollment-dependent budgets, are particularly 

vulnerable ·when they lose students (and potential future 

donors) to less expensive public institutions (Cope & 

Hannah, 1975; Dearing, 1975; Peng, 1978; Willingham & 

Findyikan, 1969). A number of studies indicate that trans­

fers, like other students today, are increasingly choosing 

to attend large, public, urban institutions (Carnegie Coun­

cil on Policy studies in Higher Education, 1982; Desler, 

1985; Peng, 1978; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969; Wisner, 

11 



1984). 

There is evidence of the importance of the transfer 

student population to individual institutions in the State 

of Illinois. Of all new undergraduate enrollments in Illi­

nois colleges and universities (excluding public two-year 

institutions) in fall 1989, 38% were transfer students. 

Al though nearly identical percentages of transfer students 

and first-time freshmen were accepted into the four-year 

public and private sectors of Illinois higher education, a 

much higher percentage of accepted transfers was actually 

enrolled. In public institutions, 68% of transfer appli­

cants were accepted and 67% of those accepted were enrolled 

in fall 1989 as opposed to 67% and 41% respectively for 

first-time freshmen. In multiple purpose private institu­

tions, 79% of transfer applicants were accepted and 67% 

enrolled, as compared to 73% accepted and 44% enrolled for 

freshmen (State of Illinois Board of Higher Education, 

1990a). 

The above data suggest that transfer students are a 

significant collegiate population. ·While transfers are as 

likely to be admitted to most institutions (at least in 

Illinois) as first-time freshmen, once accepted they are 

much more likely to attend the college to which they are 

admitted. In addition, institutions that advertise specifi­

cally for transfer students enroll twice as many and have 

lower reject and no-show rates of transfers than colleges 

12 



that do not advertise (Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). It 

may be that the experienced transfer student has a more 

specific view of what she/he desires in an institution and 

consequently applies to fewer colleges than the first-time 

freshman. Recruiting efforts which target transfers would 

appear to be highly rewarding to colleges and universities, 

perhaps even more so than those which focus on attracting 

students from the declining traditional age freshman popula­

tion. Recruitment of transfers, many of whom have attended a 

number of different institutions, will become a growing 

concern of enrollment managers in the years ahead·. 

Researcher.s have identified several institutional fac­

tors that contribute to high attrition and/or transfer-out 

rates. These include the curriculum (availability of a 

specific program of study or of preferred courses); quality 

of faculty and faculty availability outside the classroom; 

likelihood of obtaining financial aid; ease of using univer­

sity services; membership in campus organizations and 

communication of college policies (Bean, 1982b); as well 

as perceived academic quality; institutional selectivity; 

type; size; control; cost; location and religious affilia­

tion (Fetters, 1977; Lenning et al., 1980; Peng, 1978; 

Wisner, 1984). Many of these same factors have been shown 

to influence students' college choice (D. Chapman, 1981; 

Hossler, 1984). It follows that alteration of some of these 
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characteristics, when possible and appropriate, by an insti­

tution could improve its recruitment and retention rates 

of transfer students, while at the same time enhancing 

overall program quality. 

Iaplications .fm: :tU. States 

When examined from the viewpoint of a given state, the 

transfer is.sue takes on a different perspective. If stu­

dents transfer ·among institutions within the state (and 

particularly within the public sector), they are generally 

not considered dropouts from the state's point of view 

(Tinto, 1982b). However, when students transfer from an in-

·state public college to an in-state private institution, or 

to any out-of-state institution, they are often labeled as 

dropouts. Heavy state subsidization of public higher educa­

tion is aimed at encouraging resident students to enroll 

(and re-enroll) in public institutions, with the hope that 

these individuals will ultimately reside and work within the 

state (Fouts, 1990). Thus, migration of students to private 

or out-of-state institutions is viewed as undermining state 

goals. Out-of-state student migration is an especially 

crucial issue in states such as Illinois, which is a net 

exporter of students and is facing a projected enrollment 

decline (Davis, 1986). It has been reported that transfers 

account for 34% of interstate college migration within the 

United States, and that transfers migrate out of state at 
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twice the rate of new freshmen (Armenio, 1978). 

aysteJa-llide I111>lications 

The transfer issue is important to public policy 

makers in that student transfer patterns influence aggregate 

enrollment figures at both the state and federal levels. 

National and statewide postsecondary participation rates are 

frequently used as indices of quality of life and of econo­

mic competitiveness (Hossler, Braxton & Coopersmith, 1989). 

From the national perspective, the public interest is best 

served by maintaining a college-educated citizenry. The 

Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education 

(1982) stated that in addition to the higher incomes earned 

by college graduates and their larger representation in 

managerial and professional occupations, "the participation 

of college-educated adults in the cultural, political and 

organizational aspects of community life are important as­

sets in. a democratic society" (p. 237). 

In terms of the national interest, whether students 

graduate from their original institutions is of far less 

importance than the fact that they eventually do graduate, 

and transferring has been shown to improve students' chances 

of earning the baccalaureate degree (Carroll, 1989; Knepper, 

1989). students exhibiting lower levels of academic achieve­

ment are more likely to persist within the system if they 
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are able to transfer downward to institutions which are less 

demanding academically, and the reverse is true for high 

achieving students who are in need of a greater degree of 

academic challenge (Janasiewicz, 1987; Kuznik, 1972; Tinto, 

1987). Transfer can thus be viewed as very positive 

behavior, in that it enables students who would otherwise 

drop out to stay within the system of higher education. 

Anderson (1970) argued that "provisions should be made in a 

diversified system of higher education that will allow and 

encourage each student to move freely from one institution 

to another and to locate the program, student mix, and 

institutional climate that would allow him to realize his 

full potential" (p. 34). 

It is imperative that individual, institutional and 

state perspectives on the significance of transfer behavior 

be informed by a national, system-wide view. As Tinto 

(1982a) pointed out,· it is vital to distinguish between 

behaviors leading to transfer among institutions and those 

leading to permanent withdrawal from the wider system of 

higher education (p. 689). one failing of the persistence 

research is the continued reference to all departing stu­

dents as dropouts I regardless of their intentions. Most 

institutional studies fail to follow "dropouts" to find out 

whether they have transferred · to other institutions, and 

instead include transfers in aggregate attrition statistics. 

However, Campbell (1980) suggested that "while the number of 
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persons dropping out of a particular school may be of great 

local interest, it is of far more theoretical interest to 

know what happens to persons after they drop out" (p. 225). 

While the use of current attrition models may be appro­

priate in studying transfer from an individual institution, 

they do not allow researchers to look at the variety of 

interinstitutional transfers taking place within the system 

of higher education. Tinto (1982a) encouraged the develop­

ment of models to. "assess the interactive effects of exter­

nal educational opportunities (pull) upon the dropout/trans­

fer decisions of persons currently experiencing higher edu­

cation in specific institutional settings (push)" (p. 691). 

such an understanding is particularly important from a sys­

tem-wide perspective, as national attrition rates will re­

main grossly overstated until dropouts can be distinguished 

from transfers (Gilbert & Gomme, 1986; Tinto, 1987). 

Snpenry gf, Per&pectiyes 2D. llultiple Transfer Bebayior 

The tendency for many students to transfer several 

times during their collegiate careers raises several impor­

tant issues concerning these students, the institutions that 

they transfer among, the states, and the system of American 

higher education. It is clear that multiple transfer beha­

vior is a multidimensional process, and as such cannot 

easily be classified as completely positive or negative in 
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nature. Researchers have demonstrated that there are numer­

ous benefits, as well as costs, which can accrue to the 

student· who chooses to transfer. Individual colleges and 

universities, along with the states in which these institu­

tions are located, stand primarily to benefit if they suc­

ceed in attracting and retaining transfers, and have a great 

deal to lose if these students transfer to other institu­

tions or migrate out-of-state. From the national, systemic 

perspective, transferring is a positive phenomenon. The 

great diversity of American colleges and universities in 

terms of location, size, tuition costs, academic programs 

and competitiveness, among other factors, is a major na­

tional strength. This diversity allows students to transfer 

out of institutions which do not meet their needs and from 

which they probably would not graduate, and to transfer into 

colleges which provide a better student-institution fit and 

enhance their chances for graduation. 

Nearly all studies of transfer students to date have 

examined the behavior of first-time transfers, focusing on 

specific institutions or geographic regions (Fetters, 1977; 

Peng, 1977). In addition, most research has concentrated on 

students who transfer from two-year to four-year ins ti tu­

t ions. These limitations have prevented ~e development of a 

system-wide perspective of transfer behavior such as that 

recommended by Tinto. This study attempts to broaden exis­

ting knowledge of the transfer phenomenon through an 
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examination of the characteristics and interinsti tutional 

movements of multiple transfer students within the system of 

American higher education. 

The primary purpose of this study is to examine indi­

vidual and institutional factors influencing past choice and 

withdrawal behaviors of undergraduate multiple transfer 

students who enrolled at a large, public, urban, midwestern 

university in fall 1989. This research is exploratory in 

nature, as are all studies which examine new areas. There­

.fore, objectives and related research questions have been 

developed in place of hypotheses to provide a framework for 

the study design. Related research questions appear in 

Chapter III. 

The four J1ajor objectives of this study are as follows: 

1) To identify the most common interinstitut.ional en­

rollment/transfer patterns, in terms of institutional 

types, of multiple transfer students who enrolled at the 

subject institution in fall 1989, and to infer from the 

data patterns which could be used to predict . interinsti­

tutional movement of these student populations; 

2) To identify background variables (demographic and 
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academic) of multiple transfer students who enrolled at the 

subject institution in fall 1989, and to infer from the 

data background variables which could be used to predict 

the likelihood of multiple transfer behavior; 

3) To delineate the multiple transfer students' self­

reported reasons for choosing (transferring to) previous in­

stitutions attended; 

4) To delineate the multiple transfer students' self­

reported reasons for leaving (transferring from) previous 

institutions attended. 

The population for this study is composed of 906 

undergraduate students who transferred to the University of 

Illinois at Chicago (UIC) in fall 1989, and who had earned 

transfer credit from at least two other postsecondary insti­

tutions prior to enrolling at UIC. From this population, 

453 multiple transfer students were randomly selected for 

inclusion in the research sample. The sample size was later 

reduced to 424 due to institutional record keeping errors 

that incorrectly classified some first-time transfers as 

multiple transfers; supplied incorrect mailing addresses, 

resulting in undeliverable surveys; and included stude.nts 
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who never matriculated at UIC. 

Data concerning students in the sample population were 

collected from UIC's official records and from a ques­

tionnaire developed and pilot-tested by the researcher. 

surveys were m~iled to students at their home addresses and 

a followup process was used as recommended in Dillman's 

Total Design Method (1978). 

Since the multiple transfer student has not previously 

been studied, the primary focus of this research is to 

provide descriptive data concerning the characteristics and 

interinstitutional transfer patterns of this . population. 

Frequency analysis and crosstabulations are used to catego­

rize and graphically depict background data, institutional 

enrollment/transfer patterns and reasons for transferring; 

and chi-square analysis is used to identify significant 

differences among multiple transfer groups in terms of indi­

vidual characteristics and institutional enrollment/transfer 

patterns. 

Qefinition ~ T&rws 

The following descriptive terms are used throughout 

the study. Several of these terms have been derived from 

the research literature on college student transfer and 

attrition. Terms for which no sources are identified have 

been created specifically for use in this study. It is 

21 



important to note that these terms are not mutually exclu­

sive. For example, a horizontal transfer student may also 

be an upward transfer, and a student may be classified as a 

multiple transfer, a reverse transfer and a downward trans­

fer. 

!)Dropout - a student who leaves the system of higher educa­

tion prior to completing a specified course of study. 

2)Stopout - a student who leaves the system of higher educa­

tion for a semester or more and then reenrolls at his or 

her original institution (Tinto, 1987). 

3)Borizontal transfer - a student who transfers from a four­

year to another four-year, or a two-year to another two­

year institution (Peng, 1977). 

4 )Vertical transfer - a student who transfers from a two­

year to a .four-year institution (Peng, 1977; Peng & 

Bailey, 1977). 

5)Downward transfer - a student who transfers to a less 

selective institution (according to the average ACT/SAT 

scores of its entering class) (Janasiewicz, 1987; Kuznik, 

1972; Tinto, 1987). 

6)Upward transfer - a student who transfers to a more selec­

tive institution (according to the average ACT/SAT 

scores of its entering class) (Janasiewicz, 1987; Kuznik, 
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1972; Tinto, 1987). 

?)Reverse transfer - a student who transfers from a four­

year to a two-year institution (Kuznik, 1972; Peng, 

1978). 

8 )Native student - a student who remains continuously 

enrolled at the institution at which she/he originally 

matriculated (Anderson, 1983, 1984; Conroe, 1976; Knoell & 

Medsker, 1965). 

9)Multiple. transfer - a student who attended and received 

transfer credit from two or more colleges or uni versi ti.es 

prior to attending the subject institution. 

lO)Sandwich :multiple transfer ~ a student who either attends 

two institutions simultaneously or who matriculates at 

one ins ti tut ion, transfers elsewhere and then returns 

to her/his original institution at some point in time. 

ll)Conventional :aultiple transfer - a student whose movement 

from one institution to another is sequential and distinct. 

significance .o.f .tbA §.tudy 

No previous research has been conducted on multiple 

transfer students, despite indications that this population 

is a significant one in American colleges and universities. 
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Although researchers are beginning to acknowledge that stu­

dents frequently do transfer more than once (e.g., Kocher & 

Pascarella, 1990; Smart & Pascarella, 1987), no published 

studies have addressed the background characteristics of 

this population, types of institutions that multiple trans­

fer students move among, or reasons for their behavior. The 

identification of variables related to multiple transfer 

among institutions is of interest to colleges and universi­

ties that receive large numbers of these students, as well 

as to those experiencing net losses of such populations. 

More knowledge of the factors involved.in multiple transfer 

behavior would enable both groups of institutions to design 

appropriate intervention programs. As described earlier, 

the multiple transfer phenomenon also has implications for 

higher education systems insofar as it involves student 

migration among states. 

As no single body of literature describes the multiple 

transfer population, several streams of research have been 

brought together to provide a theoretical framework for this 

study. The literature on student persistence, college 

choice, college student migration and transfer student be­

havior contains a number of overlapping variables and con­

cepts. Congruency or incongruency between the student and 

institution has been shown to interrelate with student ex­

pectations, college choice and persistence (Cope & Hannah, 
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1975; Hossler, 1984; Peng, 1977; Williams, 1984). 

Various student and institutional characteristics have 

been linked to initial college choice, transfer behavior, 

and withdrawal from the system of higher education. While 

Bean's (1982b) and Tinto's (1975, 1987) theoretical models 

account for some of the factors involved in a student's 

decision to transfer from an institution (ref erred to 

earlier as the "push"· variable by Tinto ( 1987)), they fail 

to address the factors which might "pull" the student to a 

subsequent college or university. Conversely, while little 

of the literature on college choice focuses on transfer 

students, the theory-based models which have been developed 

(D. Chapman, 1981; Hossler, 1984; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; 

Kotler & Fox, 1985) have been shown to apply to first-time 

transfers (Becker, 1988; Smith, 1987). 

While transfer students are often considered dropouts 

from the standpoint of individual institutions, they are 

ultimately persisters within the system of higher education 

(Tinto, 1987). A study of multiple transfer students, who 

experience the choice and attrition cycle several times over 

the course of their collegiate careers, may be a valuable 

tool for bringing together theory and its practical applica­

tion in the areas of student persistence and college choice. 
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Lillitations Q.f :tU study 

This study is limited in certain ways, as all research 

projects are. First of all, generalizability of the study 

is limited due to its use of one student cohort from a 

single institution (a public, urban commuter university 

located in the midwest). However, this limitation is miti­

gated to some extent by the fact that individual students 

within the cohort have transferred to the subject institu­

tion from a large number and variety of other colleges and 

universities. This characteristic provides a comprehensive, 

longitudinal, system-wide perspective lacking in other 

studies of transfer student behavior. 

Another limiting factor is the ~ ~ nature of the 

responses given to the survey by multiple transfer students. 

As explained by Peng (1977) in his national, longitudinal 

study of transfer movement between higher education institu­

tions, " ..• to accept post~ explanations provided by 

students for transferring may be a questionable practice 

because of the complexity of the transfer phenomenon and the 

natural tendency for persons to rationalize behavior which 

might be regarded by others as failure" (p. 39). However, 

as Peng pointed out, such data can be extremely useful in 

that they suggest some of the prior factors which may be 

responsible for transfer behavior. 

Other potential limitations result from the use of 
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survey research, and include response selectivity (whether 

respondents differ significantly from nonrespondents); so­

cial desirability bias (tendency for respondents to provide 

socially desirable answers); and instrument bias due to the 

local design of the survey (Dillman, 1978). Response 

selectivity was reduced from the outset because of the 

homogeneity of the population, its high level of education, 

and its inherent-interest in the topic of multiple transfer. 

In addition, characteristics of nonrespondents available 

through institutional records were compared to those of 

respondents in order to ascertain the degree of difference 

between the two groups. Social desirability bias was care­

fully monitored, since multiple transfer behavior could be 

inferred by respondents to be socially undesirable behavior. 

Avoidance of this form of bias was accomplished through 

careful wording and placement of survey questions. Finally, 

the internal validity of the instrument was assured through 

submission of proposed questions to experts in the areas of 

persistence and college choice and through pre-testing of a 

representative sample of the fall · 1988 entering multiple 

transfer student population at the subject institution. 

organization .Q.f .tU study 

Chapter I has presented an introduction to the study, 

provided a conceptual framework and delineated research 
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objectives. Chapter II will review the relevant literature 

on college student attrition, transfer behavior, the college 

choice process and student migration in order to provide a 

theoretical rationale and context for this study. Chapter 

III will present a detailed description of the research 

design utilized in conducting the study; Chapter IV will 

describe the analysis of data and results of the study; and 

Chapter V will summarize the study, describe conclusions 

drawn from the research, and discuss the practical applica­

bility of the findings. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Beyond a few references to the fact that some college 

students transfer more than once (Holahan & Kelley, 1974; 

Kocher & Pascarella, 1990; Smart & Pascarella, 1987; Trent & 

Ruyle, 1965), no literature exists concerning multiple 

transfer students in institutions of higher education. The 

purpose of this chapter is to combine what little is known 

about this population with research in the areas of transfer 

students, student migration, college choice and persistence 

in order to construct a theoretical base for the study. 

%bil Kultiple Transfer StuOent 

Today's multiple transfer student population may well 

trace its origins to a unique group of students who attended 

German universities in the seventeenth century as part of 

the Lehrnfreiheit, or "freedom of learning" tradition. As 

Rudolph (1962) described it, this system 

••• freed the German student to roam from university to 
univer~ity, to take what courses he would, and to be 
free from all those restrictions, characteristic of the 
English and American collegiate way, that were hostile 
to an atmosphere of dedicated study and research 
(p. 412). 
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While it is possible that today's multiple transfer 

student is an heir to the Lehrnfreihei t tradition, it may 

also be the case that multiple transfer behavior is a com­

plex phenomenon which reflects the increasinqly mobile na­

ture of American society (Dearinq, 1975; Willinqham & 

Findyikan, 1969). 

The first mention of multiple transfer in the litera­

ture appeared in 1965~ Trent and Ruyle (1965), in a nation­

wide study of attendance patterns of students who entered 

colleqe in 1959, were surprised to find that a number of 

students in their sample had transferred two or more times. 

In a study which described the demoqraphic characteristics 

of students transferrinq to the University of Texas at 

Austin (UTA), Holahan and Kelley (1974) discovered that over 

29% of survey respondents had attended at least two other 

colleqes prior to transferrinq to UTA. Finally, Kuznik 

(1972) surveyed reverse transfer students who had moved from 

four-year institutions to Iowa community colleqes. He found 

that 74% of male and 55% of female reverse transfers planned 

to return to a four-year colleqe or university to finish 

their baccalaureate deqree. However, only 16% of the males 

and 7% of the females planned to return to their oriqinal 

four-year colleqe. 

Conroe ( 1976) and Zultowski and Catron ( 1976) ex­

cluded multiple transfers from their examinations of tr~ns­

fer student problems and expectations. While Zultowski and 
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Catron did not explain the exclusion, Conroe stated that the 

removal from his population of students who had attended 

more than one institution was designed to "rule out the 

influence of factors other than simple adjustment" ( 1976' 

p.320). 

The multiple transfer phenomenon has been referred to 

in recent studies by Kocher and Pascarella (1990) and Smart 

and Pascarella (1987). In their study of how transferring 

among four-year colleges impacts educational, occupational 

and economic achievement of black and white college stu­

dents, Kocher and Pascarella included a quantitative varia­

ble entitled "transfer behavior" (defined as the number of 

four-year colleges attended). These researchers collected 

their data from Cooperative Institute Research Program 

(CIRP) surveys completed by students who entered college in 

1971, and who were surveyed again in 1980. Results showed 

that transfer among four-year institutions negatively impac-

ted educational attainment. Indirect negative effects 

included an inhibiting influence on social involvement; 

less interaction with faculty and staff during college; 

and lower occupational status upon graduation. However, 

Kocher and Pascarella found that transfer to a more selec-
' . 

tive college or university could potentially enhance, rather 

than diminish, a student's level of educational attainment 

(p. 175). This study was limited by Kocher and Pascarella's 
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quantitative operational measure of transfer behavior, de­

fined as the number of colleges attended. Even though this 

measure was used, the researchers did not address the manner 

in which multiple transfer among institutions would affect 

educational and occupational attainment. 

Like Kocher and Pascarella, Smart and Pascarella 

(1987) took the number of institutions attended by each 

individual into account in their study. These researchers 

examined the factors associated with adults' intentions to 

resume their college education, usi~g 1971 and 1980 CIRP 

survey data. In contrast to Kocher and Pascarella's study, 

smart and Pascarella's findings reflected multiple transfer 

behavior. They discovered that "the intention of men and 

women to resume their college education is strongly inf lu­

enced by the number of colleges they have attended," and 

that this intention "appears to be strongly influenced by 

the unfulfilled attainment of degree aspirations at the time 

they were freshmen and their persisting efforts to realize 

these aspirations reflected in their sustained enrollment at 

several colleges during the intervening nine-year period" 

(1987, p.317). 

The need to examine the multiple transfer student 

population more closely was suggested in a study of transfer 

students to the School of the Art Institute of Chicago 

(Kearney, 1988). This study revealed that many of the stu­

dents were not first-time transfers, but had attended two or 
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more other institutions prior to transferring to the School 

of the Art Institute. When surveyed regarding their reasons 

for attending and leaving their previous colleges; virtually 

all the respondents described institutional characteristics 

that had failed to meet their initial expectations. Reasons 

for transferring included the unavailability of specific 

courses or academic programs, perceived lack of quality of 

the faculty or of the institution overall, cost and loca­

tion. Reasons for choosing subsequent institutions focused 

positively on these same characteristics and emphasized, in 

addition, the academic reputation of the chosen college(s). 

n.. Tr8nsf er Process 

The literature on first-time _transfer students has 

primarily examined the experiences of community college 

students who transfer to four-year institutions, rather .than 

those of transfers among four-year colleges or from four­

year to two-year institutions. In addition to being narrow 

in focus, most of this research was conducted during the 

1960s and 1970s, and is sorely in need of updating. Most 

studies which have been conducted have been limited to 

single institutions or geographical areas. These single 

institution studies have generally failed to analyze the 

factors involved in student transfer from one college to 

another. Once an individual 
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institution, she or he has rarely been followed to determine 

the type of institution entered, subsequent academic perfor-

mance or progress toward graduation. Even community col-

leges, which promote transfer to four-year institutions as a 

primary part of their missions, have generally failed to 

monitor the progress of their transfer students (Nora & 

Rendon, 1988). 

There are few statewide or nationwide studies of 

transfer students in existence. Those states that do col­

lect transfer data generally do not present it in a uniform 

manner (Kintzer & Wattenbarger, 1985). common to national, 

state and institutional studies is the aggregate presenta­

tion of data, which makes it impossible to track the trans­

fer movements of individual students (State of Illinois 

Board of Higher Education, 1990b). This scenario is compli­

cated by a failure to define the term "transfer student" in 

a consistent manner in national, state or institutional 

reports (Burt, 1972; .111§. Chronicle Q.f. Higher Education, 

March 28, 1990). 

Research which has been done on the first-time trans­

fer student has concentrated on student background charac-

teristics, 

population. 

academic performance and expectations of this 

The bulk of this research has compared charac-

teristics of community college transfer students with those 

of native four-year college students who entered the 
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institution directly from high school. Other studies have 

examined transfer rates according to institutional type, and 

have looked at the bureaucratic, economic and academic bar­

riers students face when transferring among colleges. 

Background Characteristics Qf. Transfer students 

Several comprehensive studies conducted during the 

1970s attempted to identify demographic and academic back­

ground characteristics of community college transfer stu­

dents. Holmstrom and Bisconti ( 1974) used national, 

longitudinal CIRP data to examine the characteristics of 

students who transferred from two-year to four-year institu­

tions. These transfers were compared to two-year college 

students who did not transfer. Holmstrom and Bisconti found 

that transfers to four-year institutions differed from non­

transfers in their high financial, academic and professional 

aspirations, characteristics shared with native four-year 

college freshmen. Additional background factors which 

transfers in this study had in common with four-year natives 

were good high school grade point average, high socioecono­

mic status, and well-educated parents. Finally, two-year to 

four-year transfers, like their native four-year college 

counterparts, tended to be younger; male; and. from urban 

backgrounds. 

Another researcher who employed CIRP data in an .at­

tempt to differentiate transfer students from nontransfers 

35 



was van Alstyne ( 1974). Unfortunately, she lumped grad-

uates, persisters (students who were still working on their 

undergraduate degree) and dropouts together into a category 

entitled "nontransfers. 11 In addition, she failed to differ­

entiate between transfers from two-year and four-year insti­

tutions, instead classifying as transfers "all those who 

indicated ••.• that they had transferred to another institu­

tion within the four years after college entry" (p.12). Van 

Alstyne found that the transfers were primarily white; male; 

had better educated parents; and had higher college grade 

point averages (but lower high school grades) than 

nontransfers. Overall, transfers and nontransfers were 

found by Van Alstyne to be similar in terms of demographic 

characteristics, academic performance, attitudes and socio­

economic status. 

Peng and Bailey (1977) compared community college 

transfers to four-year college natives, using data from the 

National Longitudinal study (NLS) of the high school class 

of 1972. They found that native students who attended four­

year institutions immediately after graduating from high 

school had higher aptitude levels, high school grade point 

averages, educational aspirations and socioeconomic statuses 

than the community college transfers. Also using 1972 NLS 

data, Velez and Javalgi (1987) assessed the effects of 

various background characteristics on a student's odds of 
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transferring from a two-year to a four-year institution. 

These researchers found that blacks and Hispanics were more 

likely to transfer than similar white students, and that 

transfers were most likely male; Jewish; of high socioecono­

mic backgrounds; had good high school and college grades; 

and had high educational and occupational goals. They also 

found that transfers were generally given high amounts of 

parental encouragement to pursue a college education, tended 

to have work/study positions and lived on campus. 

The only studies which examined how background charac­

teristics of transfers from community colleges and four-year 

institutions differed from one another and from those of 

nontransfers were authored by Peng (1977, 1978). Peng clas­

sified nontransf ers into three groups: persisters (those 

who were enrolled in the same college from October 1972 

through October 1974); graduates (two-year college students 

who had completed an Associate' s degree but who did not 

continue their education in October 1974); and withdrawals 

(students who were enrolled in college in October 1972, were 

no longer enrolled in October, 1974~ and had not received a 

degree). 

Peng, using NLS of 1972 data, categorized transfer 

students into four groups: transfers from four-year to two­

year institutions; from two-year to four-year institutions; 

from four-year to four-year institutions and from two-year 

to two-year institutions. When these four categories of 
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transfer students were examined, Peng found that their back­

ground characteristics differed. His findings were similar 

to those of Holmstrom and Bisconti (1974) in that two-year 

to four-year college transfers had higher socioeconomic and 

academic aspiration levels, better high school and college 

grades, and were more likely to be white and to major in 

academic fields - characteristics resembling those of four­

year college freshmen - than their counterparts who remained 

in two-year colleges without transferring. In contrast, 

four-year to two-year (reverse) transfers included more 

Hispanics and students with lower high school and college 

grade point averages. When compared with four-year college 

withdrawers, reverse transfers had higher socioeconomic 

status levels, aptitude scores and educational aspirations; 

but when compared with four-year college persisters, reverse 

transfers earned lower high school and college grades. 

Peng found that four-year to four-year college trans­

fers differed from native four-year students who persisted 

on a number of background dimensions. Four-year to four-

year college transfers were more likely to be female: white; 

of higher socioeconomic status backgrounds: and to have 

better college grades and higher educational aspiration 

levels than persisters. However, these·transfers generally 

had lower aptitude test scores than persisters. Overall, 

Peng found that transfer students differed from those who 
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persisted and those who withdrew on socioeconomic status, 

aspiration and academic performance variables. The pattern 

of these differences, however, depended largely upon the 

type of transfer movement taking place. 

A number of other studies, primarily conducted at sin­

gle institutions, have sought to identify characteristics of 

transfer students. The majority of these have echoed the 

findings of the national, longitudinal studies described 

above. Although findings have varied somewhat depending 

upon the type of transfer movement (e.g., two-year to four­

year college as opposed to four-year to two-year) and the 

student populations being compared (e.g., two-year and four­

year college transfers as opposed to four-year college na­

tives and two-year college transfers), the following charac­

teristics have been identified by researchers seeking to 

describe transfer students: 

1) Male (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Knepper, 1989; 

Lee & Frank, 1990; Van Alstyne, 1974; 

1987); 

Velez & Javalgi, 

2) White (Peng, 1977; Van Alstyne, 1974); 

3) Young (traditional age) (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Preston, 1976; Wisner, 1984); 

4) High socioeconoaic status (Carroll, 1989; 

Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Lee & Frank, 1990; Peng, 1977; 

Velez & Javalgi, 1987); 

39 



5) Hiqhly educated parents (Holmstrom & Bisconti , 

1974; Metzner, 1984; Nora & Rendon, 1988; Van Alstyne, 1974; 

Wisner, 1984); 

6) Hiqh hiqh school qrade point averaqe 

Bisconti, 1974; Lee & Frank, 1990; Peng, 

Javalgi, 1987); 

(Holmstrom & 

1977; Velez & 

7) High colleqe qrade point averaqe (Peng, 1977; Van 

Alstyne, 1974; Velez & Javalgi, 1987); 

8) High acade•ic aspirations (plans to attain at least 

a bachelor's deqree) (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Lee & 

Frank, 1990; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987; Velez & Javalgi, 1987; 

Wisner, 1984). 

Other descriptions of transfer student characteristics 

in the literature have centered on personality attributes. 

A study conducted by Rose and Elton (1970) examined the 

personality characteristics of transfers from community col­

leges to four-year institutions, as well as those of trans­

fers among four-year colleges and universities. When these 

researchers administered the Omnibus Personality Inventory 

to students transferring to the University of Kentucky, they 

found that the personality factor scores of two-year and 

four-year transfers were very similar to one another. 

In studies that have not differentiated between commu­

nity college and four-year college transfers, these students 

have been described as being "highly motivated and 
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determined" (Knepper, 1989); "creative" (Tinto, 1982~); "am­

bitious, high achievers, careful planners, curious and fun­

loving" (Wisner, 1984); and as "self-selected persisters" 

who possess maturity as well as specific academic and career 

goals (Volkweip, King & Terenzini, 1986, p. 427). Dearing 

( 1975) referred to transfer students . as "venturesome young 

who for many reasons desire to vary the location of their 

academic study rather than being constrained by loyalty, 

timorousness, or economy to remain in a single institution" 

(p. 4). In this respect today's transfer student may indeed 

be reminiscent of the seventeenth century students of the 

Lehrnfreiheit movement. 

To balance these glowing descriptions of transfer stu­

dent characteristics, a number of negative traits have ap­

peared in the literature. The majority of these studies 

have concerned community college transfers to four-year in­

stitutions. Cross ( 1968) , in her study of transfers from 

two-year colleges, found that these students came from lower 

socioeconomic backgrounds; possessed less academic ability; 

received poorer grades; and had lower confidence levels than 

their native four-year college counterparts. In another, 

more recent study, Johnson (1987) described transfers from 

community colleges to a large, urban commuter university as 

less confident socially and academically and more vocation­

ally oriented than native four-year students. Finally, 

Campbell (1980) found that students who transferred out of 
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the University of Wisconsin at Madison had lower levels of 

academic ability and lower grades than those who persisted. 

Al though a number of student background characteris­

tics have been identified as predictors of transfer behav­

ior, several researchers have maintained that these charac­

teristics are less important in determining transfer than a 

student's experiences at the institution from which she/he 

transfers. In their study of the intellectual growth of 

transfer students at SONY Albany, Volkwein et al. ( 1986) 

concluded that student background and pre-college variables 

had little importance in determining students' intellectual 

growth when compared to the influences of college experien­

ces and student-faculty interaction. Volkwein et al. po­

sited that "as students advance in th~ir college years, the 

influence of differences in their backgrounds becomes less 

and the influence of college experiences becomes greater" 

(p. 428). Holmstrom and Bisconti ( 1974) found in their 

national, longitudinal study that "background factors, about 

which we know a great deal, are less important determinants 

[of transfer] than experiences at the junior college, about 

which we know considerably less" (p. 35). Finally, in her 

longitudinal study of the high school class of 1972, Knepper 

( 1989) found that the type of postsecondary institution a 

transfer student entered and the associated opportunity for 

success at that institution were more important to the 
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student's chances of graduation than individual background 

factors ( p. 22). 

,Acaciellic Perfor11ance Qf. Transfer Students 

Like the research on transfer student background char­

acteristics, most studies on the academic performance of 

transfers have been conducted at single institutions and 

have examined students who transfer from community colleges 

to four-year institutions. Frequently, the performance of 

these transfers has been compared with that of native four­

year college students. 

The earliest research in this area described a phe­

nomenon known as "transfer shock;" the tendency for commu­

nity/junior college transfer students' grade point aver­

ages to drop following their matriculation at a four-year 

institution. Transfer shock was first documented by Hills 

(1965), who reviewed 20 existing studies of junior college 

transfer performance and found that transfer shock occurred 

in the great majority of cases. Although their grades 

generally improved after their first semester at the four­

year institution, junior college transfers did not do as 

well academically as native students or transfers from four­

year colleges. 

Since Hills' research was published, the existence of 

transfer shock has been substantiated by many other indi­

viduals (Alba & Lavin, 1981; Anderson, 1983, 1984; Hartmann 

43 



& Caple, 1969; Illinois Community College Board, 1986; Nolan 

& Hall, 1978; Peng, 1977; Sheehan & Reti, 1974; Webb, 1971). 

Findings from Peng's (1977) national, longitudinal study of 

transfer students confirmed the existence of transfer shock 

in students who transferred from two-year to four-year in­

stitutions. However, Peng qualified his findings by point­

ing out that community college transfers tend to have lower 

high school grades and lower scores on academic aptitude 

tests than students who go directly to four-year ins ti tu­

tions, and therefore could be expected to achieve lower 

college grades than native students. 

There is evidence that transfer shock varies according 

to student ability level and the type of institution stu­

dents attend prior to transferring. In his study of trans­

fers to the University of Illinois at Chicago, Anderson 

( 1983, 1984) discovered that the grade point averages of 

transfers from four-year institutions recovered more quickly 

than those of two-year transfers. These findings agreed 

with those of Hills (1965). Holahan and Kelley (1978) 

studied the academic achievement of three groups of trans­

fers to a large state university: transfers from. two-year 

public, four-year public and four-year private institutions. 

They discovered that the transfers from. four-year, private 

colleges were best able to cope with the academic demands of 

the university. 
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Holahan et al. (1983) used longitudinal data collected 

over a six-year period at a large state university to 

analyze the academic performance of transfer students. 

These researchers found that community college transfers 

consistently earned lower grade point averages than native 

students. However, four-year college transfers earned 

grades superior to those of the natives. Holahan et al. 

concluded that the b~st predictor of a transfer student's 

academic success at the new institution was the student's 

grade point average at the time of transfer. 

Verifying a phenomenon named "transfer ecstasy" by 

Nickens (1972), Nolan and Hall (1978) reported that communi­

ty college transfers who completed at least 30 hours before 

and 30 hours following transfer earned grade point averages 

almost identical to those of four-year native students. 

These students were found to perform better at the four-year 

institution than they had at the community college. Similar 

results were reported by Richardson and Douchette (1982), 

who studied two-year college transfers to three Arizona 

public universities. 

Given the predictable recovery of most students' 

grades following transfer to a new institution, researchers 

have questioned whether transfer shock can be attributed to 

something other than a lower level of academic ability or 

poorer preparation on the part of transfer students. Hills 

( 1965), Nickens ( 1972) and Willingham ( 1972) agreed that 
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transfer shock could be a function of lower grading stan­

dards prevalent in the community colleges. Richardson and 

Bender (1987) theorized that liberal, norm-referenced grad­

ing standards, when combined with 1 iberal withdrawal 

policies, might contribute to disparities between grades 

earned by community college transfers before and after 

transfer. Willingham (1972) suggested that transfer shock 

could simply be the result of students' entering a new and 

different academic environment. Finally, the Illinois Com­

munity College Board (1986), in a five-year study of trans­

fers from Illinois two-year to Illinois four-year institu­

tions, concluded that the magnitude of grade point decline 

experienced by transfer students may have been influenced by 

the large number of student withdrawals shortly after trans­

fer to four-year institutions. Students who withdrew at 

this time tended to demonstrate the greatest grade point 

declines; those who remained and eventually graduated expe­

rienced the lowest declines • 

.Expectations 2f. Transfer Stu<lents 

Like new freshmen, transfer students from both commu­

nity colleges and four-year institutions appear to have 

idealized, unrealistic expectations of what a college will 

be like academically and socially. This phenomenon was de­

scribed as the "freshman myth" by Stern (1968), who 
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developed an instrument entitled the College Characteristics 

Index (CCI) to measure student expectations. Stern found 

that although upperclassmen "are aware of the striking and 

distinctive characteristics of their own schools as compared 

with others" (p.42), freshmen have no idea of how their 

college is unique. Chapman and Baranowski (1977) used 

Stern's CCI to compare the experiences of freshmen with the 

perceptions of upperclassmen at Syracuse University. They 

found that freshmen who completed college courses during 

high school were closer to upperclas~men in their expecta­

tions of the academic environment of the college, but were 

no more advanced than other freshmen in their expectations 

of the college's social atmosphere. 

Chapman and Baranowski's study might lead one to spec­

ulate that transfer students, who have experienced both the 

intellectual and nonintellectual components of college life, 

will have more realistic expectations than first-time fresh­

men. However, according to several researchers this is not 

the case. Buckley ( 1971) compared freshman and transfer 

student expectations of a large state university, using 

Stern's CCI. This researcher did not differentiate between 

transfers from two-year and four-year institutions. Buckley 

found that the transfers in his sample, like the new fresh­

men, greatly exaggerated their expectations of the academic 

and social climate of the university, and labeled this 

phenomenon the "transfer myth." Buckley's study was 
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replicated by zultowski and Catron (1976), who also used 

Stern's CCI. These researchers attempted to find out wheth­

er the transfer myth was specific to community college 

transfer students, or whether it extended to transfers who 

originated in four-year institutions. Students who had 

transferred from more than one institution were excluded 

from this study. Zul towski and Catron concluded that the 

transfer myth was common to transfers of all types, and was 

not influenced by the type of institution a student 

transferred from. Pate ( 1970) speculated that the reason 

transfers' expectations are so inflated is that these stu­

dents are still searching for an institution to fulfill 

their image of the "perfect college;" an image their pre­

vious institution failed to live up to (p. 461). 

The existence of exaggerated transfer student expecta­

tions has been confirmed by several researchers since it 

first came to light in 1971, including Donato (1973) using 

Stern's CCI and Anstett (1973) using the College and Univer-

sity Environmental Scales (CUES). However, the literature 

has been unclear concerning the source of inaccurate trans­

fer student expectations. Pervin ( 1966) speculated that 

accurate, as well as inaccurate, expectations emerge from 

demographic, personality and intellectual variables. stern 

(1968) and Chapman and Baranowski (1977) cited family, 

friends and high school counselors (all of whom tend to 
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perceive college life in idealistic terms) as the sources of 

student expectations. More recent research in the area of 

college choice has identified the importance of college re­

cruitment publications in forming students' perceptions of 

what life at a given college will be like. When these 

publications are misleading, difficult to comprehend or 

inaccurate, unrealistic student expectations may result 

(Comm & Schmidt, 1986; Johnson & Chapman, 1979; Litten, 

1981; Noel et al., 1987; Peng, 1977). Inaccurate informa­

tion may compound a student's already exaggerated 

expectations, causing the student to choose an institution 

that is incongruent with her/his needs academically or so­

cially. Incongruency between a student's initial expecta­

tions and the actual college environment has been shown to 

be a precondition to transfer behavior (Moore, 1981; Peng, 

1977; Shaw, 1968). Students who are dissatisfied with col­

lege life academically and socially will be more likely to 

transfer than satisfied students, if their academic ability 

and performance levels are equal (Peng, 1977). 

In Peng's national, longitudinal study of transfer 

students, transfers from one four-year institution to an­

other reported that they were dissatisfied with faculty 

quality and campus social life. Shaw (1968) administered 

the CCI to freshman engineering students and found that 

greater proportions of students with inaccurate expectations 

of the university environment transferred than did their 
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counterparts with more realistic expectations. Moore (1981) 

characterized transfer students as "educational adventurers" 

with extremely high expectations which are frequently not 

met by the receiving institution. 

Problqs Qf. Transfer Stu<lents 

Despite the fact that transferring has become a 

commonplace activity, transfer students frequently encounter 

a variety of roadblocks - attitudinal, bureaucratic, envi­

ronmental and academic - in moving among institutions 

(Anderson, 1970; Dearing, 1975; Hendel et al., 1984; Remley 

& Stripling, 1983; Richardson & Bender, 1987; Wechsler, 

1989; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). The transfer student 

continues to be regarded as an "educational oddity" (Burt, 

1972) and as a less than desirable student by many institu­

tions of higher education, despite copious evidence to the 

contrary (Carroll, 1989; Knepper, 1989; Peng, 1977; 

Richardson & Bender, 1987; Tinto, 1987). Burt (1972) con­

ducted a nationwide study of problems experienced by trans­

fer students, and concluded that "while a number of colleges 

and universities welcome the transfer student as a means of 

filling class vacancies created by normal upperclassmen 

attrition, most institutions of higher education appear less 

than enthusiastic" and relegate transfers to "second class 

status" in the admissions process as well as in services 
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provided once the student is enro 11 ed ( p. 1-2 ) • Willingham 

and Findyikan (1969) surveyed administrative officers at 146 

nationally representative, accredited four-year institutions 

to ascertain admissions patterns and problems of transfer 

students. These researchers reported that "clear-cut re­

cruiting of transfer students is still the exception," with 

admission of transfers taking a back seat to attracting 

freshmen at most institutions. 

It could be conjectured that since these studies were 

conducted during a period when higher education institutions 

were experiencing rapid expansion, their findings would not 

be applicable to today's environment of heavy interinstitu­

tional competition and downsizing. However, recent re­

search in the area of transfer problems has identified many 

of the same barriers to access and success as the previous 

studies. Even though most of the urban universities in­

cluded in Richardson and Bender's (1987) study enrolled over 

half of their junior classes as transfers, these ins ti tu­

t ions continued to concentrate their recruiting efforts in 

the high schools, which constituted· their preferred source 

of new students. Barriers to transfer identified by 

Wechsler ( 1989) and- by Richardson and Bender ( 1987) are 

virtually the same as those described in the literature of 

the past three decades. These problems may be categorized 

as credit loss following transfer, institutional bureaucra­

cy, and economic barriers to transfer. 

51 



credit Loss Following Transfer 

In Knoell and Medsker's nationwide study (1965), over 

half of the 10, 000 community college students in the re­

search sample lost college credit when they transferred to a 

four-year institution, and 8% lost an entire semester of 

credit. Willingham and Findyikan (1969) estimated that 13% 

of transfers lost a semester's worth of credit when they 

moved from one institution to another, and discovered that 

transfers to small institutions were twice as likely to lose 

a semester of credit as those who transferred to large 

colleges and universities. Credit loss was experienced by 

60% of transfer students overall but by 75% of blacks in 

Richardson and Bender's (1987) study of urban universities. 

Hendel et al. (1984) surveyed students at four public uni­

versities and found that loss of credit was perceived as the 

single most important problem involved in the transfer pro­

cess by potential transfers. Hendel et al. theorized that 

these perceptions (realistic or not) of the difficulty of 

transferring credit "may prevent some students from ex­

ploring the transfer option, thereby possibly resulting in 

dropping out of higher education" (p. 19). 

Fewer than 15% of the transfers in Knoell and 

Medsker's study viewed their credit loss as serious, and 

most students surveyed by Hendel et al. claimed that they 

only lost five credits during transfer. However, it appears 
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that there are longer-term problems associated with credit 

loss that students may not realize immediately after trans­

ferring. One of these problems is delayed graduation from 

college. Van Alstyne ( 1974) collected data using the na­

tionally administered CIRP surveys from 1967 and 1971, and 

identified loss of credit as a primary factor in transfers' 

delayed degree completion. In a study of University of 

California - Los Angeles (UCLA) students between 1976 and 

1978, transfers took 1.4 years longer to finish their bacca­

laureate degrees than the natives who began their freshman 

year at UCLA (Menke, 1980). 

Reasons for credit loss during transfer include the 

tendency for institutions to count transferred credits as 

electives rather than required credits (Wechsler, 1989); 

poor or failing grades earned at the sending institution 

(Knoell & Medsker, 1965); limits set on the amount of credit 

transferable to the receiving institution (Knoell & Medsker, 

1965); refusal of the receiving institution to accept cre­

dits from nonaccredi ted or nontraditional colleges (Burt, 

1972) and reluctance of the receiving institution to accept 

credits it regards as remedial (Knoell & Medsker, 1965). 

Institutional Bureaucracy 

The bureaucratic atmosphere of receiving institutions, 

particularly large ones, is frequently troublesome and 
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frustrating for transfer students (Cope & Hannah, 1975). 

selective private colleges and universities are notorious 

for strict admission standards and deadlines (Wechsler, 

1989) and restrictive deposit policies (Willingham & 

Findyikan, 1969). These policies and procedures constitute 

barriers to transfer students, who tend to apply to colleges 

later than their native freshman counterparts (Richardson & 

Bender, 1987; Willingham, 1972). In addition, admission 

procedures are often more complex for transfers than for 

natives (Wechsler, 1989). Burt (1972) found that even 

though transfers submitted transcripts from previous col­

leges with their applications, 25% of four-year institutions 

still required the high school record, and at least 40% 

required SAT scores. Thus, transfers who had performed 

poorly in high school but whose academic performance had 

improved at their first college were frequently rejected by 

more selective institutions on the basis of their high 

school records. To add to this confusion, most four-year 

institutions do not publish admissions materials specifi­

cally for transfer students. Guidelines that are provided 

are often vague concerning dead! ines, degree requirements, 

transferability of courses and other issues (Burt, 1972; 

Wechsler, 1989). 

It appears that once an institution manages to attract 

transfer students to its campus, these students are often 

left to fend for themselves. Perhaps since transfers have 
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already attended college, it is assumed that they will 

intuitively find their way around and be able to deal with 

institutional bureaucracy. Tinto ( 1987) pointed out that 

although transfers comprise a significant portion of en­

rollments at many institutions, they are frequently forgot­

ten in terms of orientation and retention programs. Often, 

transfers receive the same orientation programs as freshmen, 

as though the needs and interests of these student popula­

tions are identical (p. 164). Knoell and Medsker (1965) 

reported that transfers from community colleges found orien­

tation programs at the receiving four-year institutions to 

be unsuccessful. Transfer students frequently find that 

advisors and counselors are unavailable, uninterested or 

poorly informed (Kintzer, 1973; Knoell & Medsker, 1965; 

Williams, 1973). As Wechsler (1989) pointed out, advising 

and counseling services are especially important for trans­

fers from community colleges, due to the abrupt change in 

institutional culture that students experience when they 

transfer to a four-year institution. 

Econo.ic Barriers 

Particularly for students who transfer to private 

colleges and universities from community colleges, the high 

cost of tuition can be prohibitive (Wechsler, 1989). Knoell 

and Medsker (1965) identified low cost as a primary reason 
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that students initially chose to attend a community college. 

These researchers found that the most serious problem for 

transfers from community colleges was the increased cost of 

attending a four-year institution. Among students who 

dropped out of college following transfer, the students in 

Knoell and Medsker's sample ranked financial problems as 

their primary reason for leaving. Cope and Hannah (1975) 

noted the serious implications for private colleges of stu­

dents transferring to public institutions in order to reduce 

costs. 

The lack of financial aid available to transfer stu­

dents compounds these students' problems of affording atten­

dance at their new institution. The recent federal shift in 

emphasis from grants to loans discourages transfer to more 

expensive institutions where students will accumulate large 

amounts of debt (Wechsler, 1989). Even when grants and 

scholarships were more plentiful, transfer students did not 

receive these awards in proportion to native students. 

Willingham and Findyikan ( 1969) reported that only 14% of 

transfers nationwide received aid, compared to 33% of fresh­

men. In large institutions, only 10% of transfers received 

any form of aid. In terms of institutional aid, only 20% of 

four-year colleges offered any form of aid specifically for 

transfers. 

Peng (1977), using 1972 NLS data, found that a much 

greater proportion of native students received college 

56 



funded scholarships, state scholarships or grants than 

transfers, although more transfers than natives received 

federal guaranteed student loans. More recently, Richardson 

and Bender (1987) found that the lack of financial assis­

tance was especially problematic for minority students who 

transferred to urban universities, and that financial aid 

practices in several states discriminated against transfer 

students. These researchers found that midyear transfers 

often failed to receive the increase in state aid to which 

they were entitled when they transferred to a higher cost 

institution. According to the State of Illinois Board of 

Higher Education (1990b), minority students frequently used 

most of their financial aid eligibility prior to transfer 

because of changes in their education or career plans or 

needs for extensive remediation. When these students re­

peated a course in order to earn transferable credit, they 

often failed to receive aid. 

Many of the barriers encountered by transfer students 

are under institutional or state control, reflecting admini­

strative and political priorities rather than any real defi­

ciencies on the part of these students (Richardson & Bender, 

1987). A number of problems, such as the loss of transfer­

able credit, stem from poor articulation between higher 

education institutions. Burt (1972) suggested that colleges 

and universities are inherently suspicious of the quality of 
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each other's course offerings and academic standards, and 

therefore fail to recognize that credits earned elsewhere 

are up to their standards. Community colleges, in particu­

lar, are often regarded as belonging at the "bottom of the 

barrel" in terms of their place in the hierarchy of higher 

education institutions and the quality of their faculty and 

student bodies (Green, 1988). Not surprisingly, transfers 

from community colleges often experience more problems than 

four-year college transfers in transferring credit, sur­

mounting bureaucratic obstacles and affording additional 

costs at four-year institutions. 

Interinstitutional Moyeaents .Q.f Transfer Students 

The number and origins of transfer students have been 

found to vary significantly depending upon the types of 

sending and receiving institutions and the pattern of trans­

fer movement (e.g., two-year to four-year versus four-year 

to two-year institution). Researchers have found that 

transfer activity within the system of higher ed~cation is 

substantial. In her review of previous research, Knoell 

( 1966) stated that half of new undergraduates attending 

large colleges and universities were transfers from other 

institutions. An identical percentage of transfers was 

found by Richardson and Bender (1987) to attend large, urban 

universities. 

Spurred by the growth of community colleges and the 
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increasing mobility of the American population, transfer 

activity increased dramatically in the 1960s and 1970s. In 

their nationwide study, Willingham and Findyikan (1969) 

reported a 54% increase in transfers between 1961 and 1966, 

compared to a 25% increase in the number of new freshmen. 

Sandeen and Goodale (1972) discovered that half the number 

of students transferring nationally moved between four-year 

institutions. Peng's (1977) study, based on NLS of 1972 

data, revealed that 21% of four-year college students and 

40% of two-year college students transferred during the two 

years following initial matriculation. Knepper (1989), also 

using 1972 NLS data, found that 29% of students transferred 

at least once while working toward the B.A. degree. This 

number is similar to that reported by the U.S. Department of 

Education (1986), which found that only one-third of bacca­

laureate degree recipients graduated from the institution at 

which they originally matriculated. 

There is evidence that institutions of higher educa­

tion greatly underestimate the magnitude of student transfer 

from their campuses. An early study by Cope (1969) showed 

that 75% of University of Michigan "dropouts" had actually 

transferred to other institutions. Cope and Hannah (1975) 

interviewed a longitudinal, nationally representative sample 

of college students, and examined the students' college 

records. Al though the records showed that 25% of ·the 
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students were leaving the university to transfer to .another 

institution, 52% of these students reported that they were 

transferring to another college or university (p. 57). 

Knoell and Medsker (1965) conducted the first nation­

wide, comprehe~sive study of the flow of transfers from two-

to four-year institutions. 

two-year college students, 

Their research encompassed 7,243 

345 community colleges and 43 

senior-level institutions. Students who transferred to 

four-year colleges in 1960 were surveyed over a two-year 

period along with a comparison group of native four-year 

students. In addition, college transcripts were collected 

for both groups of students. Knoell and Medsker discovered 

that students from private junior colleges tended to trans­

fer to a number of different four-year institutions, while 

students from public community colleges transferred to a 

much smaller group of public four-year institutions. over­

all, 91% of the transfers enrolled in public institutions. 

Of these, 43% transferred to a major state university; 30% 

to a multi function state institution; 15% to a state 

teacher's college and 3% to a public technical institute. 

Only 9% of the students transferred to a private university. 

Willingham and Findyikan ( 1969), noting the lack of 

national data on the movements of transfer students, conduc­

ted their study using a representative sample of 146 accred-

ited colleges and universities. Administrators at these 

institutions responded to a questionnaire and supplied the 
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researchers with transcripts of a sample of transfer stu­

dents to their campuses. Echoing the findings of Knoell and 

Medsker (1965), Willingham and Findyikan discovered that the 

great majority (78%) of transfers applied to and enrolled at 

large public universities. In addition, most transfers 

originated at public institutions within students' state of 

residence. Overall, 43% of the transfers moved between 

two-year colleges and 57% moved between four-year institu­

tions. 

Sandeen and Goodale ( 1972), in their study of the 

origins of transfers to 624 senior level institutions, found 

that 55% of transfers originated in the community /junior 

colleges; 27% in public four-year institutions and 18% in 

private colleges. Over 70% of these s~udents transferred to 

public universities. In terms of the timing of the transfer 

decision, 16% of students transferred as freshmen; 35% as 

sophomores; 42% as juniors and 7% as seniors. 

Van Alstyne, Henderson, Fletcher and Tsien (1973) used 

responses of entering freshmen to the 1967 CIRP survey and 

the 1971 followup survey in their study of transfer stu-

dents. These researchers found that 25% of students in 

their sample transferred during the period 1967-1971. How­

ever, the transfer rate differed significantly depending 

upon the type and control of the institutions involved. The 

lowest transfer rate was from public four-year institutions 
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(17%); the highest from private two-year colleges (43%). 

The transfer rate of public and private universities was 

19%; private four-year institutions 27%; and public two-year 

colleges 36%. 

Holmstrom and Bisconti ( 1974) found that of first­

time, full-time community/junior college entrants in 1968, 

slightly more than half transferred to a four-year college 

or university by 1972. The majority of these transfers 

( 81%) moved to large, public four-year institutions, but 

this rate was found to vary depending upon the control of 

the sending institution. For example, students from private 

two-year colleges were more likely to transfer to a private 

university than those from public community colleges. 

Transfers from the community colleges were more likely to 

attend large, selective public instit~tions than those from 

private two-year colleges. Holmstrom and Bisconti theorized 

that this situation was due partly to the private colleges' 

greater willingness to accept transfers from private junior 

colleges than from public community colleges. 

In addition to analyzing the backgrounds and decision­

making processes of transfer students, Peng (1977) used data 

from the NLS of the high school class of 1972 to classify 

transfer rates according to institutional type. Peng looked 

at transfer behavior according to institutional control 

(e.g., public or private), length of the academic program in 

years (e.g., two-year or four-year), size and selectivity 
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level. Peng, like most of the researchers before him, 

concluded that the majority of transfers flowed to public 

institutions. Overall transfer rates were significantly 

higher for students transferring from private colleges in 

both the two-year and four-year sectors. In terms of 

program length, Peng found that during the two-year period 

studied 24% of students transferred from two-year to four­

year institutions; 16% from four-year to four-year; 4% from 

two-year to two-year and 3% from four-year to two-year. The 

remainder either persisted at their original institution or 

dropped out of the system of higher education. 

Peng discovered that transfer rates were not linearly 

related to institutional selectivity levels (e.g., transfer 

rates were not necessarily higher from more selective col­

leges than from less selective ones, as measured by Astin's 

(1971) selectivity index). Peng did find, however, that a 

much larger proportion of students transferred from high to 

lower selectivity institutions, and that student ability 

level, when matched with institutional selectivity, was 

related to the likelihood of transfer. These findings indi­

cate that competitiveness plays a major role in the transfer 

process (p. 16). 

Peng found that institutional size was related to 

transfer rates, in that fewer students transferred from 

larger four-year colleges than from smaller ones. He 
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theorized that larger institutions, due to their wider va­

riety of academic and social programs, exert greater "hold­

ing power" over students (p. 17). However, this pattern did 

not appear to apply to transfers from four-year to two-year 

institutions, or to those who transferred from two-year to 

two-year colleges. Students from the largest institutions 

in these categories had the highest transfer rates. Among 

students who transfer-red from two- to four-year colleges, 

the largest and smallest ins ti tut ions had higher vertical 

transfer rates than those of medium size. 

Peng discovered that transfers, regardless of socio­

economic background, generally moved to lower cost, public 

institutions. He theorized that financial and/or academic 

pressures may be important factors in the transfer process 

since private institutions are more expensive and academi­

cally competitive than public colleges and universities (p. 

15). 

More recent research conducted by federal and state 

agencies lends support to the findings presented above. 

Knepper (1989) studied student progress in college, based on 

the NLS of 1972 and the related Postsecondary Education 

Transcript Study of 1984. Knepper found that 29% of the 

students in her national, longitudinal sample changed col­

leges at least once in the process of working toward the 

baccalaureate degree. Of these transfers, 9% made no level 

or control changes (e.g., transferred from a four-year 
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public institution to another four-year college; or moved 

within a system or consortium of related colleges). Of all 

transfers, 7% moved from a community college to a public 

four-year institution; 4% from any private institution to a 

public four-year; less than 1% from a private two-year to a 

private four-year; and 5% made some other change. While 

less than one-third of the B.A. recipients had transferred 

once or more during their collegiate career, their likeli­

hood of degree completion actually increased from between 

30% to over 70%, depending upon the type of transfer move­

ment. However, the price to be paid for transferring ap­

pears to be an increase of 14 months or longer in the time 

required to complete the B. A. degree. Knepper discovered 

that students who transferred to a four-year ins ti tut ion 

instead of attending multiple colleges at the same level and 

control had the best chance of completing a degree. 

According to the State of Illinois Board of Higher 

Education (1990b), Illinois' 12 public universities received 

over three times the number of community college transfer 

students than did the state's 11 private four-year institu­

tions that admitted at least 100 transfers each in fall 

1988. However, the proportion of Hispanic and black commu­

nity college students who transferred to the state's private 

colleges was greater than to the public institutions. Simi­

lar findings published by the Illinois Community College 
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Board ( 1986) showed that 78% of transfers from Illinois 

community colleges moved to public universities and 22% to 

private four-year institutions in fall 1979, while 70% of 

private two-year college transfers moved to public universi­

ties, and 30% to privates. Overall, 36% of fall 1988 trans­

fers in Illinois were from two-year to four-year insti tu­

tions; 25% transferred within the same sector (e.g., two­

year to two-year or four-year to four-year); 23% transferred 

to Illinois from out-of-state institutions and 16% reverse 

transferred from four-year to two-year institutions. The 

Illinois Community College Board noted that many of the 

community college students had earned credits at other in­

stitutions before enrolling at the community college from 

which they transferred, making them in effect multiple 

transfer students. 

Two particular patterns of interinstitutional transfer 

appear consistently in the literature: upward and downward 

transfer. Upward transfer occurs when a student moves to a 

more selective institution; downward transfer when a student 

moves to a less selective institution ( Janasiewicz, 1987; 

Kuznik, 1972; Tinto, 1987). Cope and Hannah (1975) found 

that students who received poor grades in four-year institu­

tions tended to transfer downward to junior/community col-

leges. 

(1987). 

Similar findings were reported by Janasiewicz 

Campbell (1980) found that students who left the 

University of Wisconsin - Madison and who had low levels of 
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academic ability and achievement transferred to lower quali­

ty institutions. Tinto (1987) theorized that students 

transfer downward to a less selective college at the same or 

a lower level than their current insti tu ti on when their 

goals are diminished by negative collegiate experiences. 

On the other hand, Knoell (1966) found the most preva­

lent transfer pattern to be vertical transfer upward to a 

major state university by students whose previous college 

did not off er a particular academic program. In Wisner' s 

(1984) survey of students who left the University of Michi­

gan - Flint (UMF), transfers out of UMF cited. the strong 

academic reputation of their new institution; specific aca­

demic programs; superior facilities; and opportunities for 

graduate school and career enhancement offered there. 

Janasiewicz (1987) found that the more academically gifted 

transfers in his study attended highly selective institu­

tions, with stronger academic reputations and better or 

different academic programs. Tinto ( 1987) suggested that 

upward tr an sf er to a more selective or higher level 

institution occurs when students enjoy positive experiences 

at a lower level institution, thus enhancing their colle­

giate goals. 

Snwmar,y 

This section has reviewed the literature concerning 

67 



transfer students in institutions of higher education. No 

studies describe the multiple transfer student or the move­

ments of this population, al though a few references have 

been made to the fact that many students transfer more than 

once during their collegiate careers (Holahan & Kelley, 

1974; Kocher & Pascarella, 1990; Kuznik, 1972; Smart & 

Pascarella, 1987; Trent & Ruyle, 1965). 

The literature concerning first-time transfer students 

falls into five categories: student background characteris-

tics, academic performance, 

terinstitutional movements. 

expectations, problems and in­

In terms of background char-

acteristics, transfers from community colleges to four-year 

institutions tend to resemble traditional, four-year college 

natives far more than they do students who do not transfer 

or who drop out of the system of higher education (Holmstrom 

& Bisconti, 1974; Peng, 1977; Van Alstyne, 1974). Overall, 

transfers come from high socioeconomic status backgrounds 

and have well-educated parents. Transfers are usually high 

academic achievers in high school and college and hold lofty 

academic aspirations, although some studies have shown that 

transfers are not as successful academically as native 

students (Campbell, 1980; Cross, 1968). Despite this evi­

dence that background characteristics are related to trans­

fer, some researchers have found that these student attri­

butes are less important in determining transfer behavior 
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than students' experiences at the institution from which 

they transfer (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Knepper, 1989; 

Volkwein et al., 1986). 

Transfers appear to experience "transfer shock," a 

state in which their grades fall following transfer to a new 

institution (Alba & Lavin, 1981; Anderson, 1983, 1984; 

Hills, 1965; Peng, 1977). However, these students' grades 

have also been shown to recover consistently during the 

first year after transfer (Holahan et al., 1983; Nickens, 

1972; Nolan & Hall, 1978; Peng, 1977). Transfer shock may 

be reflective of students' idealistic, unrealistic expecta­

tions of what the new institution will be like academically 

or socially. Researchers have referred to these inflated 

expectations as the "transfer myth" (Buckley, 1971; 

Zultowski & Catron, 1976). It has been theorized that 

misleading and inaccurate college publications may be partly 

responsible for inflating transfer students' expectations 

(Comm & Schmidt, 1986; Litten, 1981; Noel et al., 1987; 

Peng , 19 7 7 ) . 

Transfer students, despite their numbers, must sur­

mount a variety of bureaucratic, economic and academic bar­

riers in moving among institutions. Some of the most common 

problems experienced by transfers include loss of credit, 

strict deadlines, poor orientation and advising and lack of 

financial aid (Knoell & Medsker, 1965; Richardson & Bend.er, 

1987). A number of these problems are under institutional 
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and state control. Finally, although the numbers of trans­

fer students in institutions of higher education are sub­

stantial (Knepper, 1989; Knoell, 1966; Richardson & Bender, 

1987), institutions tend to grossly underestimate the magni­

tude of transfer from their campuses (Cope, 1969; Cope & 

Hannah, 1975). Overall, the dominant movement of transfers 

is to large, public institutions (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Knoell & Medsker, 1965; Peng, 1977; Sandeen & Goodale, 

1972; State of Illinois Board of Higher Education, 1990b; 

Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). Transfer rates vary, how­

ever, according to program length, institutional size and 

selectivity level. Two dominant patterns of transfer behav­

ior which have been identified by researchers are upward 

transfer to more selective institutions and downward trans­

fer to less selective or lower level institutions 

(Janasiewicz, 1987; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987). 

A major failing of the literature on transfer students 

is its emphasis on transfers from community colleges to 

four-year institutions, even though transfer among four-year 

colleges and universities has been found to constitute be­

tween 16% and 57% of enrollments nationally (Peng, 1977; 

Rose & Elton, 1970; Sandeen & Goodale, 1972; Willingham & 

Findyikan, 1969). Reverse transfer activity (transfer from 

four-year to two-year institutions) has also largely been 

ignored by researchers. In addition, most studies have 
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failed to differentiate among the various types of transfer 

movements, instead lumping two-year to four-year transfers, 

four-year to two-year transfers and four-year to four-year 

transfers into one category. Combining these transfer 

groups may mask differences among them in terms of back­

ground characteristics, academic performance and aspiration 

levels. Some of these differences have been highlighted by 

Peng's (1977, 1978) research. 

Finally, the literature on students transferring from 

community colleges to four-year institutions generally fails 

to differentiate between transfers who have earned the asso­

ciate' s degree and those who transfer without having earned 

the degree (e.g., Hendel et al., 1984; Lee & Frank, 1990; 

Nolan & Hall, 1978; Velez & Javalgi, 1987; Volkwein et al., 

1986; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). Since community col­

lege transfers with associate's degrees stand the best 

chance of persisting to graduation from four-year institu­

tions (Illinois Community College Board, 1986), this consti­

tutes a methodological problem which should be examined in 

future research. 

College student Migration 

The literature on student migration has primarily 

described the movements of first-time freshmen who leave 

their state of residence to attend college. In 1984, 
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approximately 14% of freshmen crossed state lines to enroll 

in college for the first time (Davis, 1986). As in the 

interinsti tutional movements of transfer students, certain 

student migration patterns have been identified which are 

affected by institutional type and control, state, region, 

distance between institutions, tuition costs and college 

size (Davis, 1986; Fryman, 1988; Johns & Viehland, 1989). 

Identification of student migration patterns is vital to 

state interests, since some states are net importers of 

migrating students and others are net exporters. Illinois, 

along with several other states, consistently experiences a 

net loss of students, and in addition faces declines in 

overall enrollments. These migration patterns have implica­

tions for academic program development, estimated education­

al costs and future enrollment demands. Federal and state 

agencies use migration data to determine the impact of these 

trends on financial aid programs, policy development and 

college-going rates (Johns & Viehland, 1989). 

There is a paucity of research analyzing the impact of 

transfer on student migration rates and patterns. However, 

existing data indicate that the numbers of migrant transfers 

are substantial. Willingham and Findyikan (1969) found that 

34% of transfers were migrants; nearly twice the proportion 

of migrants that occurred among first-time freshmen. Johns 

and Viehland (1989) stated that transfers accounted for 19% 
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of interstate migration. 

The literature on student migration is derived from 

sociological studies of the movements of populations within 

given regions and nations. Studies have repeatedly shown 

that younger and better educated individuals are most likely 

to migrate (Brennan, 1967; Shaw, 1975). In addition, indi­

viduals who have migrated once are more likely to migrate 

again than individuals who have not previously migrated 

(Lee, 1966, p.54). Migration tends to occur in well-defined 

streams which are highly specific in terms of their origins 

and destinations (Lee, 1966). 

One of the first and most comprehensive reviews of 

interstate migration patterns was conducted by Gossman, 

Nobbe, Patricelli, Schmid and Stear (1968). Gossman et al. 

derived their data from a study conducted by the United 

states Off ice of Education. Their sample included 2, 068 

two- and four-year institutions. These researchers examined 

the flow of students by region and by state, and found that 

college student migration expanded threefold between 1938 

and 1963. The general movement of migrating students during 

this period occurred in a westward direction from the Great 

Lakes and eastern regions. This movement is in keeping with 

the regional flow of transfer students to the west and 

southwest, as documented by Holmstrom and Bisconti (1974). 

Gossman et al. found that the Great Lakes region as a 

whole, and the state of Illinois in particular, have 
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consistently experienced net losses of students to other 

regions and states. While some of the Great Lakes states 

have been able to off set losses of outmigrant students by 

attracting students from other states, Illinois has failed 

to make up its losses in either the public or private sec­

tor. 

Gossman et al. discovered that undergraduates attend­

ing public institutions in their home state were the least 

migratory of any group, and speculated that this lack of 

movement from the public sector occurred because of lower 

resident tuition and admission requirements. In addition, 

public institutions are more equally distributed throughout 

the nation than private colleges, and are better tied into 

the flow of students who transfer from the public two-year 

college sector. In contrast with this low rate of outmigra­

tion from public universities, Gossman et al. found that the 

movement of students to attend private, out-of-state insti­

tutions comprised the "most substantial volume of college­

student migration in the nation" (p.62). In 1963, 32% of 

students who attended private higher education institutions 

migrated out-of-state to do so. Not surprisingly, the pri­

mary migration streams of students attending private col­

leges flowed to the New England and Plains states from other 

areas. 

In contrast to research showing the great majority of 
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transfer students moving to public institutions dur,ing the 

1960s (Knoell & Medsker, 1965; Willingham & Findyikan, 

1969), Gossman et al. found a growing propensity of students 

to migrate to private colleges. In addition, these re-

searchers noted that the majority of student migrants moved 

over relatively short distances to attend college. 

A study conducted by Davis ( 1986) for the U.S. De­

partment of Education showed that approximately 14% of all 

first-time students migrated across state lines to attend 

college in fall 1984. The great majority of students who 

remained in their home states attended public institutions; 

while of those who migrated out-of-state, 53% enrolled in 

private and 47% in public colleges and universities. Of all 

the states, Illinois experienced the second largest net loss 

of students in fall 1984, with 12,243 students migrating 

into the state and 29,233 migrating out. 

Using data collected by the National Center for Educa­

tion Statistics from 1979 through 1986, the Carnegie Founda­

tion for the Advancement of Teaching examined migration 

patterns of first-time freshmen in the United States. Con­

tinuing the trend identified by Gossman et al. (1968), 

migration of college freshmen increased by over 22% between 

1979 and 1986. While migrants were still most likely to 

attend a private college or university in another state, the 

Carnegie Foundation identified a growing tendency for stu­

dents to migrate to public institutions during the period 
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studied. This trend corresponds with findings that an in­

creasing number of transfer students are attending public 

universities (Peng, 1977; Sandeen & Goodale, 1972; State of 

Illinois Board of Higher Education, 1990b). The state of 

Illinois, in particular, lost a high and increasing number 

of its resident students to out-of-state public universities 

from 1979 through 1986. 

Fryman (1988) used National Center for Education Sta­

tistics data to study students who left the state of Iowa to 

attend public four-year colleges and universities in other 

states. He found that a significant number of these mi-

grants chose institutions close to the Iowa state border. 

He determined that the factors which most affected the 

destinations of Iowa outmigrants were ~istance, differential 

tuition costs and the level of non-resident enrollment at 

the destination institutions. Fryman noted that by attending 

universities near Iowa's borders, students were able to 

take advantage of tuition rates just slightly higher than 

Iowa's in-state rates. Relatively low tuition and short 

distance attracted large numbers of Iowa migrants to certain 

out-of-state public universities, thus making these institu­

tions attractive to other migrant students. 

Johns and Viehland (1989) used Center for Education 

Statistics data collected in fall 1986 to study regional, 

state and interinsti tutional migration patterns of 
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first-time college students. These researchers determined 

that of all freshmen who crossed state borders to attend 

college. in fall 1986, 82% did so in order to attend a four­

year institution. While 61% of all migrants were freshmen, 

undergraduate transfers accounted for 19% of migration 

activity. Johns and Viehland noted that migration patterns 

varied by sector of institutional control. Private four-

year colleges and universities received 46% of student mi­

grants in 1986; public institutions 38% and two-year col­

leges 16%. 

SUNlftry 

Although the literature on college student migration 

focuses on first-time freshmen, many of the patterns 

involved in interstate and interregional migration parallel 

or complement those found in studies of transfer students. 

Research has shown that between 19% and 34% of transfer 

students are migrants who cross state lines to attend col­

lege (Johns & Viehland, 1989; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). 

The fact that individuals who have migrated once are more 

likely to do so repeatedly (Lee, 1966) has implications for 

the behavior of multiple transfer students, who have already 

moved among at least two previous institutions. Like the 

transfer student population, the numbers of college migrants 

appear to be increasing dramatically (Carnegie Foundation, 

1986; Gossman et al., 1968). 
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College migration trends are important to the states, 

in that some states are net importers while others are net 

exporters of migrant students. States like Illinois, which 

lose more students than they gain to migration and which at 

the same time face dwindling numbers of 18-22 year-olds, 

need to step up their retention efforts. Student migration 

also tends to flow to certain regions. The Great Lakes 

region experiences a net outflow of students, and there is a 

general flow of migration westward from the Great Lakes and 

eastern regions (Gossman et al., 1968). This movement cor­

responds with the flow of transfer students to the south and 

southwest (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974). 

student migration trends are influenced by the sector 

of institutional type and control. Not surprisingly, most 

migrants leave their state to attend four-year institutions 

(Johns & Viehland, 1989). While more migration still flows 

to private institutions, there is a growing movement in the 

direction of public universities (Davis, 1986: Carnegie 

Foundation, 1986). The migration streams of freshmen who 

leave their home state to attend private institutions tend 

to flow toward the New England and Plains regions (Gossman 

et al., 1968). Transfer students appear to move in the 

opposite direction, in that they are least likely to attend 

institutions in the northeast (Willingham & Findyikan, 

1969). 
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Finally, college students are most likely to migrate 

when the distance to the destination institution is rela­

tively short (Fryman, 1988; Gossman et al., 1968). Students 

tend to migrate to out-of-state, public universities when 

the tuition cost is comparable to tuition in their home 

state and when a number of migrants from their own state are 

already enrolled at the destination institution (Fryman, 

1988). 

~ College Cboice Process 

Hossler et al. ( 1989) defined college choice as "a 

complex, multistage process during which an individual de­

velops aspirations to continue formal education beyond high 

school, followed later by a decision to attend a specific 

college, university or institution of advanced vocational 

training" (p.234). Multiple transfer students, after reach­

ing the decision to attend college, complete the choice 

process several times over the course of their collegiate 

careers. 

Research on college choice has concentrated upon the 

decisions of high school students who choose to attend four­

year colleges and universities, although three recent stud­

ies have focused on community college transfers (Becker, 

1988; Moore & Hartsell, 1974; Smith, 1987). This research 

has shown that community college transfers and high school 
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seniors use similar information sources and find manY, of the 

same institutional attributes important during the choice 

process. No research, however, has been conducted on the 

college choices of students who transfer among four-year 

institutions, ?r on the selection process of students who 

transfer several times. 

College choice is only one aspect of the global pheno­

menon of college attendance, which begins with the decision 

to pursue postsecondary education, continues with the choice 

of a specific institution, and culminates with graduation, 

dropout or transfer (Knoell, 1966). The steps in this cycle 

are highly interrelated. Therefore, inappropriate college 

choice often results in a poor "fit" between the student and 

institution, which in turn can lead to attrition or 

transfer. 

In their extensive review of research on the causes of 

dropout, stopout and transfer behavior, Cope and Hannah 

( 1975) estimated that poor college choice accounts for at 

least 20% of transferring among institutions. Peng ( 1977) 

and Tinto ( 1987) both found that the incongruency between 

student and institution which results from poor choice is a 

major determinant of transfer behavior. Bean (1982a) con-

structed a causal model of dropout, which he tested at a 

major midwestern university using multiple regression and 

path analysis. The findings revealed that the opportunity 

to transfer was negatively related to the certainty of 
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college choice. 

The college choice process is a complex phenomenon, 

and as such is influenced by a great variety of student and 

institutional characteristics, as well as by the interaction 

of these characteristics with one another. The literature 

on college selection can be classified into three areas: 

models of the choice process, which include the influence of 

significant others and college communication strategies on 

choice; student background characteristics; and institu­

tional attributes that impact choice. · 

Mociels Qt College Cboice 

In their review of the college choice literature, 

Hossler et al. (1989) described three ~ypes of models delin­

eating the factors leading to college choice and the inter­

relationships among these factors. Econo:aetric :models em­

phasize the costs and benefits to an individual of 1) 

attending college versus pursuing a non-college alternative 

(e.g., the military or a job); and 2) choosing among var­

ious colleges and universities. Sociological m>dels focus 

on an individual's aspirations for college attendance, and 

attempt to isolate the factors which influence these aspira-

tions. Sociological models are derived from studies of 

status attainment, which examine how certain individuals and 

occupations acquire prestige and status. In contrast to the 
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econometric and sociological models, which regard college 

choice as a one-step decision, combined models focus on 

college. selection as a multi-stage, longitudinal process 

(Stage & Hossler, 1988). Combined JIOdels typically separate 

the choice process into three or more sequential stages. 

These models attempt to delineate the ways in which student 

background characteristics, environmental variables and 

institutional attributes interact with one another to affect 

college choice. Combined models are more useful to public 

and institutional policy analysts than the econometric or 

sociological varieties, since these models utilize applied 

research and consequently foster institutional intervention 

in the choice process (Hossler et al., 1989). 

Finding a great deal of overlap and consensus among 

the existing combined models (R. Chapman, 1986; Hanson & 

Litten, 1982; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; Jackson, 1982; 

Litten, 1982), Hossler et al. integrated them into one. The 

resulting model contains the stages of predisposition, 

search and choice. The Hossler et al. {1989) model will be 

used here in order to integrate the theoretical and applied 

literature on college choice. A five-stage econometric 

model created by Kotler and Fox ( 1985) will then be de­

scribed as it relates to student expectations and college 

communication strategies. 
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Predisposition 

During the predisposition stage, the prospective stu­

dent decides whether or not to attend college. It is during 

this phase that a number of student background characteris-

tics come into play. The most important of these student 

attributes are socioeconomic status (D. Chapman, 1981; 

Hanson & Litten, 1982); parental education levels (Hossler & 

Stage, 1988; Manski & Wise, 1983; Stage & Hossler, 1988); 

parental encouragement and support (Hossler et al., 1989; 

Stage & Hossler, 1988; Williams & Stage, 1989); student 

academic ability and achieveaent (Manski & Wise, 1983) and 

student goals and aspirations (Dahl, 1982; Gilmour, Spiro & 

Dolich, 1978). Other factors such as gender, ethnicity, 

high school academic track, family residence, and encourage­

ment of peers, high school counselors and teachers, are of 

lesser importance (Hossler et al., 1989). These background 

attributes will be presented in detail in the following 

section. 

In addition to student background characteristics, the 

attitudes of parents and peers and the encouragement pro­

vided by these "significant others" impact the predisposi­

tion phase. Conklin and Dailey (1981) analyzed a sample of 

2,700 high school students, using multiple regression analy­

sis. They discovered a positive linear relationship between 

high school students' college plans and the amount of 
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parental encouragement they received. Conklin and Dailey 

also found that students with encouraging parents were more 

likely to attend selective, four-year institutions. 

Murphy (1981) surveyed representative groups of sen­

iors from six Milwaukee area high schools and interviewed 

parents of applicants to Marquette University. Murphy found 

43% of the students and 50% of the parents in agreement that 

the parents had originated the idea of attending college. 

Students were found to have initiated attending college by 

51% of students and 43% of parents, with friends and older 

siblings also considered influential. In their six market 

study of high-ability students in Carleton College's appli­

cant pool, Litten et al. (1983) discovered that parents 

define the geographical, cost and academic quality bounda­

ries of a student's college search during the senior year of 

high·school. 

By the end of the predisposition stage, students who 

decide to attend college have only vague ideas concerning 

the type of institution they would like to attend (Hossler 

et al., 1989; Hossler & stage, 1988; Jackson, 1982). These 

ideas become more refined during the search stage of the 

choice process. 

Search 

This stage of the college selection process has re­

ceived very little attention from researchers (Hossler et 
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al. I 1989) • During the search phase, prospective ·college 

students begin to interact with different institutions in 

order to form a "choice set," or group of colleges to apply 

to and seek more information about (Hossler & Gallagher, 

1987). In a· study of applicants to Pennsylvania state 

university, Gilmour et al. (1978) discovered that the 

search stage generally takes place during the junior and 

early senior years of high school. In his review of college 

choice studies, Litten (1982) found that students with col­

lege-educated parents begin the selection process earlier 

than others. 

During the search stage, students begin to place 

boundaries on the types of institutions they will consider 

in their choice sets. According to Gilmour et al. (1978), 

geographical and cost limits are established first. After 

these boundaries have been drawn, students then determine 

which of the remaining institutions offer academic programs 

that interest them. 

In their review of the literature on college choice, 

Hossler and Gallagher (1987) pointed out that "at the same 

time students are searching for institutions, institutions 

are searching for students" (p. 213). Hence, institutions 

employ a variety of communication strategies during both the 

search and choice stages. Promotional strategies, referred 

to as "fluid institutional characteristics" by Hossler 
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(1984), can be easily altered by institutions to appeal to 

specific student audiences. These communication strategies 

appear to be most effective during the search stage of the 

choice process (D. Chapman, 1981; Hossler & Gallagher, 

1987). Once students enter the final choice stage of the 

process, they have generally eliminated most institutions 

from their choice set. Therefore, promotions received from 

institutions during the choice phase will have little impact 

on students' final decisions. 

In their longitudinal study of college selection, 

Lewis and Morrison (1975) discovered that the search phase 

is an active process. Bi-weekly interviews with 144 high 

school seniors revealed that writing away for college infor­

mation, visiting colleges, speaking with guidance counsel­

ors, and using college information available in the high 

schools were the most common search activities. In a survey 

of college-bound seniors from 24 high schools in Arizona, 

Cibik (1982) found that 51% of the students first learned 

about the college they decided to attend from friends, 13% 

from a campus visit and 12% from campus publications. Ac­

cording to Cibik, students most hoped that these sources 

would provide them with information concerning quality of 

academic programs, followed in rank order by career options 

in their major area; the cost of attending college; helpful­

ness and friendliness of instructors, and qualifications for 

financial aid and scholarships. Similar information needs 
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were found by Rowe (1980), who surveyed a representative 

sample of college-bound high school seniors in the state of 

Utah. Information on academic programs was ranked most 

important by these students, followed by costs, scholar­

ships, location and admissions. However, students felt that 

they had not received adequate information concerning a 

number of these characteristics, especially scholarships; 

academic programs; requirements for the major; and costs. 

In their survey of accepted applicants to Colgate 

University, Kealy and Rockel (1987) found that information 

from an institution's catalog, followed by campus visits, 

most influenced student perceptions of academic quality. 

These perceptions were found to be strongly reinforced by 

high school peers and students' parents, as well as by 

current Colgate students, faculty and alumni. 

Student background characteristics appear to influence 

the manner in which students conduct their college searches. 

Litten (1982) discovered that black students and those from 

low-SES backgrounds conducted less efficient, longer 

searches than other students. Lewis and Morrison (1975) 

found, however, that blacks consulted a greater variety of 

information sources than whites. Litten et al. ( 198 3) , 

Ihlanfeldt ( 1980) and Zemsky and Oedel ( 1983) discovered 

that students with high academic ability levels conducted 

more sophisticated searches. Litten (1982) found that 

87 



students with highly educated parents utilized more complex 

sources, such as comparative college guidebooks, campus 

visits and interviews with admissions counselors, and that 

these students consulted with their parents more frequently 

during their searches. According to Litten and Brodigan 

(1982), who surveyed students in Carleton College's appli­

cant pool, students with well-educated parents were less 

concerned with information on costs and more interested in 

information on academic standards and quality. 

Unfortunately, it is during the search phase that 

students tend to eliminate ins ti tut ions from their choice 

sets that may be quite compatible with their needs and 

aspirations (D. Chapman, 1981). Limits on cost are among 

the first to be drawn during this stage (Astin, 1980; 

Gilmour et al., 1978; Krukowski, 1985). students, however, 

are generally not aware of the difference between an insti­

tution's list price and net price (tuition minus financial 

aid), so may eliminate institutions from their choice set 

that they erroneously believe are too expensive (Jackson, 

1982). Jackson's research is supported by Boyer (1987), who 

surveyed high school seniors regarding what information they 

still needed in order to make their college choices. The 

vast majority (80%) of respondents felt they needed more 

information. about college costs and financial aid. 

Not only do institutions fail to supply prospective 

applicants with important information concerning programs 
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and costs, but much of the information that institutions do 

provide is either inaccurate or difficult to comprehend. 

The growing competition for a shrinking pool of applicants 

has resulted in an increase in aggressive promotional stra­

tegies, some of which are unethica1, misleading and intru­

sive (Chapman & Stark, 1979; Litten, 1982; Noble, 1986). 

The impact of misleading and inaccurate college promotional 

materials on students is exacerbated by reading levels and 

vocabulary usage that are difficult for high school seniors 

to comprehend. Johnson and Chapman (1979) examined 42 cata­

logs from a random sample of colleges and universities, 

stratified by four different Carnegie classification levels. 

These researchers found that the catalogs were written at 

reading difficulty levels appropriate to advanced college 

students or college graduates, although reading difficulty 

varied according to institutional type. Research university 

catalogs were significantly more difficult to read than 

those of liberal arts colleges. Johnson and Chapman also 

found that high school students had a great deal of diff i­

cul ty understanding the admissions, cost and academic termi­

nology used throughout the catalogs. They theorized that 

these problems with reading level and vocabulary contributed 

to the inaccurate expectations commonly held by college 

applicants, particularly those planning to enter research 

universities. While other research has indicated that 
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students do not select a college based solely on rea~ing its 

promotional materials, such information appears to exert at 

least a moderate effect on students' college choices (D. 

Chapman, 1981). 

Promotional strategies that misrepresent an institu­

tion may attract students who later find they do not fit 

into the college's environment socially or academically. 

The results of this mismatch between expectation and reality 

are often dissatisfied students and high attrition rates 

(Chapman & stark, 1979; Comm & Schmidt, 1986; Widdows & 

Hilton, 1990; Wisner, 1984). In his national, longitudinal 

study of transfer students, Peng (1977) found that expecta­

tion incongruency, particularly concerning social life and 

faculty quality, was a major predictor of transfer behavior. 

Even when accurate and easily understandable information is 

available to students, it appears that this information is 

often distorted by high school and transfer students' ideal­

ized expectations of what institutions should be like. 

These phenomena were presented earlier as the "freshman 

myth" and "transfer myth" (Buckley, 1971; D. Chapman, 1981; 

Chapman & Baranowski, 1977; Donato, 1973; Zultowski & 

Catron, 1976). It appears that the search phase, while 

perhaps the most crucial in the choice process, is often 

characterized by "incomplete information, ineffective ac­

tions and poor decision-making" which make it likely that 

students' already inflated expectations of college will be 
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inaccurate (Hossler, 1984, p. 11). 

It has been conjectured that prospective freshmen and 

transfer students may engage in different decision-making 

processes during the search phase {Chapman & Stark, 1979). 

While first-time freshmen tend to begin their searches dur­

ing the junior or senior years of high school {Gilmour et 

al., 1978), community college transfers often begin this 

stage while they are enrolled at the community college 

(Leister & Machlachlan, 1976). In a study of the informa­

tion gathering activities of community college students 

during the search stage, Becker { 1988) found that female 

community college transfers tended to make their decisions 

concerning four-year institutions earlier than male trans­

fers. The women generally made this ~ecision while in high 

school, but the men waited until they were enrolled at the 

community college. Becker also found that the primary in­

formation sources used by community college transfers were 

parents, friends and classmates. These sources, however, 

were considered only moderately influential by students. 

According to Becker, community college transfers found col­

lege catalogs, brochures and information on specific acade­

mic programs most helpful during the search process. These 

information needs are similar to those of first-time fresh­

men. Becker concluded that, like high school seniors, com­

munity college transfers do not make well-informed decisions 
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concerning four-year institutions. 

Lenning and Cooper ( 1978) surveyed high school stu­

dents, .college sophomores, parents and high school staff, 

and reported that college sophomores had much different 

information priorities than the high school students. The 

sophomores' priorities were found to be 1) transferability 

of courses (out of their current college) ; 2) courses re­

quired for completion of the major; 3) the point at which a 

major had to be declared in order to graduate on time; and 

4) the method by which classes were taught (e.g., lecture or 

seminar). In contrast to these practical, specific priori­

ties, high school students were more interested in general 

items such as financial aid, social and recreational activi­

ties and how satisfied recent graduates were with their 

college experience. This study sugge~ts that although they 

utilize many of the same information sources as high school 

students, transfers may be more focused and practical about 

their information needs. Transfers appear, however, to be 

as likely as first-time freshmen to have inaccurate, unreal­

istic expectations of college life which tend to influence 

their perception of these sources. 

Choice 

During this third and final stage of the college 

selection process, students evaluate and narrow their choice 
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sets, eventually reaching the decision of which institution 

to attend. The enrollment decision is a product of the 

interaction between student background characteristics and 

the institutional attributes of the colleges remaining in a 

student's choice set (Jackson, 1982). During this stage, 

students' communication with these institutions increases, 

as students request and receive more specific information 

concerning institutional quality, academic programs, cost 

and financial aid. These and other institutional attri­

butes, as the student perceives them, have a crucial impact 

on the final enrollment decision. Institutions often employ 

"college courtship procedures" at this stage, consisting of 

increasingly sophisticated promotional materials and merit­

based scholarship awards, in order to enhance their image in 

the student's eyes (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987). 

A great deal of research has focused on the choice 

stage, although most of these studies are of single institu­

tions and may not be generalizable (Hossler et al., 1989). 

In addition, little research has been done on how students 

form and evaluate their choice sets. Many of the same 

student background characteristics which tend to influence 

students' predisposition to attend college are also crucial 

determinants of choice. The most prominent background at­

tributes at the choice stage are parental education levels 

(Hearn, 1984; Litten et al, 1983; Zemsky & Oedel, 1983); 

parental encouragement and support (Conklin & Dailey, 1981; 
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Hossler et al., 1989); socioeconomic status (D. Chapman, 

1981; Davis & Van Dusen, 1975; Hanson & Litten, 1982; Hearn, 

1984; Zemsky & Oedel, 1983); and academic ability and 

achievement (Hearn, 1984; Litten, 1982; Maguire & Lay, 1981; 

Zemsky & Oedel, 1983). Less important determinants of 

choice are ethnicity (Hearn, 1984) and location of family 

residence (D. Chapman, 1981; Litten et al., 1983; Maguire & 

Lay, 1981). 

Al though the ins ti tut ions in a student's choice set 

have limited power to influence final choice through court­

ship procedures, institutional characteristics are crucial 

determinants of choice (Hossler et al., 1989). The most 

influential college attributes during the choice stage for 

both high school seniors and community college transfers are 

perceived academic quality (Krukowski, 1985; Leister & 

Machlachlan, 1976; Murphy, 1981); cost (Becker, 1988; Hearn, 

1984; Lewis & Morrison, 1975; Murphy, 1981; Smith, 1987); 

financial aid (Chapman & Jackson, 1987; Maguire & Lay, 1981; 

Smith, 1987; Tierney, 1980; Welki & Navratil, 1987); availa­

bility of specific academic progra•s (Becker, 1988; D. 

Chapman, 1981; Hossler et al., 1989; Lewis & Morrison, 

1975; Smith, 1987); and location (Ihlanfeldt, 1980; Lewis & 

Morrison, 1975; Murphy, 1981; Smith, 1987; Zemsky & Oedel, 

1983). 

Once a student enters the choice phase, the role of 
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parents and peers diminishes (Gilmour et al., 197Q). In 

Murphy's (1981) study, Milwaukee area students and parents 

were in agreement that the final decision concerning which 

college to attend was made by the student. Cibik ( 1982) 

found similar. results in her descriptive study of high 

school seniors, with 59% of students reporting that they had 

the greatest role in making the final decision. As pointed 

out by Hossler et al. (1989), parents appear to be most 

influential during the predisposition phase, when their 

attitudes affect student aspirations to attend college; and 

during the search stage, when their boundaries on cost and 

geographical location impact the composition of students' 

choice sets. 

Litten et al. (1983) and Dahl (1982) have studied how 

institutional preferences change during the choice phase. 

The market study of Carleton College's applicant pool con­

ducted by Litten et al. found that student preferences 

frequently changed from private to public institutions and 

from more selective to less selective colleges during the 

spring of senior year. In Dahl's longitudinal study of 

Kentucky high school seniors, 75% of students changed their 

preferences from one sector to another. Dahl found that the 

majority of students who shifted preferences stayed within 

their original type of institution (e.g., two-year or 

four-year); however, 66% of the students who shifted changed 

from private to public institutions, and 33% of students who 
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had planned to attend out-of-state colleges or universities 

decided to enroll in-state instead. Significantly, nearly 

89% of students who had originally planned to enroll in a 

four-year public institution actually did so. This tendency 

for students to ultimately choose public institutions, even 

when their original choice is private, corresponds with the 

increasing movement of transfer students from private to 

public colleges and universities (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Knoell & Medsker, 1965; Peng, 1977; Sandeen & Goodale, 

1972; State of Illinois Board of Higher Education, 1990b; 

Van Alstyne et al., 1973; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). 

Postdecision Assess.ant 

Although most models of college. choice conclude with 

the choice phase, Kotler and Fox ( 1985) created a more 

extensive model that adds one more step to the process. 

Kotler and Fox use an econometric college choice model 

emphasizing the consumer or marketing orientation of a stu­

dent toward college selection. The stages of Kotler and 

Fox's model are 1) need arousal, in which the student's 

initial interest in attending college develops (congruent 

with the predisposition phase of the Hossler et al. model); 

2) information gathering (similar to the search phase); 3) 

decision evaluation, or the narrowing of the student's 

choice set; 4) decision execution, in which the student 
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chooses which college to attend (stages 3 and 4 combine to 

form the choice phase); and 5) postdecision assessment , in 

which the student experiences satisfaction or dissatisfac­

tion with her/his college choice. 

It is the fifth stage of the Kotler and Fox model that 

sets it apart from others and makes it potentially applica­

ble to the transfer student population. During this phase, 

the college must "deliver the quality and attributes that 

attracted students in the first place" (1985, p.211). 

According to Kotler and Fox, a satisfied student will re­

enroll each semester; a dissatisfied student will probably 

drop out. The postdecision assessment stage underscores the 

importance of honest, realistic college promotional strate­

gies which create accurate student expectations of an insti­

tution (Chapman & Stark, 1979; Comm & Schmidt, 1986; 

Hossler, 1984; Widdows & Hilton, 1990). 

Stucient eackground Cbaracteristics 

Student background variables are influential in deter­

mining a student's predisposition to attend a college or 

university, as opposed to the student's decision to pursue a 

non-academic alternative. They have also been found to have 

a significant impact on the choice stage of the college 

selection process (Conklin & Dailey, 1981; Davis & Van 

Dusen, 1975; Hanson & Litten, 1982; Hearn, 1984; Litten et 
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al., 1983; zemsky & Oedel, 1983). Background characteris-

tics which have exhibited a strong, positive association 

with participation in postsecondary education are parental 

education (Hearn, 1984; Hossler & Stage, 1988; Litten, 1982; 

Litten et al., 1983; Manski & Wise, 1983; Zemsky & Oedel, 

1983); parental encouragement (Conklin & Dailey, 1981; 

Hossler et al., 1989; Williams & Stage, 1989); socioeconomic 

status (D. Chapman, 1981; Davis & Van Dusen, 1975; Hanson & 

Litten, 1982; Hearn, 1984); academic ability and achievement 

(Hossler et al., 1989; Hossler & Stage, 1988; Manski & Wise, 

1983; Williams & Stage, 1989); and student expectations of 

college (D. Chapman, 1981; Hossler, 1984; Jackson, 1982; 

Litten et al., 1983). 

Other background factors which have been found to have 

moderately strong relationships with college predisposition 

are career plans and educational goals (Hossler et al. , 

1989; Hossler & Stage, 1988); ethnicity (Hearn, 1984; 

Hossler et al., 1989); high school acadeaic track (Hossler 

et al., 1989); and gender (Hearn, 1984; Stage & Hossler, 

1988). Interestingly, the student characteristics which are 

most strongly linked to college attendance are also among 

the most important predictors of whether a student will 

transfer among colleges later in her/his academic career. 

Those background characteristics which correlate with both 

transfer behavior and college predisposition are parental 

education levels (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Metzner, 1984; 
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Nora & Rendon, 1988; Van Alstyne, 1974; Wisner, 1984); 

socioecono:ai.c status (Carroll, 1989; Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Lee & Frank, 1990; Peng, 1977; Velez & Javalgi, 1987); 

academic ability and achievement (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Lee & Frank, 1990; Peng, 1977; Velez & Javalgi, 1987); 

and student goals and aspirations (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Lee & Frank, 1990; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987; Velez & 

Javalgi, 1987; Wisner, 1984). 

Parental Education Levels 

A number of researchers have discovered that the level 

of parental education affects students' predisposition to 

attend college, as well as their choice of which specific 

institution to attend. Manski and Wise (1983), who analyzed 

NLS data from the high school class of 1972, found that at 

most income levels students with college-educated parents 

were more than twice as likely to attend college as those 

whose parents had less than a high school degree. Hossler 

and stage (1988) and stage and Hossler {1988) investigated 

the ways in which parental education affected the postsecon­

dary aspirations of 1, 421 ninth graders from the state of 

Indiana. The study by Hossler and Stage revealed that 

students' postsecondary plans were positively and directly 

affected by the combined level of their parents' education, 

and that parental education levels were the best predictors 
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of parents' educational expectations for their ch.ildren. 

stage and Hossler (1988) found that maternal education lev­

els exerted a positive indirect effect, and paternal educa­

tion levels positive direct and indirect effects, upon the 

ninth graders' .college plans. 

Zemsky and Oedel (1983) examined the college choices 

of over 500,000 high school seniors from New England, using 

College Board data. These researchers reported that in 

families where both parents had college degrees, over 70% of 

students made their college choices from among regional or 

national, rather than in-state or local, institutions 

(p.32). Zemsky and Oedel theorized that the children of 

college-educated parents had higher educational aspirations 

than others. Their findings are related to those of Hearn 

( 1984). In surveying a large, nationally representative 

sample of college freshmen, Hearn discovered that students 

with highly educated· parents were more likely to attend 

selective ins ti tut ions. Litten et al. ( 1983) , in their 

market research study of Carleton College's applicant pool, 

determined that students were more likely to select private 

colleges when their parents were highly educated. In addi­

tion, Litten (1982) reported that students whose parents had 

had college experience began the college selection process 

earlier than students whose parents were not college-edu­

cated. Finally, Lewis and Morrison ( 1975) and Gilmour et 

al. ( 1978) discovered that students with college-educated 
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parents applied to more institutions and applied earlier 

than others. According to Gilmour et al. ( 1978), these 

students also completed the choice stage earlier than 

others. 

Parental Encouragement 

students who enjoy parental encouragement and support 

are more likely to attend college than other students 

(Hossler & stage, 1988) and are also more likely to choose 

selective institutions. Williams and Stage (1989) used a 

sample population of 1,100 high school sophomores and sen­

iors drawn from the nationally representative High School 

and Beyond data base. These researchers found that parental 

encouragement was a significant predictor of students' col­

lege attendance plans, as well as a major influence on their 

eventual persistence in college. In their study of the 

college plans of Indiana ninth graders, Stage and Hossler 

( 1988) found that parental expectation was the strongest 

predictor of students' predisposition to attend college. 

Parental expectation levels, in turn, were reported by stage 

and Hossler to be significantly and positively impacted by 

parental education and socioeconomic status (family income). 

Conklin and Dailey ( 1981) discovered th.at the high school 

students in their sample were increasingly likely to attend 

four-year (as opposed to two-year) colleges, and were more 
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likely to attend selective institutions, as the level of 

parental encouragement increased. 

The findings reported above suggest that the level of 

parents' education, when coupled with parental encouragement 

and support, may be the strongest predictors of students' 

college aspirations and plans (Hossler et al., 1989). 

Socioeconomic Status 

Socioeconomic status (SES) has been shown to influence 

both the predisposition and choice stages of college 

selection, although researchers differ on whether the impact 

of SES is direct or indirect (Hossler et al., 1989). D. 

Chapman ( 1981), in his review of college choice studies, 

suggested that SES influences a number of student attitudes 

and actions that correspond with college choice, such as 

educational expectations and aspirations. SES is generally 

defined by researchers as parents' combined income, although 

some researchers combine parental income and parental educa­

tion level in measuring SES (Williams & Stage, 1989). 

Hanson and Litten (1982) reviewed previous research on 

college selection and identified SES as playing a vital role 

throughout the choice process, starting with the determina­

tion of college aspirations and attendance. According to D. 

Chapman ( 1981), SES not only influences students' rate of 

entry into higher education, but also determines the type of 

institutions students choose to attend. Hearn (1984) found 
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that students with higher SES backgrounds were most likely 

to attend selective, higher-cost, higher-resource ins ti tu-

tions. Davis and Van Dusen's (1975) qualitative study re­

vealed that private universities were preferred by high-SES 

students; public universities by medium-SES students and 

community or state colleges by low-SES students. Zemsky and 

Oedel ( 1983) reported that high-SES students in the New 

England states were more likely to apply to selective, out­

of-state institutions. 

While SES appears to affect the choice stage by deter­

mining the quality of higher education institutions chosen 

by students, the cost of attendance does not appear to be 

associated with SES level (Hossler et al., 1989; Tierney, 

1980). A study of Boston College applicants conducted by 

Maguire and Lay (1981) indicated that low-SES students were 

as likely as high-SES students to attend private colleges. 

Academic Ability and Achievement 

Student ability and achievement, as demonstrated by 

high school grades, class .rank, and scores on achievement 

tests such as the ACT or SAT, correlate with the predisposi­

tion and choice stages of the college selection process 

(Hossler et al., 1989; Hossler & Stage, 1988; Manski & Wise, 

1983; Williams & Stage, 1989). Manski and Wise ( 1983) 

concluded that students' high school grade point averages 

103 



combined with their SAT scores were the most important 

predictors of college application. These measures, in fact, 

were found to be more predictive of predisposition to col­

lege attendance than SES. Manski and Wise observed that 

students' perc~ption of their ability and achievement levels 

facilitated their self-selection into institutions where 

they felt they fit in academically. As pointed out by o. 

Chapman ( 1981), colleges and universities encourage this 

self-selection process through the publication of class 

ranks and achievement scores of entering classes. 

Like SES, higher academic ability levels predispose 

students fo choose more selective institutions (Hearn, 1984; 

Maguire & Lay, 1981; Zemsky & Oedel, 1983) and more out-of­

state colleges and universities (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983). 

Students with higher grade point averages and achievement 

scores also tend to begin the college application process 

earlier, and to apply to more colleges, than lower ability 

students (Litten, 1982). 

Student Expectations 

Although both first-time freshmen and transfer stu­

dents tend to harbor highly unrealistic expectations of the 

academic and social aspects of college life (Buckley, 1971; 

Chapman & Baranowski, 1977; Donato, 1973; Shaw, 1968; Stern, 

1968), these expectations play an important role in the 

college selection process, particularly during the search 
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stage (Hossler, 1984). In their study of Carleton College's 

traditional-age applicant pool, Litten et al. (1983) report­

ed that the college selection process tends to be irra­

tional: "a young person graduating from high school fre­

quently knows only vaguely what educational benefits he or 

she wants and only a little about what he or she needs" (p. 

23). o. Chapman (1981) suggested that college information 

gleaned through students' high school experiences, college's 

communication efforts and the influence of significant 

others is filtered through students' idealized expectations. 

This filtering process causes even accurate, available in­

formation to become tainted or ignored by the student (p. 

499). Jackson (1982) theorized that this inaccuracy on the 

part of college applicants frequently causes students to 

ignore information about institutions which should be 

considered in their choice sets. 

other Student Background Factors 

A number of other student background variables appear 

in the college choice literature as predictive of college 

attendance. However, many of these are either highly inter­

related with characteristics already described or appear to 

have weak or contradictory effects on the predisposition or 

choice stages. student career plans and educational goals 

relate positively to college predisposition (Dahl, 1982; 
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Gilmour et al., 1978), but appear to be highly influenced by 

family SES, student ability level and parental expectations 

(Hossler et al., 1989; Hossler & stage, 1988). Ethnicity is 

a second variable that influences predisposition through 

SES. Historically, blacks and other minorities have been 

less likely to attend college than whites (Hossler, 1984), 

and have been less likely to attend selective colleges and 

universities (Hearn, 1984). However, the impact of race on 

college predisposition tends to disappear when SES is con­

trolled (Hossler et al., 1989). A third variable that 

appears to be interrelated with SES, as well as with student 

abi 1 i ty and parental encouragement in determining student 

predisposition is high school academe track (Hossler et 

al., 1989). Fourth, some research has shown that women are 

less likely to attend selective coll~ges (Hearn, 1984) and 

receive less family support than men (Stage & Hossler, 

1988). However, Hossler et al. (1989) concluded that gender 

plays little, if any, role in the choice process. 

A fifth variable, faaily residence, has weak effects 

on predisposition when students' academic ability and SES 

levels are controlled (Hossler et al., 1989). The impact of 

residence on the choice phase, however, appears slightly 

more pronounced. In their study of Boston College's appli­

cant pool, Maguire and Lay ( 1981) found that students who 

chose to attend a college near their homes were more likely 

to follow through on their plans. However, Litten et al. 
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(1983) and Lewis and Morrison (1975) discovered that dis­

tance from home was negatively related to the likelihood 

that a student would apply to and enroll at a given institu­

tion. 

Institutional Characteristics 

While most research on student background characteris­

tics has investigated how these variables affect an individ­

ual's predisposition to attend college, institutional char­

acteristics do not come into play until the student has 

moved through the predisposition phase and entered the 

search and choice stages of the college selection process. 

In their review of college choice literature, Hossler et al. 

(1989) found that in most studies institutional quality and 

cost were consistently cited as the most influential factors 

in students' choice of a specific college to attend, al­

though the weighting of these characteristics varied depend­

ing upon the type of institution and student population 

examined. The following institutional attributes will be 

described in this section: perceived academic quality; 

tuition cost; financial aid; specific academic programs; and 

location. 

Perceived Academic Quality 

Perceived academic quality has been found by a number 
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of researchers to be crucial in the choice stage of the 

college selection process, particularly for academically 

talented students (Chapman & Jackson, 1987; Litten et al., 

1983). Quality has also been cited by community college and 

four-year college transfers as a major factor in their 

selection of a four-year institution (Kowalski, 1977; 

Leister & Maclachlan, 1976; Moore & Hartsell, 1974; Murphy, 

1981; Smith, 1987; Wisner, 1984). With all the emphasis 

placed on academic quality and reputation by students in 

their choice of institutions, the question "How do students 

define quality?" arises. 

Krukowski (1985) conducted a qualitative study in 

which she and her colleagues interviewed high school stu­

dents, parents, teachers, and counselors concerning the 

college selection process. When asked to identify the most 

important criterion they used in deciding which college to 

attend, students overwhelmingly replied, "academic quality." 

Krukowski found that students who were high school seniors 

in 1985 defined quality differently than those interviewed 

eight years before. In the past, students had based their 

notion of quality on student body quality (as determined by 

the high school rank and SAT/ACT scores of the entering 

class) and faculty quality. Krukowski found that the 1985 

students tended to "establish a hierarchy of institutions 

based on their sense of each college's relative "prestige," 
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a quality that they believe translates most directly into 

the outcomes they want: success in the job market and pro­

fessional school admission" (p. 23). Krukowski found that 

parents were willing to pay for perceived prestige, because 

like their children, they believed it paved the way to 

improved career opportunities. 

In a related study, Litten and Hall (1989) interviewed 

a sample of high-ability students who had taken the Prelimi­

nary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT) in 1983 and their 

parents. Each individual was asked to select characteris­

tics from lists of student and institutional attributes that 

she/he felt represented institutional quality. Parents and 

students selected the same indicators of quality, with the 

top student-related attribute graduate and professional 

school admission rates, and the most important institutional 

qualities course variety, laboratory and library resources 

and the allocation of faculty effort to teaching. 

Cost 

A number of studies have shown that cost is very 

important to both high school and transfer students in the 

selection of a college (Becker, 1988; Hearn, 1984; Kowalski, 

1977; Krukowski, 1985; Lewis & Morrison, 1975; Moore & 

Hartsell, 1974; Murphy, 1981; Peng, 1977; Richardson & 

Bender, 1987; Smith, 1987; Welki & Navratil, 1987). 

Krukowski' s ( 1985) study revealed that parents tended to 
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"set up a financial screen" early in the selection process 

(p.25), frequently ruling out expensive private institutions 

before obtaining any concrete information on actual costs or 

availability of financial aid. According to Davis and Van 

Dusen ( 1975) and Litten et al. ( 1983), cost is a major 

reason that students do not attend their preferred institu­

tion. In their Carleton College market study, Litten et al. 

found that students tended to retreat from their first 

choice private co.llege and to move to their second choice 

public institution when price was an important concern. 

These studies are supported by research in the areas 

of student attrition and transfer. Mallette (1988) suggest­

ed that many high school seniors are unable to attend their 

first choice institution because of reductions in financial 

aid at the state and federal levels. Tinto (1987) theorized 

that students with financial concerns will be likely to 

enter a lower-cost, public institution initially rather than 

their first choice private college. Tinto suggested that 

the net effect of this altered choice may eventually be 

transfer to the original first-choice institution. Of 

course, the opposite scenario could also take place: that 

is, rather than drop out of higher education altogether, a 

student experiencing financial difficulties might transfer 

to a less expensive institution (Tinto, 1987, p. 82). Hearn 

( 1984) discovered that students from lower-SES backgrounds 
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were particularly sensitive to price, and were less likely 

to attend higher-cost, higher-resource institutions. 

Financial Aid 

Colleges and universities are able to offset costs to 

some extent through the awarding of financial aid. Tierney 

(1980) examined a longitudinal, national sample of high 

school students using multiple regression analysis in order 

to ascertain the impact of financial aid on college choice. 

Tierney found that, except for high-SES, nonwhite students, 

increases in financial aid impacted choice more than lower 

tuition rates. Students were increasingly more likely to 

attend private institutions as the amount of aid offered by 

these colleges increased. As the tuition differences be-

tween private and public institution.s increased, however, 

the chances of a student choosing to attend public institu­

tions also increased. 

Maguire and Lay ( 1981) found that financial aid was 

the most influential factor in discriminating between Boston 

College matriculants and those accepted students who chose 

to attend a different institution. In a similar study, 

Welki and Navratil (1987) surveyed admitted applicants to 

John Carroll University and found that financial aid grants 

increased the likelihood that students would choose to at­

tend John Carroll over their alternative choice. Finally, 

Chapman and Jackson (1987) reported that undecided, 
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high-ability students could be swayed by $1, 000 more in 

financial aid. However, $4,000 more in aid was required to 

lure a student from a first-choice to a second-choice insti­

tution, and $6, ooo more to attract a student to her /his 

third choice college. Hence, the effects of financial aid 

are relative and probably not as important in the choice 

process as students' perception of an institution's academic 

quality (Chapman & Jackson, 1987). 

Academic Programs 

In addition to general academic reputation and cost/ 

financial aid, the availability of a specific academic pro­

gram is considered an important attribute by students during 

the college choice process. Program availability is consis­

tently ranked among the top two characteristics that commu­

nity college and four-year college transfers look for in a 

four-year institution (Becker, 1988; Edward, 1979; Hendel et 

al., 1984; Kowalski, 1977; Leister & Machlachlan, 1976; 

Moore & Hartsell, 1974; Smith, 1987; Wisner, 1984). This 

characteristic is also ranked among the most important in­

stitutional attributes by high school seniors (D. Chapman, 

1981; Hossler et al., 1989; Lewis & Morrison, 1975). 

Location 

Over 50% of new freshmen attend institutions located 
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within 50 miles of their home, and 92% attend colleges 

within 500 miles (Ihlanfeldt, 1980). Location has been 

ranked by first-time freshmen and transfer students as one 

of the top four institutional attributes in a number of 

college choice studies (Hossler et al., 1989; Kowalski, 

1977; Lewis & Morrison, 1975; Moore & Hartsell, 1974; 

Murphy, 1981; Peng, 1977; Richardson & Bender, 1987; Smith, 

1987). Location was· ranked as the second most important 

institutional attribute by 1,000 community college transfer 

students surveyed by Moore and Hartsell ( 1974). College 

location was perceived as especially important by the mar­

ried and female transfers in Moore and Hartsell's sample. 

Students' college attendance patterns are also influ­

enced by the availability of higher education institutions 

of various types in a given state or region. zemsky and 

Oedel ( 1983) found that students residing in states with 

large numbers of diverse institutions were more likely to 

choose an in-state college or university, while students who 

resided in states with large private college sectors tended 

to choose private, in-state institutions. Finally, high 

ability, high SES students are more mobile than others; and 

are more likely to attend out-of-state, highly selective 

institutions (Hearn, 1984; Ihlanfeldt, 1980; zemsky & Oedel, 

1983). 
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Like the literature on transfer students and student 

migration, research in the area of college choice has con­

centrated upon.a limited student population. Most studies 

have examined the choice behaviors of high school seniors. 

However, studies that have looked at the choice processes of 

transfer students have indicated that transfers use many of 

the same information sources, and find many of the same 

institutional attributes important, as high school seniors 

(Becker, 1988; Kowalski, 1977; Moore & Hartsell, 1974; Peng, 

1977; Smith, 1987; Wisner, 1984). The information needs of 

transfer students may be more specific and related to the 

academic program than those of first-time freshmen (Lenning 

& Cooper, 1978). It is possible, then, that the theory­

based models developed by Hossler et al. (1989) and Kotler 

and Fox (1985) are applicable to the multiple transfer 

student population. 

College choice is a complex, multi-stage process dur­

ing which a number of student and institutional characteris­

tics interact with one another. Choice comprises only a 

portion of the global, interactive phenomenon of college 

attendance, which begins with the student's decision to 

attend college and ends with graduation or dropout from the 

system of higher education. Students who choose insti­

tutions that are socially and academically compatible with 
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their own background attributes tend to persist to gradua­

tion, while incompatibility leads to dropout or transfer 

(Noel et al., 1987; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987). Cope and 

Hannah ( 1975) estimated that at least 20% of transferring 

results from poor college choice. Unfortunately, choice is 

frequently influenced by inaccurate and misleading college 

promotional strategies which use vocabulary and terminology 

that are too difficult for high school seniors to comprehend 

(Chapman & stark, 1979; Johnson & Chapman, 1979; Litten, 

1982; Noble, 1986). When combined with the idealized 

expectations that new freshmen and transfer students hold of 

college life, these promotional strategies often contribute 

to a mismatch between student and institution. 

The combined, three-stage model of college student 

choice developed by Hossler et al. (1989) was chosen to 

integrate the theoretical and applied literature on college 

choice. This model contains the stages of predisposition, 

search and choice. The Hossler et al. framework was supple­

mented by an econometric model of college selection created 

by Kotler and Fox ( 1985) , which contains a similar, though 

expanded, sequence of stages. 

During the predisposition stage, students decide 

whether or not to attend college. A number of student back­

ground characteristics, including SES; parental education 

levels; parental encouragement and support; academic ability 
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and achievement; goals and aspirations, greatly influence 

the predisposition to pursue postsecondary education. In 

addition, parents and significant others have an impact on 

the student's desire to attend college (Conklin & Dailey, 

1981; Litten et al., 1983). The search phase of college 

choice entails the interaction of the student with a number 

of institutions and the subsequent formation of a choice set 

of preferred colleges (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987). The 

influence of parents and significant others is supplemented 

during this stage by a host of college communication strate­

gies, including letters, catalogs, brochures, and invita­

tions to visit various campuses. Unfortunately, students 

appear to construct their choice sets using incomplete, 

inaccurate information and haphazard decision-making 

(Becker, 1988; Hossler, 1984). 

During the choice stage, students narrow their choice 

sets and reach a final decision concerning which college to 

attend. During this phase, institutional attributes such as 

perceived academic quality, cost, availability of financial 

aid, location and availability of specific academic programs 

are of great importance, and interact with student back-

ground characteristics. The role of parents and peers 

diminishes, and the final decision is made by the student 

alone (Cibik, 1982; Murphy, 1981). Students who choose to 

attend their second choice institution generally end up 

switching from private or more selective colleges to less 
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selective public institutions (Dahl, 1982; Litten, 1982). 

Kotler and Fox's (1985) model of college choice con­

tains an additional stage, entitled postdecision assessment. 

During this phase, the student either experiences satisfac­

tion with her/his choice, resulting in continued enrollment; 

or dissatisfaction, resulting in dropout or transfer. This 

stage ties in with research on student/institution incon­

gruency as a predictor of transfer behavior (Cope & Hannah, 

1975; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987). 

College Student Attrition 

While the college choice literature has examined fac­

tors which operate to attract students to a college or 

university, the research on attrition has sought to identify 

variables involved in the student's decision to leave the 

institution. Thus, the transfer decision needs to' be exam­

ined as an issue closely related to the withdrawal process. 

Although individual colleges and universities may view a 

transfer student's departure as attrition from their cam­

puses, the transfer student is actually a persister within 

the system of higher education. 

Substantial numbers of students who are thought to 

have withdrawn from college actually transfer to other in­

stitutions (Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1975, 1987). On many cam­

puses, one-third to one-half of all entering students are 
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transfers who have been classified as dropouts by their 

previous institutions (Desler, 1985; Lea, Sedlacek & 

Stewart, 1979; Richardson & Bender, 1987). In a study by 

Brigman, Kuh and Stager (1982), 47% of voluntary withdrawers 

from a midwestern university immediately transferred to 

another institution. Cope (1969) reported that 75% of 

"dropouts" from the University of Michigan were attending 

other institutions, and concluded that these students had 

not been well matched with the social and academic atmos­

phere of the university. In Cope and Hannah's national, 

longitudinal study, twice as many "dropouts" stated that 

they were transferring than was indicated in colleges' in­

stitutional records. Not only do significant numbers of 

"dropouts" transfer, but many of these students enter their 

first institution with the intention of transferring (Cope & 

Hannah, 1975; Everett, 1979; Kowalski, 1977; Trent and 

Medsker, 1968). Nonetheless, transfers are lumped into a 

category entitled "dropouts" in the majority of attrition 

studies (e.g., Bean, 1980, 1982a). When transfers are 

included in institutional attrition statistics, the overall 

result is a gross nationwide overstatement of withdrawal 

rates (Gilbert & Gomme, 1986; Tinto, 1987). 

Both student and institutional attributes appear to be 

highly influential in the attrition process, as is the 

degree of congruency or incongruency between the two. The 
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ways in which these variables interact have been delineated 

in a number of conceptual models of the dropout process. 

Drawing from the work of Spady (1970) and Rootman (1972), 

Tinto ( 1975, 1987) and Bean ( 1982b) have published models 

which can be used to study transfer student behavior. These 

models will be presented in this section, followed by a 

discussion of the student and institutional variables which 

have been shown to influence student attrition and transfer. 

Stucient Attrition Mo<lels 

Although college student attrition has been a major 

concern of researchers for the past four decades, longitudi­

nal, conceptual models did not appear in the literature 

until the 1970s. Early investigations of attrition were 

often descriptive, and were conducted at single, residential 

institutions. These empirical studies sought to establish 

correlations between . persistence or attrition and either 

student background characteristics or institutional attri­

butes, using surveys or other post-hoc designs (Braxton, 

Brier & Hossler, 1988; Terenzini, 1982; Tinto, 1982a). 

While this a theoretical approach did determine individual 

correlates of student attrition, it failed to identify rela­

tionships between variables that interacted with one an­

other, or to specify the reasons why these variables were 

related (Bean, 1982b). Moreover, the influence of confound­

ing variables was rarely controlled . (Lea et al., 1979). 
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Finally, descriptive research failed to differentiate be­

tween students who withdrew voluntarily, in good academic 

standing, and those who were dismissed for academic reasons 

(Tinto, 1982b). 

Realizing that atheoretical research was not appro­

priate for the study of attrition, researchers began during 

the 1970s to conceptualize and model the attrition process. 

Their goal was to ascertain the reasons behind dropout 

behaviors, instead of merely identifying which students 

tended to leave (Bean, 1982b). Models which were developed 

viewed attrition as a multi-dimensional, longitudinal 

phenomenon which involved the student's interaction with 

the institution. Four models of college student attrition 

published by Spady (1970), Rootman (1972), Tinto (1975) and 

Bean (1982b) are presented in this section. 

Spady's Model 

Spady ( 1970) is credited with publishing the first 

comprehensive, theoretical model of student attrition. 

Spady's model had sociological roots, as it was derived from 

Durkheim's {1951) theory of suicide. This theory postulated 

that individual integration into a social system through 

interpersonal relationships and common values reduces sui­

cide. Spady saw the college as a social system with both 

academic and social components, and contended that college 
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dropout resembled the act of suicide in the larger society. 

In Spady's model (see Figure 1), students enter college with 

importal',lt background traits, 

achievement and family SES. 

such as academic ability and 

To these attributes are added 

the variables of friendship support and normative congru­

ence, defined as "having attitudes, interests, and person­

ality dispositions that are basically compatible with the 

attributes and influences of the environment" (p.77). These 

characteristics together interact with the student's grade 

performance and intellectual development in college. Spady 

contended that all of these factors would combine to enhance 

the student's social integration into college life, which 

would in turn increase satisfaction with the institution. 

The degree of satisfaction would then influence the stu­

dent's institutional commitment, or d~sire to graduate from 

that specific college. High levels of institutional commit­

ment would cause persistence, and low levels attrition. 

Grade performance was also predicted to have a direct affect 

on attrition, as involuntary withdrawal could result from 

academic failure (Bean, 1982b). 

Spady's model was tested on a sample of freshmen at 

the University of Chicago (Spady, 1971). The results sup­

ported the efficacy of the model in that student grade 

performance, intellectual development, friendship support, 

normative congruence and institutional commitment were found 

to be significantly related to persistence among the 
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Figure 1. --An Explanatory Sociological Model of the Dropout Process 
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students in the sample. 

Rootllan's Model 

Rootman ( 1972) constructed a simple causal model of 

voluntary withdrawal derived from Biddle and Thomas' {1966) 

theory of person-role fit. Rootman's model focused on the 

relationship between student background characteristics and 

the demands of the student role at a specific institution 

(Bean, 1982b). Rootman posited that students who had high 

levels of person-role fit would also be well integrated into 

a college's academic and social environment, and would be 

less likely to withdraw. In studying the attrition of 

freshmen at the United states Coast Guard Academy, Rootman 

found that students who discussed leaving with others were 

more likely to withdraw, as were students with low levels of 

perceived interpersonal fit and person-role fit. These 

variables correspond with the friendship support and norma­

tive congruence variables in Spady's model (Bean, 1982b; 

Metzner, 1984). Rootman's findings were therefore compati­

ble with the social integration theory put forth by Durkheim 

and Spady, as well as with Tinto's {1975) synthetic model. 

Rootman's model is complemented by Cope and Hannah's 

(1975) and Williams' (1984, 1986) theories of student-insti­

tution fit, and by Peng's (1977) work on person-institution 

incongruency as a precursor to transfer behavior. Williams 

(1984) posited that "the physical, cognitive, and affective 
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interactions between students and their college or universi­

ty constitute an important relationship that can lead to 

varying degrees of student satisfaction, academic achieve­

ment, and persistence in the institution" (p.70). This view 

of student-institution fit entails an examination of student 

characteristics and institutional attributes, as well as the 

ways in which student traits interact with those of the 

college environment (Williams, 1986, p. 144). 

Cope and Hannah (1975) discovered that inadequate 

student-college fit accounted for most of the student trans­

fer, stopout and dropout found in their research, and that 

this incongruency often resulted from poor college choice; 

institutional bureaucracy; and low teaching quality, among 

other factors. Cope and Hannah found that inappropriate 

college choice, or "poor assessment of the social and intel­

lectual climate" of an institution (p. 33), accounted for at 

least 20% of transfer behavior. As discussed in the section 

on college choice literature, poor choice can also result 

from lack of information, or from misinformation on the part 

of the ins ti tu ti on (Brigman et al. , 1982; Comm & Schmidt, 

1986; Cope & Hannah, 1975; Hossler, 1984; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 

1987). 

Peng's (1977) longitudinal study of transfer students 

supports Cope and Hannah's theory of incongruence as a 

precondition to transfer behavior. Peng found that students 
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who transferred often did so in order to find a better 

college fit. He identified two primary areas of incongruen­

cy which lead to transfer behavior: ability-challenge incon­

gruency and expectation incongruency. Using Astin's {1971) 

college selectivity index to compute the level of academic 

challenge at various institutions, Peng found that high­

abili ty students tended to transfer from low to high selec­

tivity colleges, whereas less-able students moved from high 

to low selectivity colleges. These results support Tinto's 

(1987) theory of upward and downward transfer, which posited 

that students who enjoy positive academic experiences at 

their initial institutions develop enhanced educational 

goals, and often transfer to more selective or higher-level 

institutions. students whose goals are diminished by nega­

tive educational experiences, however, often transfer down­

ward to lower-level, lower quality colleges or universities. 

Findings from Janasiewicz' ( 1987) study of students 

who left Florida State University lend credence to Tinto's 

and Peng's theories of ability-challenge congruency. The 

highest ability leavers in Janasiewicz' sample transferred, 

most frequently to institutions which were more prestigious 

and selective than Florida State. Similarly, Wisner {1984) 

found that students who enrolled in less challenging acade­

mic programs at the University of Michigan - Flint were more 

likely to transfer, while those enrolled in stronger pro­

grams persisted. As Cope and Hannah (1975), Bean (1982b) 
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and Tinto ( 1987) have pointed out, a mismatch is created 

when highly competent and confident students choose 

institutions that fail to provide a sufficient level of 

academic challenge. These students are prime candidates for 

transfer to more competitive, selective institutions. 

Reasoning that "expectation incongruency may be re­

flected in the student's measured satisfaction with various 

aspects of college education, such as the quality of faculty 

members and the intellectual and social life on campus," 

Peng (1977) postulated that satisfied students would be less 

likely to transfer than dissatisfied ones, when academic 

ability and performance were controlled (p. 44). He found 

that tr an sf ers among four-year institutions tended to be 

dissatisfied with faculty quality and social life, and that 

reverse (four-year to two-year) transfers were dissatisfied 

with faculty quality. These results partially support 

Peng' s expectation incongruency hypothesis. Peng suggested 

that, whether or not these incongruencies were due to insti­

tutional factors or to transfers' unrealistic, idealistic 

expectations of the college environment, colleges could 

reduce this problem by providing more comprehensive informa­

tion to prospective students (p. 50). 

Tinto's Synthetic Model 

Tinto's longitudinal, synthetic model (1975), derived 
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from the work of Durkheim (1951) and Spady (1970) and com­

bined with findings from other persistence research, has 

been the most widely tested conceptual model of attrition. 

Like Spady, Tinto theorized that since each college is a 

social system, dropout from college is analogous to commit­

ting suicide in the larger society (p. 91). As colleges are 

made up of both academic and social systems, Tinto reasoned 

that a student who was not integrated into either sphere of 

college life would have a low level of commitment and would 

be likely to withdraw. The likelihood of attrition, then, 

would depend upon the background characteristics, moti va­

tions and expectations of the individual student and the 

degree of congruence between these background attributes and 

the academic and social subsystems of a particular institu­

tion. Tinto's theory of student-institution fit was adapted 

from Rootman's model of person-role fit. 

Tinto's model (see Figure 2) posited that students 

enter college with a variety of background attributes, in­

cluding SES; community of residence; high school experi­

ences; academic ability; gender; and ethnicity. These back­

ground variables interact with one another to influence a 

student's goal commitment (motivation to graduate from col­

lege) and institutional commitment (motivation to attend a 

particular institution). Tinto viewed both goal and insti­

tutional commitment as stemming from the student's educa­

tional expectations. Thus, students with an expectation of 
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Figure 2. --A Conceptual Schema for Dropout from College 
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completing a master's degree or a Ph.D. were expected to 

have a higher goal commitment than those desiring to earn a 

bachelor's degree. Similarly, the strength of a student's 

educational expectations in attending a particular institu­

tion (e.g., att~nding a college to pursue a specific program 

of study) would cause higher institutional commitment. As 

goal and institutional commitment increased, the likelihood 

of attrition was expected to decrease. 

Upon enrollment, the student's background characteris­

tics and commitments begin to interact with the academic and 

social systems of the institution. In the academic sphere, 

high goal commitment enhances the student's intellectual 

development and grade performance,· which leads to academic 

integration. In the social realm, institutional commitment 

helps the student to develop relationships with peers and 

faculty members, resulting in social integration. The ex­

tent of a student's academic and social integration then 

determine the depth of goal and institutional commitment. 

While either low goal commitment or low institutional 

commitment could lead to dropout, Tinto theorized that a 

high level of goal commitment could compensate for a low 

level of institutional commitment, and vice versa. However, 

while low commitment to the goal of college completion might 

cause an individual to drop out completely from the system 

of higher education, low level of commitment to a particular 

institution would be more likely to result in transfer to 
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another institution. 

Tinto surmised that different patterns of transfer 

behavior among colleges could be explained by examining the 

interrelationships between goal and institutional commit­

ment and institutional characteristics, such as quality, 

size and level (e.g., two-year or four-year). He predicted 

that students with low to moderate levels of institutional 

commitment, but high goal commitment, would be likely to 

transfer when their initial educational expectations were 

altered by their academic experience·s at an institution. 

such students, Tinto suggested, would be likely to seek 

institutions perceived to offer a social or academic envi­

ronment better suited to their needs. Downward transfer to 

a less selective college at the same . level or to a lower 

level institution (e.g., four-year to two-year college) 

would result from students' diminished expectations, whereas 

upward transfer to a more selective same-level or higher­

level ins ti tu ti on would result from enhanced expectations 

(p.97). Similarly, transfers dismissed for academic reasons 

would be likely to transfer downward: but voluntary trans­

fers looking for a better student-institution fit would 

transfer in either horizontal or upward directions. These 

concepts are related to Peng's ( 1977) findings that the 

degree of linkage between student ability and institutional 

selectivity partially explains the transfer process. 
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Since previous research on both freshmen and transfer 

students shows that they enter college with unrealistic, 

idealistic expectations of the institutional environment 

(Buckley, 1971; Chapman & Baranowski, 1977; Zultowski & 

Catron, 1976), it could be speculated that upward and down­

ward transfer are fairly common occurrences, especially 

among multiple transfer students. 

Tinto ( 1982b) stressed that there are two different 

types of dropout behavior: academic dismissal and voluntary 

withdrawal. He, like most other researchers, has focused 

only on the voluntary variety of dropout, wishing to study 

only those students who make a "conscious, self-motivated 

decision to leave the institution" (Janasiewicz, 1987, p. 

24). Voluntary departures constitute by far the most common 

variety of dropout, accounting for _approximately 85% of 

student attrition (Noel et al., 1987). Tinto (1975) found 

that academic dismissals (involuntary withdrawals) have low 

college grades, whereas students who withdraw voluntarily 

"generally show both higher grade performance and higher 

levels of intellectual development than average persisters" 

(p. 117). Since transfer students are generally classified 

as voluntary leavers, they could be expected to exhibit the 

latter characteristics. 

Tinto pointed out the importance of defining the term 

"voluntary dropout" according to the goals and intentions of 

individual students upon their enrollment in college. Some 
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students, for example, have no intention of earning a de­

gree, but only desire to take a course or two for personal 

development or for career enhancement. Many other students 

enter one institution with the intention of transferring to 

another college (1982b, p.4). To label these heterogenous 

groups of students "dropouts" is, according to Tinto, both 

inaccurate and misleading. 

Studies conducted by Hackman and Dysinger (1970), 

Shirley ( 1986) and Getzlaf, Sedlacek and Kearney ( 1984) 

have tested Tinto's model. Results from these studies sup­

port Tinto's emphasis on goal and institutional commitment. 

Hackman and Dysinger surveyed 1, 407 students enrolled in 

three liberal arts colleges in the midwest and their par­

ents, dividing students in the sample into three categories: 

persisters, transfers, voluntary withdrawals and academic 

dismissals. students in all four categories and their par­

ents were asked a number of questions designed to measure 

the students' goal and institutional commitment. Measures 

of academic performance were also used. The results indi­

cated that persistence or withdrawal might be determined by 

the interaction of commitments and academic ability. Next 

to students in the persister category, transfers were rated 

highest in academic competence; however, transfers tended to 

have moderate to low levels of institutional commitment. 

Relating these outcomes to the research on student/ 
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institution fit, Hackman and Dysinger suggested that in 

circumstances where the institution is a poor fit for the 

student, a high level of commitment becomes important for 

the student's continued persistence at that institution. 

Transfers, with their moderate to low levels of insti tu­

tional commitment, may be more sensitive than native stu­

dents to incongruencies in their fit with the institution. 

Shirley ( 1986) employed a design similar to Hackman 

and Dysinger's in their study of 888 students from nonselec­

tive, public residential institutions. Using Tinto's model, 

Shirley classified students as either persisters, transfers 

or withdrawals after eight semesters at the institutions. 

He found that transfers could be distinguished from dropouts 

by their lower levels of social integration. 

In a study that compared undergraduate dropouts from 

Washington State University with persisters, Getzlaf et al. 

( 1984) used Tinto's model to discriminate between students 

who voluntarily withdrew and transferred and those who drop­

ped out voluntarily from the system of higher education. 

These researchers found that academic ability and perfor­

mance contributed significantly to the discrimination be-

tween total dropouts and transfers. Dropouts had lower 

levels of academic ability, weaker academic performance, and 

were less academically and socially integrated into college 

life than the transfers. In addition, total dropouts had 

lower goal commitments (defined by Getzlaf et al. as the 
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highest level of education sought), but higher institutional 

commitment than transfers. As expected, the transfers 

exhibited lower levels of institutional commitment than did 

students who persisted at Washington State. 

A number of other empirical studies have been conduc­

ted to determine the validity and reliability of Tinto's 

model. Two researchers in particular, Ernest Pascarella and 

Patrick Terenzini, have examined the model's efficacy in a 

series of studies (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, 1983; 

stoeker, Pascarella & Wolfe, 1988; Terenzini, Lorang & 

Pascarella, 1981; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977). The re­

sults of these studies confirmed that academic and social 

integration are positively and significantly related to 

persistence, although these variables explained more of the 

variance in dropout at residential (as opposed to commuter) 

institutions (Pascarella, Duby & Iverson, 1983). The stud­

ies also uniformly confirmed the power of institutional and 

goal commitment in predicting persistence. student back­

ground variables, however, were not found to be significant 

predictors of dropout, leading Pascarella and Terenzini 

(1983) to theorize that the quality of students' experiences 

once they arrive on campus is a more important predictor of 

persistence than the characteristics and attitudes they 

bring with them to college. This has also been shown to be 

true of transfer students (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; 
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Knepper, 1989; Volkwein et al., 1986). One on-campus expe­

rience that has been found to be significantly related to 

persistence is informal faculty-student contact, which con­

tributes to students' academic and social integration 

(Kowalski, 1977; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977). 

Except for the work of Getzlaf et al. (1984), Shirley 

( 1986) and Hackman and Dysinger ( 1970), the only studies 

found that examined transfer student populations within the 

context of Tinto's model were conducted by Desler (1985) and 

Nora and Rendon ( 1988). Desler examined the persistence/ 

withdrawal behaviors of 623 first-time transfers to the 

University of Illinois at Chicago by surveying the transfers 

and analyzing the data using multiple regression and path 

analysis. The findings indicated that Tinto' s model, and 

particularly its emphasis on academic and social integra­

tion, was applicable to transfer student populations in 

urban university settings. Desler discovered that academic 

integration was a much more important determinant of 

transfer student persistence than social integration, fin­

dings highly similar to those of Shirley (1986). The in­

fluence of most student background characteristics on trans­

fer persistence was found by Desler to be indirect; however, 

male transfers were more likely to persist than females. 

Nora and Rendon ( 1988) used the Tinto model to test 

their hypothesis that "high levels of congruency between 

students and their environments lead to high levels of 
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student predisposition to transfer" (p. 8). These re­

searchers surveyed a stratified random sample of community 

college students, and found that the following factors had a 

significant impact on students' predisposition to transfer 

to a four-year institution: initial goal and institutional 

commitment; academic and social integration; and high level 

of parental educational attainment. 

While Tinto's model has proven useful for the study of 

attrition from single institutions, several criticisms have 

been levelled at it. Bean (1982b) found the model to be 

conceptually flawed in that goal and institutional commit­

ments appear twice, so that it is unclear how these two sets 

of variables interact with one another and with other varia­

bles in determining the dropout decision. The Tinto model 

also failed to consider the impact of external, environmen­

tal factors on attrition, other than indirectly through 

their impact on a student's goal commitments. The most 

significant critic isms of the Tinto model have come from 

Tinto himself. These include the model's insufficient 

attention to the role of finances in dropout decisions; an 

insensitivity to forms of dropout that occur in the two-year 

sector; and a failure to distinguish between group-specific 

differences in rates of dropout by ethnicity, gender and SES 

background. Most significantly, since the model focuses on 

attrition from single institutions, it "does not adequately 
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distinguish between those behaviors that lead to ins ti tu­

tional transfer and those that result in permanent with-

drawal from higher education {1982a, p. 689). Tinto sugges-

ted that the inclusion of a financial variable indicating 

the relative costs of different institutions would help in 

differentiating transfers from permanent dropouts. 

In 1987, Tinto published a slightly revised version of 

his model of institutional departure (see Figure 3). Per-

haps influenced by Bean's {1982b) model, which includes an 

intent to leave variable, Tinto's 1987 model added the 

variable of student intentions, as distinguished from com-

mitments. Tinto stated: 

Intentions or goals specify both the level and type of 
education and occupation desired by the individual. 
Commitments indicate the degree to which individuals are 
committed both to the attainment of those goals (goal 
commitment) and to the institution into which they gain 
entry (institutional commitment) {1987, p.115). 

Tinto also added an external commitments variable to 

the new model, which interacts with student intentions and 

commitments and immediately precedes departure from the 

institution. This addition may have been influenced by 

Bean's inclusion of environmental variables in his 1982b 

model. Finally, in the 1987 version Tinto divided students' 

experiences in the social and academic systems of college 

into formal and informal categories. 
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Figure 3. --A Model of Institutional Departure 
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Bean's Synthetic Model 

Noting that previous models had failed to include the 

potential influence of external factors on attrition, Bean 

(1982b) created a model that incorporated a number of envi­

ronmental varia.bles, including the opportunity to transfer. 

Bean called this a "synthetic model," since it consisted of 

a synthesis of previous research in the fields of education, 

sociology and psychology. The purposes of this model were 

to determine the probability that a student would drop out; 

to identify some of the reasons for dropout; and to show how 

these variables were related in a causal sequence. The 

synthetic model contains four categories of variables: stu­

dent background variables; organizational (institutional) 

variables; environmental variables; and attitudinal (out­

come) variables (see Figure 4). Bean theorized that each of 

these variables would directly or indirectly affect a stu­

dent's intent to leave an institution, which he had previ­

ously found· to be significantly and directly related to 

dropout (Bean, 1980, 1981). The importance of intentions in 

determining behavior had been established by Fishbein and 

Ajzen (1975). 

Bean's model was intended to provide a simple, work­

able framework for designing attrition studies at individual 

institutions. Moreover, Bean (1982b) stated that the model 

could be easily adapted to a particular institution's needs 
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Figere 4. --A Synthetic Causal Model of Student Attrition 
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Source: J. P. Bean, Conceptual models of Student Attrition: How Theory Can Help the 
Institutional Researcher. In E.T. Pascarella (Ed.), Studying Student Attrition (San 
Franciso: Jossey - Bass, Inc. Publishers, 1982), p. 26 (Fig. 3). 
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by adding or deleting variables. He hypothesized that the 

relationship between categories of variables, rather than 

between. specific variables, would determine attrition or 

persistence (Metzner, 1984). 

In the synthetic model, background variables are those 

that students bring with them to college (see Table 1). 

While these attributes have not been found to directly 

influence dropout behavior (Bean, 1980, 1981; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1983), Bean included them in his model to clarify 

the effects of the organizational and environmental varia­

bles. He also included specific background attributes, such 

as sex, age, ethnicity, and transfer/nontransfer as control 

variables (Bean, 1982b). Many of the background variables 

used in the model were derived from studies of status at­

tainment (e.g., Sewell & Hauser, 1975)., which indicated that 

certain individual attributes affect postsecondary educa­

tional attainment. 

Bean (1982b) defined organizational variables as "in­

dicators of the student's interaction with the organization" 

(p. 26). These attributes are particularly important from 

the standpoint of individual institutions, in that many of 

them are "fluid characteristics" (Hossler, 1984) which can 

be altered. In defining these variables, Bean drew from the 

work of Durkheim (1951), Rootman (1972), Spady (1970) and 

Tinto (1975) regarding students' social and academic inte-

gration into college life. Bean included such integration 
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Table 1. --Variable• Cla8•ified for O•e in tia. Synthetic Model 
of student AttritiCG 

BacJtqround Variable• 

*Mother's Education 
*Father's Education 
*High School Grades 
*Achievement Test Scores 
High School Size 
Hometown Size 
College Preparatory Curriculum 
Distance Rome 
State Resident 
Head of Household's Occupation 
Parents' Income 
Religion 

Orqani.zational Variable• 

Regulation of Life at School 
Repetitiveness of School 
Communication of Policies 
*Close Friends 
Helpfulness of Advisor 
*Informal Contact with Faculty 
*Grades 
Participation in Decision Making 
*Memberships in Campus 

Organizations 
*Curriculum (availability of 

preferred courses) 
Housing 
Job 
University Services Used 
Peer Culture 
Leisure Activities 
Financial Aid 
*Discussed Leaving with Outsiders 
*Discussed Leaving with Insiders 

Intention8 

*Intent to Leave 

*Opportunity (transfer) 
Opportunity (job) 
*Family Approval (institution) 
Family Approval (major) 
Family Responsibilities 
*Likelihood of Marrying 
Difficulty of Financing School 
Military Draft 
Economic Indicators (CPI Index, 

Employment Rate) 
Social Fads 

Attitude and Outocme Variable• 

*Practical Value 
Institutional Quality 
Self-Development 
Satisfaction 
*Boredom 
*Confidence 
Adjustment 
*Certainty of Choice 
Fairness of Treatment 
Competitiveness of Academic 

Program 
*Loyalty 
*Major Certainty 
Occupational Certainty 
*Educational Goals 
*Absenteeism 

Variable• for stati.tioal Control 

Age 
Ethnicity 
Year in School 
Full-time/Part-time Status 
Transfer/Non-transfer 
U.S. Citizenship 
Sex 

*Presumed to have a greater influence on dropout than other variables 
in the category. 

Source: J. P. Bean, Conceptual Models of Student Attrition: How Theory 
Can Help the Institutional Researcher. In E. T. Pascarella (Ed.), 
Studying Student Attrition (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc. Publishers, 
1982), P. 27 (Table 1). 
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variables as informal contact with faculty; memberships in 

campus organizations; availability of preferred courses; and 

relationships with close friends. In addition, research 

done by Price (1977) on employee turnover in work organiza­

tions was incorporated into this category as the variables 

grades (a surrogate measure for pay in work settings); 

participation in decision making; communication; and repeti­

tiveness. Spady's (1970) findings regarding the importance 

of discussing dropping out with others were also incorpo­

rated into the model as organizational variables. 

As mentioned earlier, the environmental variables in 

particular set Bean's model apart from the others which have 

been presented. Environmental variables cannot be con­

trol led by the institution, and for that reason had not been 

previously studied (Bean, 1978, 1980, 1981). As Bean 

( 1982b) stated, "Whereas most research is concentrated on 

what could push a student out of an ins ti tut ion, these 

variables indicate ways in which a student might be pulled 

from the institution" (p. 28). The most important of these 

variables to the present study is opportunity to transfer. 

Bean assumed that there would be no reciprocal rela­

tionship between organizational and environmental variables 

in the model, and that these sets of variables would operate 

independently of one another throughout the student's en­

rollment in college. However, both sets of variables are 

assumed to influence the category of attitudinal/outcome 
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variables (Metzner, 1984). 

The fourth category is comprised of attitudinal/ 

outcome variables, which represent the student's practical 

and emotional evaluation of the educational experience in 

terms of quality; level of satisfaction; certainty of choice 

in attending the institution; loyalty (similar to institu­

tional commitment as defined by Tinto); educational goals; 

and the practical value of the education received. In 

Bean's model, a direct path is drawn from student background 

attributes to outcomes/attitudes, indicating the impact of 

an individual's past experiences on her/his present atti­

tudes. The final variable category, labeled "intent to 

leave" and derived from the work of Fishbein and Ajzen 

( 1975) was hypothesized by Bean ( 1982b) to be the most 

powerful predictor of dropout. 

Bean viewed attrition as a sequential, cumulative 

process, and each class of variables in his model was pos­

ited to have a progressively greater impact on intent to 

leave, which directly affects the dropout decision (Metzner, 

1984) . Thus, background variables were expected to have 

little direct impact on intent to leave, while organiza­

tional and environmental factors were predicted to have a 

moderate impact. However, a few organizational and environ­

mental variables, such as grades and opportunity to trans­

fer, were predicted to directly affect intent to leave. The 
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attitudinal/outcome variables were hypothesized to absorb 

the effects of the organizational and environmental cate­

gories and to be the best predictors of intent to leave the 

institution, which in turn would directly impact dropout. 

Bean tested different versions of his synthetic model 

at residential institutions and with traditional age student 

populations (Bean, 1980, 1982a, 1983). The findings gener­

ally support the efficacy of the model and suggest that it 

is a useful framework for examining student attrition. In a 

1980 study of freshmen at a major midwestern university, 

Bean found that institutional commitment (an outcome/attitu­

dinal variable) was the most powerful predictor of attrition 

for male and female students. students' opportunity to 

transfer (an environmental variable) exerted a significant 

effect on institutional commitment for both sexes. In 

1982(a), Bean studied a similar student population, elimina­

ting students from the sample who had transferred from other 

institutions and dividing the sample into groups of high and 

low confidence men and women. Multiple regression and path 

analysis were used to analyze the data. Results confirmed 

Bean's hypothesis that intent to leave was the best predic­

tor of dropout, with grades ranking second and opportunity 

to transfer ranking third in total causal effects. Although 

extremely important in predicting dropout for both sexes, 

transfer opportunities were more important for women than 

men. In addition to predicting dropout, opportunity to 
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transfer exhibited consistent effects on the attitudinal 

variables as well as on intent to leave. Finally, opportu­

nity to transfer was negatively related to certainty of 

students' college choice for both groups, and had a consis­

tent negative relationship with institutional loyalty for 

three of the four groups. 

The external variable opportunity to transfer also 

figured prominently in research conducted on nontraditional 

student populations that Bean conducted with Barbara Metzner 

(1985, 1987). These researchers defined the term "nontradi­

tional student" as part-time, older than 2 4, and commuter 

(nonresidential). Bean and Metzner (1985) proposed a con­

ceptual model of attrition which emphasized the prominent 

effects of the external environment on nontraditional stu­

dents, while it minimized the importance of social integra­

tion variables. These researchers speculated that "measures 

frequently correlated with persistence as reported in the 

literature about traditional students may be correlated with 

attrition in the case of dropouts who transfer, thus produc­

ing a transfer effect, defined as a reversal of the expected 

relationship between a variable and attrition due to stu­

dents dropping out to transfer to another institution" (p. 

507). They surmised that this transfer effect might produce 

surprising results in studies of institutions with high 

transfer rates. A type of transfer effect was evident in 
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Tinto's (1975) findings that students' academic aptitude 

negatively impacted persistence. Tinto suggested that this 

effect was either due to horizontal transfer or to upward 

transfer to a more selective institution. The transfer 

effect can also be seen in Pascarella et al.'s (1983) study, 

which indicated that commuter students with high social 

integration were likely to transfer to an institution with 

greater social opportunities. 

Metzner and Bean (1987) 

nontraditional student attrition 

tested their model of 

on a population of 624 

part-time, commuter freshmen at a midwestern urban universi­

ty, using multiple regression analysis. Results validated 

the model and indicated that opportunity to transfer was 

positively associated with nontraditional students' intent 

to leave the university, as were level of academic perfor­

mance, level of institutional commitment, utility of the 

practical outcome of education and satisfaction. As expec­

ted, social integration variables played an unimportant role 

in attrition for these students. 

Bean's synthetic model was tested on a random sample 

of community college transfer students to a large, urban 

university by Johnson (1980). Johnson surveyed these stu­

dents using questions derived from several valid, reliable 

attitude scales, and analyzed the data using LISREL VI 

(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984). Johnson's findings fully suppor­

ted Bean's emphasis on the intent to leave variable as a 
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major predictor of attrition from the university for commu­

nity college transfers. Academic performance (students' 

grade point averages) also had a positive effect on the 

transfers' persistence at the university. In addition, 

Johnson found that transfers' assessment of the practical 

value of their education and academic satisfaction with the 

university were positively associated with their intent to 

persist, while high levels of family, job and financial 

pressure were negatively associated with intent to persist. 

Practical value was related to academic satisfaction, and 

academic integration was associated with academic perf or­

mance, leading Johnson to conclude that the academic system 

of a four-year institution is much more important to trans­

fer student persistence than the social system. Desler 

(1985), who tested Tinto's model on students who transferred 

to the University of Illinois at Chicago, also found the 

academic system to be most influential in the persistence 

behaviors of transfer students. 

Bean's model and its derivatives are important in that 

they include variables that have largely been overlooked in 

other studies of attrition. Bean drew from a wide variety 

of disciplines in constructing his model, thus avoiding the 

heavy influence of social integration theory that permeates 

the models of Tinto and Spady (Metzner, 1984). The most 

applicable of Bean's variables to the examination of 
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transfer student behavior are the environmental var;i.ables, 

including the opportunity to transfer; and Bean's identifi­

cation of the intent to leave variable as the direct precur­

sor to attrition. While the ordering of the variables which 

precede attri ti.on is unclear in the Tinto and Spady models, 

Bean clearly specified a one-way, causal sequencing of the 

variables in his model (Bean, 1983). 

One problem with Bean's model is that the intent to 

leave variable, while a powerful statistical predictor of 

attrition, is not very useful in explaining the phenomenon 

of dropout (Bean, 1982a). In addition, like the Spady and 

Tinto models, Bean's looks only at attrition in single 

ins ti tut ions, not as an interinsti tutional or systemwide 

phenomenon. While his inclusion of the opportunity to 

transfer variable at least recognizes the difference between 

transfer and total dropout behaviors, this institutional 

bias causes Bean's model to fail, as the others have, to 

differentiate transfer from systemwide attrition. 

The following sections will examine more thoroughly 

the student background characteristics and institutional 

attributes that are included in the models just presented. 

All of these characteristics have been presented in previous 

sections as related to the transfer and college choice 

processes. 
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Student Qackground Characteristics 

Although student attributes account for only a small 

portion of the variance in most tests of the attrition 

models (Bean, 1980, 1982a; Gilbert & Gomme, 1986; Pascarella 

& Terenzini, 1983), these variables have been shown to 

affect persistence indirectly, through students' levels of 

satisfaction; social and academic integration; and educa­

tional commitment (Munro, 1981; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1983; Tinto, 1982b, 1987; Williams & stage, 1989). Recent 

research has identified a number of significant differences 

in the frequency and variety of withdrawal behaviors accord­

ing to student characteristics and institutional type 

(Tinto, 1987). Moreover, many of these attributes corre­

spond with those found important in studies of college 

choice and transfer behavior. 

The most influential student background traits which 

are related to persistence are high parental education level 

(Astin, 1975; Fetters, 1977; Hossler, 1984; Manski & Wise, 

1983; Nora & Rendon, 1988); parental encourageaent {Hossler, 

1984; Lenning, 1982; Tinto, 1975; Williams & Stage, 1989).; 

high socioeconomic status (Fetters, 1977; Lenning, 1982; 

Manski & Wise, 1983; Porter, 1989; Tinto, 1975, 1987; Velez, 

1985); high levels of acadeaic ability and achieve:aent, as 

measured by high school grades; rank in high school gradu­

ating class; and admissions test scores (Astin, 1975; Beal & 
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Noel, 1980; Hossler, 1984; Lenning, 1982; Manski & Wise, 

1983; Porter, 1989); quality of high school and high school 

acade11ic track (Beal & Noel, 1980; Lenning, 1982). 

As Astin (1975) pointed out, the relationship between 

family socioeconomic status and attrition may be mediated by 

parental education level, student academic ability and fi­

nancial concerns. In effect, the greater likelihood that a 

low-SES student has of dropping out can be attributed to 

lower levels of ability, motivation and parental education, 

and greater concern about finances (p. 35). 

students' age and gender are generally used as statis­

tical control variables in studies of student attrition, as 

these traits have generally been shown to be unrelated to 

persistence when academic ability, SES, and motivation are 

controlled (Bean, 1982b; Hossler, 1984; Lenning, 1982). 

Students' ethnicity, while also frequently used as a control 

variable (Bean, 1982b; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979), has 

been found to be related to persistence in that minority 

students are more likely to drop out than whites (Astin, 

1975; Hossler, 1984). The higher departure rates of blacks 

and American Indians tend to disappear when SES, ability and 

motivation are control led. However, irregardless of con­

trols used, Hispanics tend to drop out more frequently, and 

Jews and Asians less frequently, than other students 

(Lenning, 1982; Lenning et al., 1980; Tinto, 1987). 

Several personality and attitudinal characteristics 
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have been attributed to voluntary dropouts, including high 

creativity, commitment, ability, and SES levels (Lenning, 

1982; Tinto, 1982a, 1987). These attributes have also been 

linked to students' likelihood of transferring (Tinto, 

1982a; Wisner, 1984). Voluntary withdrawals, like transfer 

students, tend to resemble persisters on most measures of 

personality (Desler, 1985; Tinto, 1975, 1987). Other attri­

butes of students who withdraw from college voluntarily are 

nonconformity; individuality; resentment of institutional 

regulations; and lack of goal direction (Cope & Hannah, 

1975; Hossler, 1984; Zaccaria & Creaser, 1971). It should 

be noted, however, that personality and value variables have 

complex relationships with attrition and with other varia­

bles, resulting in inconsistent research findings (Lenning, 

1982). 

Student Aspirations, Intentions SIDd Motivations 

Tinto (1975) posited that "once an individual's abili­

ty is taken into account, it is his (.§i&) commitment to the 

goal of college completion that is most influential in 

determining college persistence" (p. 102). Tinto maintained 

that the level of commitment (which Bean included in his 

model as loyalty) could be measured by ·a student's educa­

tional plans, career expectations and educational expecta­

tions. The direct relationship between commitment, or 
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loyalty, and persistence is demonstrated in both Bean's and 

Tinto's models, and has been corroborated through the re­

search of Beal and Noel (1980) and Lenning et al. (1980). 

Lenning et al. stressed that commitment becomes especially 

crucial to persistence when student-institutional fit is 

poor (p. 17). Transfer students, as previously discussed, 

tend to demonstrate high levels of goal commitment (motiva­

tion to earn a college degree), but low amounts of institu­

tional commitment (desire to attend a specific institution) 

(Getzlaf et al., 1984; Hackman & Dysinger, 1970; Tinto, 

1987). 

Persistence is linked to the level of educational 

aspirations and goals. Students who plan to earn a doctor­

ate or professional degree are most likely to persist as 

undergraduates, while those aspiring to a bachelor's degree 

are more likely to drop out (Astin, 1975; Beal & Noel, 1980; 

Bean, 1982b; Lenning, 1982). Student expectations of com­

pleting a degree at a specific institution are powerful 

predictors of persistence (Astin, 1975; Lenning, 1982), 

while intent to withdraw or transfer, particularly at the 

time of initial enrollment, is positively related to attri­

tion (Bean, 1982b; Lenning et al., 1980; Metzner & Bean, 

1987; Tinto, 1987). 

Institutional Characteristics 

A number of institutional attributes are related to 
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student persistence, and many of these same characteristics 

are also important in the college choice process. These 

include institutional quality or selectivity; type; control; 

size; cost; and financial aid. 

Institutional Quality 

Just as students look for perceived academic quality, 

prestige and selectivity in choosing an institution, so is 

persistence higher at colleges and universities possessing 

these traits (Astin, 1975; Beal & Noel, 1980; Fetters, 1977; 

Kamens, 1971; Lenning, 1982). Institutional selectivity 

generally refers to the quality of a college's student body, 

as measured by standardized tests such as the ACT or SAT 

(Astin, 1975; Tinto, 1987). Astin pointed out that selecti­

vity is "regarded by many not only as an index of academic 

quality, but also as an indicator of prestige or position in 

the institutional hierarchy" (1975, p. 120). Astin's re­

search was based on a nationally representative sample of 

243,156 students who participated in the Cooperative Insti­

tute Research Program (CIRP) as freshmen and who were sur­

veyed again four years later. Astin found that the percen­

tages of dropouts in his study closely paralelled institu­

tional selectivity levels. However, when two-year colleges 

were removed from the sample, the correlation between selec­

tivity and persistence was lowered. Astin suggested that 
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this was due to the fact that almost all two-year ~olleges 

are in the low selectivity category, and also tend to have 

much higher dropout rates than four-year institutions. 

Kamens (1971) surveyed 2,405 freshmen from a nation­

ally represent~tive sample of 99 higher education institu­

tions and collected data on dropout rates and student abili­

ty from these institutions. He found that students at 

higher quality colleges and universities were more likely to 

persist and graduate, regardless of their ability, achieve­

ment and aspiration levels. Lenning et al. (1980) posited 

that the higher retention rates of more selective colleges 

result from students' perception that the dissatisfactions 

experienced at these institutions are outweighed by the 

benefits of receiving a prestigious degree (and, by implica­

tion, greater career benefits). 

Institutional Type and Control 

A number of studies have found that attrition rates 

are dramatically higher at two-year institutions than they 

are at four-year colleges and universities (Astin, 1975; 

Eagle & Schmidt, 1990; Fetters, 1977; Lenning; 1982; Tinto, 

1987). As Tinto (1987) suggested, however, not only do 

students enter two-year colleges with lower academic abili­

ty, goal and commitment levels than students entering four­

year institutions, but many of these students consider the 

community college as a "stepping stone" on the way to a 
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four-year institution. 

Institutional control is related to persistence in 

that, in the aggregate, private colleges and universities 

have lower rates of departure than public institutions (Beal 

& Noel, 1980; Cope & Hannah, 1975; Fetters, 1977; Lenning, 

1982; Porter, 1989; Tinto, 1987; Velez, 1985). In his 

analysis of High School and Beyond data, derived from a 

national survey of 28, ooo high school seniors by the u. s. 

Department of Education, Porter (1989) found that students 

enrolled in private institutions had higher persistence 

rates and graduated in less time than those enrolled in the 

public sector. In addition, completion rates for all ethnic 

groups were better in the independent sector. Sedlacek and 

Webster (1978) found that private i~stitutions retained 

minority students in greater numbers than public insti tu­

t ions over an eight-year period studied. 

In a recent U.S. Department of Education study, 

Knepper (1989) used NLS data from the high school class of 

1972 and its related Postsecondary Transcript Study of 1984. 

Knepper reported that 62% of students enrolled in private 

colleges, as compared to 58% in public institutions, were 

successful in completing the baccalaureate degree. 

Astin (1975), Tinto (1987) and Manski and Wise (1983) 

theorized that some of these differences in completion rates 

between public and private institutions are due to the 
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greater self-selection process and recruitment of more aca­

demically talented, higher SES students into the private 

sector •. 

Finally, a positive relationship has been discovered 

between the religious affiliation of a college and persis­

tence (Astin, 1975; Beal & Noel, 1980; Lenning, 1982). More 

specifically, Catholic colleges and universities appear to 

have higher retention rates than Protestant institutions 

(Astin, 1975; Lenning, 1982). In addition, single-sex, as 

opposed to coeducational, institutions appear to have higher 

persistence rates (Astin, 1975). 

Institutional Size 

Institutional size is related to attrition and selec­

tivity. In the private sector, the mpre selective colleges 

and universities tend to be small, while in the public 

sector they are generally large (Tinto, 1987). Among pri­

vate institutions, therefore, small size is positively re­

lated to persistence, while in the public sector the reverse 

tends to be true (Tinto, 1987). Rates of departure overall 

are higher in the smallest institutions, or those with 

enrollments of 500 or less (Astin, 1975; Tinto, 1987). 

Kamens (1971), using nationally representative data and 

controlling for student characteristics, found that larger 

institutions had lower dropout rates. He attributed this to 

the greater control large universities have over students' 
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commitments due to these institutions' greater status-allo­

cating capabilities. Kamens' findings are related to those 

of Peng (1977), who posited that larger institutions exert 

greater "holding power" over transfer students due to the 

fact that they off er a wider variety of social and academic 

opportunities than small colleges. 

Other institutional attributes that appear to be posi­

tively related to persistence are having a residential cam­

pus (Astin, 1975; Beal & Noel, 1980; Lenning, 1982) and the 

availability and quality of student services such as acade­

mic advising, counseling and orientation (Beal & Noel, 1980; 

Lenning, 1982). 

Cost and Financial Aid 

While some studies have found that higher cost insti­

tutions have higher attrition rates than others (Beal & 

Noel, 1980; Lenning et al., 1980), Astin (1975) discovered 

that this relationship disappeared when other institutional 

attributes such as selectivity and size were controlled. An 

article recently published by Cabrera, Stampen and Hansen 

(1990), however, suggests that students' ability to pay for 

their college education directly affects the decision to 

persist, and influences student goal and institutional com­

mitments. According to Cabrera et al • , students who are 

dissatisfied with the cost of attending an institution will 
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be less committed to graduating from that institution, and 

are likely to withdraw or transfer. These findings comple­

ment those of Tinto ( 1987), who theorized that financial 

considerations could induce students initially to enter 

their second or third-choice institution (often a low-cost 

community college) instead of a preferred private or more 

expensive college or university. The net effect of this 

decision, Tinto reasoned, would be withdrawal or transfer to 

the originally preferred institution (p. 81). Tinto also 

hypothesized that students with high goal commitment to earn 

a college degree would be likely to transfer to a less 

expensive public institution when cost became an issue rath­

er than drop out of higher education altogether. Finally, 

while students who are overly concerned about college cost 

appear more likely to withdraw than others (Beal & Noel, 

1980), this finding may be mitigated by the fact that finan­

cial pressures are considered a socially acceptable reason 

for withdrawal (Cope & Hannah, 1975; Lenning, 1982). 

As they are with cost, findings regarding the impact 

of financial aid on attrition are mixed. The form of aid a 

student receives does appear to influence persistence, how­

ever. Receipt of aid in the form of scholarships or grants, 

as opposed to loans, appears to have a' small relationship 

with persistence (Astin, 1975; Beal & Noel, 1980; Jensen, 

1981; Porter, 1989). Astin (1975) found that college wo~k/ 

study had the most positive, consistent impact on 
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persistence; that grants had a moderate effect and loans a 

negative effect. He also determined that spousal and/or 

parental financial support generally enhanced persistence. 

Iwai and Churchill ( 1982) found that persisters tended to 

rely on more sources of financial support than students who 

withdrew. This finding supports research by Cope and Hannah 

(1975) and Noel et al. (1987) which suggested that financial 

need is linked to college access and choice to a greater 

extent than it is to persistence. Noel et al. theorized 

that if other factors are positive, students will find ways 

to finance their college educations (p. 9). 

Interaction .filli1 Attitudinal Variables 

As seen in the models of Spady, Bean and Tinto, some 

student background traits interact with institutional attri­

butes to influence attrition. One of the most significant 

of these is the extent to which student expectations are met 

by institutional realities (Lenning, 1982). Student expec­

tation plays a major role in the transfer and college choice 

processes, in addition to being a significant influence on 

persistence. As transfer students are likely to enter col­

lege with exaggerated, unrealistic expectations (Buckley, 

1971; Zultowski & Catron, 1976), it is not surprising that 

when these expectations are not met they withdraw and move 

to another institution. 
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A number of interaction variables have been shown to 

enhance students' social integration, thus impacting persis-

tence. These variables are informal contact with peers; 

involvement in extracurricular activities; and membership in 

campus organizations (Bean, 1982b; Lenning, 1982; Spady, 

1970; Tinto, 1975, 1987). In his longitudinal, multi-insti­

tutional study, Astin ( 1975) discovered that students who 

attended institutions in which many other students of simi­

lar social backgrounds were enrolled (e.g., students of 

similar religion, ethnicity, and home town size) were more 

likely to persist. 

Interaction variables that influence persistence 

through the academic system of the institution include 

availability of preferred. co~ses in the curriculwa (Beal & 

Noel, 1980; Bean, 1982b); in~olvement in acade.U.c programs 

(e.g., honors programs, tutoring and peer counseling) 

(Astin, 1975; Lenning, 1982); inforaal contact with faculty 

and staff (Bean, 1982b; Le:tining, 1982; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1983; Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1987); attending col­

lege full-time as opposed to part-ti•e (Fetters, 1977); and 

grade performance (Bean, 1982b; Tinto, 1975). It is not 

surprising that a student's college grade point average, 

particularly for the first semester of enrollment, is a 

powerful predictor of persistence (Beal & Noel, 1980; 

Lenning, 1982). Zaccaria and creaser (1971), in their study 

of factors related to persistence at the University of 
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Illinois at Chicago, found that those students who withdrew 

in good academic standing often transferred to other insti­

tutions. 

In studies of transfer students, it has been found 

that the academic system of the institution has a much more 

significant influence on persistence than the social system 

(Desler, 1985; Johnson, 1987). In her study of community 

college transfer students, Johnson found that the transfers' 

perception of their education as high quality and useful in 

self-development and future employment, combined with their 

first semester grade point average, heavily influenced their 

persistence. 

It is clear that student involvement with the institu­

tion, whether in the academic or social realm, is crucial to 

persistence. If a student has at ieast one relationship 

with a "significant other" on campus in either the social or 

academic system, she/he will become more integrated into the 

campus environment and will be more likely to persist 

(Astin, 1975; Bean, 1983; Husband, 1976; Lenning, 1982; 

Tinto, 1975, 1987). 

External/Enyiromaental Factors 

Environmental variables are those over which institu-

tions can exert little or no control. These factors are 

featured in Bean's model as impacting student outcomes and 
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attitudes; intent to leave the institution; and, finally, 

dropout. External variables include the opportunity to 

transfer or get a job; approval and support of family or 

spouse; likelihood of marriage; and family responsibilities 

(Bean, 1982b). Although he didn't include them in his 

model, Tinto viewed external events as important in that 

they compete for the student's attention with college atten­

dance, particularly when the student is living and working 

off campus, attending urban institutions or enrolled on a 

part-time basis (Tinto, 1987). Tinto posited that the stu­

dent's evaluation of the relative costs and benefits of 

attending a particular institution can change when the re­

wards of social and/or academic integration are lacking. 

This situation can cause the student to transfer to an 

institution that she/he perceives has more to offer academi­

cally or socially. 

Whereas working off-campus on a part-time basis has 

been found to enhance persistence, full-time employment, 

especially when it is off-campus, tends to increase attri­

tion (Astin, 1975; Beal & Noel, 1980; Fetters, 1977; Lenning 

et al., 1980). However, Desler {1985) found in her study of 

transfer commuter students to the University of Illinois at 

Chicago that the more hours a student worked per week, the 

greater the likelihood that the student would persist one 

year later. Clearly, the impact of external factors on 

persistence is complex. 
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students' Self-Reported Reasons .fQx: Withdrawing smd Trans­
ferring 

Student self-reports, generally obtained through sur-

vey responses or personal interviews, have been found to be 

moderately reflective of reality (Astin, 1975). Peng (1977) 

and Fetters (1977) warned that the validity of ~ ~ 

explanations provided-by students for transferring or with­

drawing might be questionable due to students' tendency to 

rationalize their behavior, as well as to the complex nature 

of the attrition process. According to Spady (1970), stu-

dents tend to give socially acceptable reasons for leaving, 

downplaying academic difficulties, motivational problems and 

indecision and focusing instead on financial matters. How-

ever, student self-reports are still considered useful in 

that they suggest some of the factors that may influence 

transfer and attrition behaviors. Moreover, the reasons 

provided by students for withdrawing from college tend to 

mirror the institutional, interaction and environmental 

variables presented earlier. 

In general, self-reports of students who withdraw from 

the system of higher education differ from those of students 

who transfer. Transfers appear to focus more on ins ti tu-

tional characteristics, particularly concerning the academic 

system of the college, while total withdrawals tend to c~te 

motivational, attitudinal or environmental problems. 
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In Fetters' (1977) study, based on the NLS of the 

Class of 1972, voluntary (nonacademic) withdrawals reported 

that they left college because of good job offers; a desire 

to get practical experience; marriage; or financial diffi­

culties. A large number of these withdrawals also indicated 

that they were uncertain of their goals. Unclear education­

al and career goals were also reported by students who 

withdrew voluntarily in Higgerson's (1985) study of attri­

tion at Southern Illinois University - Carbondale. Similar­

ly, indecision concerning career choice; the opportunity for 

full-time employment; dissatisfaction with personal achieve­

ment and lack of interest in their program of study were the 

reasons most frequently cited by students leaving a large 

public university (Brigman et al., 1982). Kowalski (1977) 

compared random samples of persisting and nonpersisting 

students at a major midwestern university, and reported that 

students who withdrew expressed a general dissatisfaction 

with the college atmosphere, were experiencing conflicts in 

balancing their work and studies, and had financial prob­

lems. 

In contrast with students who withdraw, students who 

transfer report more practical, institution-specific reasons 

for leaving, often focusing on the academic system of a 

college or university. In Kowalski's (1977) study, trans­

fers reported a desire to attend a smaller institution, one 
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with a better academic program or one that offered a speci­

fic program that was unavailable at their current institu­

tion. Richardson and Bender (1987) found that community 

college transfers to urban universities desired better aca­

demic programs and higher quality institutions; closer prox­

imity to home, lower tuition and a greater relationship 

between their studies and career objectives. Wisner (1984) 

discovered that transfers from the University of Michigan­

Flint had preferences identical to those found by Richardson 

and Bender. In addition, these transf_ers expressed a desire 

to attend an institution that would better enhance their 

opportunities to get into graduate or professional programs. 

In the Brigman et al. (1982) study, transfers decided 

to leave a large, public university to pursue a course of 

study not offered there, and also expressed dissatisfaction 

with the adequacy of academic advising and teaching; grading 

practices; and class size. Astin, Korn and Green (1987) 

used CIRP data from college freshmen along with two- and 

four-year followup surveys to gain a longitudinal perspec-

ti ve on attrition. These researchers found that students 

transferred from private colleges to attend institutions 

with better academic reputations; a wider variety of course 

offerings; and a better social life. 

In his longitudinal study of transfer behavior, based 

on NLS data from the class of 1972, Peng (1977) classified 

transfers as horizontal (two-year to two-year or four-year 
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to four-year institution); vertical (two-year to four-year) 

or reverse (four-year to two-year). He discovered that 

students' self-reported reasons for transferring differed 

among these groups. For vertical transfers, the major rea­

sons for transferring were to gain better career opportuni­

ties and to maximize intellectual and personal development. 

Other reasons were to pursue a program of study not offered 

at the current institution; to attend a larger institution; 

and to have more social activities available. In the re­

verse transfer category, students reported transferring to 

attend an ins ti tut ion that was less expensive, closer to 

home, or "where I felt more like I belonged" (p. 39). Rea­

sons for transferring were very similar for both groups of 

horizontal transfers. These students sought to maximize 

their career opportunities along with their academic and 

personal development. In addition, large numbers of hori­

zontal transfers reported that they had become interested in 

an academic program not available at their current institu­

tion; that they wanted to attend college closer to home; and 

that they had chosen to enroll at a college or university 

where they felt they fit in better. According to Peng, the 

wide variety of reasons given by transfers, and particularly 

horizontal transfers, for leaving their present institution 

suggests that these students were not well suited to their 

original college choices. 
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In his study of freshmen and sophomores who voluntar­

i-ly withdrew from Florida State University, Janasiewicz 

(1987) found that the majority of students left Florida 

State to enroll at another institution. students who were 

doing poorly in their academic work tended to transfer to 

two-year colleges, as did many of the students who left for 

financial reasons (and who also tended to have low grade 

point averages). On the other hand, students who were doing 

well academically tended to transfer out of Florida State 

for specific academic or career reasons, most frequently 

moving to highly selective institutions or to those offering 

academic programs not available at Florida State. 

Transfer ill!. A Correlate Qf. Attrition 

As discussed earlier, transfer behavior is attrition 

from a particular institution, not from the system of higher 

education. Many studies have examined the persistence and 

graduation rates of students who transfer, frequently com­

paring these rates with those of native students. Findings 

have differed dramatically, with many researchers concluding 

that graduation rates for transfers are much lower, and 

attrition much higher, than for native students (Anderson, 

1983, 1984; Astin, 1975; Desler, 1985; Johnson, 1987; 

Lindsay, Marks & Hamel, 1966; Newlon & Gaither, 1980), and 

others finding the opposite result (Alba & Lavin, 1981; 
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Carroll, 1989; Holahan et al., 1983; Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Knepper, 1989). Astin (1975) estimated that for stu­

dents who initially enrolled in four-year institutions, 

transferring increased the likelihood of attrition by 10% to 

15%. He found that this negative outcome was most pro­

nounced among students who had transferred out of private, 

four-year institutions; and among students who transferred 

from public colleges and universities in the northeast and 

midwest, regions which he found were "unreceptive or other­

wise ill-equipped to accomodate transfers" (p. 120). In a 

study of the freshman class at the University of Wisconsin­

Madison, Campbell (1980) found that students who transferred 

out of that institution reduced their chances of graduation 

by 25% for men and 15% for women. He surmised that this was 

partly due to students' credit loss upon transferring. 

Three studies conducted at the University of Illinois 

at Chicago (UIC) have reached particularly disturbing con­

clusions concerning transfer student persistence. Desler 

(1985) found that although transfers had comprised at least 

40% of enrollments at UIC since 1979, only 38% of community 

college transfers and 39% of four-year college transfers 

were retained two years after transfer, compared to 76% for 

native freshmen. Anderson conducted two identical studies 

comparing native sophomores and juniors with transfers to 

the University of Illinois at Chicago in 1983 and 1984, and 

reached conclusions similar to Desler's. For the fall 1984 
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group, 43% of community college and four-year college trans­

fers graduated or maintained continuous enrollment at the 

institution, compared to 80% for native sophomores and 

juniors. Six percent of the community college transfers and 

10% of four-year college transfers graduated within two 

years following transfer, compared to 38% of the native 

students. Moreover, by the end of the second year after 

transfer, 29% of community college transfers and 22% of 

four-year college transfers had been dropped for academic 

reasons or had left while on academic probation. The re-

sults of Anderson's 1983 study are very similar. 

According to Anderson, transfers were placed at a 

disadvantage in these studies, since many of them had en­

tered the institution with substantially fewer credits than 

had been accumulated by native sophomores and juniors. 

Anderson noted that the four-year transfers achieved better 

grade point averages than the natives, but that they did not 

persist and graduate at a comparable rate. Moreover, the 

retention and graduation rates of the transfers were found 

to closely parallel those of native freshmen at the institu­

tion, leading Anderson to conclude that "achievement and 

retention may be affected more by variables other than 

whether one is a transfer or native student at the time of 

first entry" ( p. 9) • 

While the findings of these studies were fairly 
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negative concerning persistence and graduation of transfer 

students, it must be stressed that they were single institu­

tion studies and are not necessarily generalizable. Re­

search conducted on national or state-wide levels has gener­

a 11 y reached different, and more positive, conclusions. 

Carroll (1989), using national, longitudinal High School and 

Beyond data for 1980 high school graduates, found that 

transferring was actually beneficial for these students. 

For those transfers who went directly from high school to 

college and transferred without stopping out, Carroll found 

that the likelihood of degree attainment was increased. 

Knepper (1989) had similar findings using NLS of 1972 data, 

along with the related Educational Transcript Study of 1984. 

Knepper found that while transferring among colleges caused 

students to take longer to complete their degrees (59 months 

on average, compared to 51 months for nontransfers), this 

effect did not inhibit degree completion. over 60% of 

students transferring among four-year colleges received a 

B.A. within the 12-year time span covered by the study, 

closely paralelling the number of students who persisted at 

their original institution. In addition, students who 

transferred among four-year institutions had a 30% to 70% 

greater likelihood of graduation, depending upon the type of 

transfer. students who transferred from two-year colleges, 

however, had a 15% lower likelihood of receiving the B.A. 

degree. 
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In another national, longitudinal study, Holmstrom and 

Bisconti (1974) used American Council on Education data to 

study transfers from two-year to four-year institutions. 

They found that four years after entering the two-year 

college, two-fifths of the transfers had received B.A. de­

grees; and three-fifths were still enrolled. Transfers to 

private four-year colleges made the best progress toward 

their degrees; large institutional size (enrollments over 

5, ooo) and high selectivity negatively impacted transfer 

degree attainment. Using multiple regression analysis, 

Holmstrom and Bisconti found the strongest predictor of 

transfer student degree completion to be overall college 

grade point average. Like Knepper, they determined that 

transferring does delay degree completion: two of five 

transfers, compared to three of five natives, received the 

baccalaureate within four years of initial college entry. 

Finally, in a five-year study of transfers from Illi­

nois two-year to Illinois four-year institutions, the Illi­

nois Community College Board ( 1986) found that transfers 

from private two-year to private four-year colleges had the 

highest graduation rates, followed by community college to 

public four-year transfers. In addition, students who had 

earned their associate's degrees prior to transfer had the 

highest persistence and graduation rates, as well as the 

best senior year cumulative grade point averages. 
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Snpnr:y 

College student attrition is a complex phenomenon that 

involves an elaborate interplay between student and institu­

tional characteristics. Attrition becomes even more compli­

cated in the case of transfer students, who are classified 

as withdrawals from an institutional standpoint but who 

actually persist within the system of higher education. 

While none of the existing theoretical models of stu­

dent departure adequately explains the withdrawal behaviors 

of transfer students, the models published by Rootman 

(1972), Spady (1970), Tinto (1975, 1987) and Bean (1982b) 

include variables which have been shown to impact transfer­

ring. 

Al though student background attributes appear to in­

fluence dropout only indirectly, these characteristics do 

affect the type and frequency of withdrawal and transfer 

behaviors (Tinto, 1987). on the other hand, students' aspi­

rations; expectations; intentions and motivations are direct 

predictors of attrition (Bean, 1982b; Lenning et al., 1980; 

Tinto, 1975). Institutional attributes that have been 

linked to persistence are selectivity; type; control; size; 

cost and financial aid. Finally, variables which result 

from the student's interactions with the institution influ­

ence attrition; as do external, environmental factors such 

as work; family responsibilities; and the opportunity to 
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transfer. 

Transfer students' self-reported reasons for leaving a 

college or university tend to focus on institutional charac­

teristics, and particularly on the college's academic sys­

tem; while dropouts from higher education often cite attitu­

dinal, environmental or motivational problems (Brigman et 

al., 1982; Fetters, 1977; Peng, 1977; Richardson & Bender, 

1987; Wisner, 1984). 

Theories of student-institution fit developed by Cope 

and Hannah (1975), Peng (1977) and Williams (1984) were 

influenced by Rootman's (1972) model of person-role incon-

gruency. Poor student-institution fit has been shown to 

account for a significant amount of transfer behavior; as 

has a lack of congruency between a student's academic abili­

ty and the level of intellectual challenge at a given insti­

tution (Cope & Hannah, 1975; Janasiewicz, 1987; Peng, 1977; 

Tinto, 1987). Students who need more academic challenge are 

likely to transfer to higher level, more selective institu­

tions or to those that off er higher quality programs in 

specific fields . on the other hand, students who find the 

intellectual demands of an institution too rigorous often 

move to lower level or less prestigious colleges or univer­

sities (Janasiewicz, 1987; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987; Wisner, 

1984). Both student - institution and ability - challenge 

incongruencies may stem from inaccurate student expectati~ns 

of a college's social or academic atmosphere (Cope & Hannah, 
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1975; Peng, 1977; Tinto, 1987). 

Tests of Tinto's ( 1975) model of student departure 

have shown that transfer students generally exhibit low 

levels of institutional commitment, but high goal commitment 

to finish the B.A. degree (Getzlaf et al., 1984; Hackman & 

Dysinger, 1970). Other tests of the model have revealed 

that academic integration is a more important determinant of 

transfer student persistence than social integration 

(Desler, 1985; Shirley, 1986). 

Bean's ( 1982b) model was the first to delineate the 

relationship between external variables and attrition. One 

particularly important environmental variable in Bean's 

model is the opportunity to transfer, which directly influ­

ences students' intent to leave an institution (Bean, 1982b; 

Johnson, 1980; Metzner & Bean, 1987). Bean (1980) also 

found that the opportunity to transfer variable exerts a 

significant effect on students' institutional commitment. 

This discovery is consistent with findings by Getzlaf et 

al. ( 1984) and Hackman and Dysinger ( 1970) that transfers 

exhibit low levels of institutional commitment. 

All of the attrition models presented in this section 

share the assumption that dropout is a sequential process 

during which the student interacts with the institution. As 

Metzner ( 1984) summarized, "a student enters college with 

individual background characteristics, interacts with the 
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college environment, assesses the value of this experience 

on the basis of outcomes and subjective norms, and decides 

whether to continue enrollment in the institution" ( 1984, 

p.39). The Bean model and revised (1987) Tinto model extend 

this description one step further to include the influence 

of external, environmental variables on dropout. 

The Tinto and Spady models differ from those of 

Rootman and Bean in that they are cyclical, with student -

institution interaction and the student's evaluation of this 

interaction hypothesized to continue until the student 

either drops out, transfers, or graduates (Metzner, 1984). 

Bean's model, by contrast, views dropout as a one-way, 

causal sequence (Bean, 1982b). 

The greatest shortcoming of the attrition models is 

the tendency to focus on dropout from individual ins ti tu­

tions and to ignore transfer behavior within the system of 

higher education. As Tinto stated, 

While we can conceivably modify our institutional models 
to distinguish between those forces that·1ead persons to 
leave one institution for another from those that result 
in permanent withdrawal, we have yet to develop system­
wide models that would permit us· to examine the variety 
of interinsti tutional transfers that occur in higher 
education. What are needed are models of student in­
terinsti tutional movement that would permit the assess­
ment of the comparative interactive effects of differing 
institutional and system attributes upon the decisions 
of individuals to persist at a given institution, to 
transfer within state to other institutions of varying 
kinds, to transfer out-of-state, or to leave higher 
education altogether (1982a, p. 690). 

This failure to differentiate permanent dropout from 
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transfer behaviors has led to a massive overexaggeration of 

dropout rates (Gilbert & Gomme, 1986; Tinto, 1975, 1987). 

Although a number of single institution studies have 

concluded that persistence and graduation rates are lower 

for transfers than for native students, research on the 

national and state levels has generally shown that these two 

populations are equally successful at earning the baccalau­

reate degree. Transfers generally take longer to complete 

their degrees, but appear to be more likely to eventually 

earn the B.A. than native students (Carroll, 1989; Knepper, 

1989). 

Chapter Sugary 

This chapter has reviewed research in five areas which 

impact the college attendance patterns of multiple transfer 

students: the multiple transfer student; the transfer pro­

cess; student migration; the college choice process; and 

college student attrition. 

The phenomenon of college attendance begins with a 

student's decision to attend college, and is followed by the 

choice of a specific institution in which to enroll; and the 

student's subsequent re-enrollment, stopout or transfer to 

another ins ti tut ion. The process ends with graduation or 

dropout from the system of higher education (Knoell, 1966). 
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College selection, transfer and attrition are interre­

lated in that they result from the complex interaction of 

student background attributes and institutional characteris­

tics with environmental variables. Many of the same varia­

bles have been shown to influence college choice, transfer 

and attrition (see Appendices 1, 2 and 3). Nora and 

Rendon's (1988) study of community college transfer students 

revealed that academic achievement, retention and transfer 

are interdependent; and Tinto {1982b) found that many of the 

same factors that are involved in the transfer decision also 

play an influential role in the withdrawal process. 

Several studies have shown that inconsistencies be­

tween students' expectations of college and the realities of 

the institutional environment increase the likelihood of 

attrition and transfer behavior (Cope & Hannah, 1975; Peng, 

1977; Shaw, 1968; Tinto, 1987; Wisner, 1984). Incongruen-

cies between students' expectations and institutional reali­

ty often result from poor college choice {Hossler, 1984; 

Peng, 1977; Wisner, 1984-). A number of scholars have theo­

rized that more realistic, honest admissions information 

would result in improved student-college fit, which would in 

turn reduce transfer and attrition rates {Brigman et al., 

1982; Chapman & Stark, 1979; Comm & Schmidt, 1986; Peng, 

1977; Widdows & Hilton, 1990; Wisner, 1984). Thus, college 

attendance is a cyclical phenomenon in which the processes 

of choice, transfer and attrition impact one another through 
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shared, interrelated variables. This recursive pattern will 

be particularly evident in the examination of multiple 

transfer students, who repeat the choice - transfer/attri­

tion process several times over the course of their colle­

giate careers. 

This review and synthesis of the literature has pro­

vided a theoretical framework which will be used to analyze 

and interpret the data collected for this study. The re­

search design of the study will be presented in Chapter III, 

which includes a discussion of the population and criteria 

used in selecting the sample; materials and instrumentation; 

procedures followed in collecting the data; the study design 

and analysis of the data. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Introduction 

The purpose of Chapter III is to describe the research 

design used in this study and to provide information regard­

ing the population and sample selection, materials and in­

strumentation, data gathering procedures, and data analyses. 

Since the multiple transfer student has not previously been 

studied, the primary foci of this research are to provide 

descriptive data on the population; to determine individual 

and institutional reasons why multiple transfer behavior 

occurs; and to identify transfer patterns in terms of insti­

tutional types. Specific research questions are listed in 

the section entitled Materials and Instrumentation. 

Population and Selection of saaple 

The population for the study is the group of under­

graduate students who transferred to the University of Illi­

nois at Chicago (UIC) in fall 1989 and who had attended two 

or more postsecondary institutions prior to enrolling at 

UIC. In the fall of 1989, 4,679 new undergraduates entered 
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UIC. Of these, 2070 (44%) were transfer students. Of the 

transfer population, 1,170 (56%) students had attended one 

prior institution; 602 ( 29%) two prior institutions; 203 

(10%) three prior institutions; 62 (3%) four prior institu­

tions; and 39 (2%) more than four prior institutions. Thus, 

906 students, or 44% of the total transfer student popula­

tion in fall 1989 consisted of multiple transfer students. 

Approximately 50% of all transfers to UIC in fall 1989 

had most recently .attended an Illinois two-year college; 17% 

an Illinois public four-year college or university; 11% an 

Illinois four-year private college or university; 18% an 

out-of-state institution; and 4% an unknown type of institu­

tion (State of Illinois Board of Higher Education, 1989). 

The sample for the study was ra~domly selected from a 

computerized listing of the population of 906 multiple 

transfer students who entered UIC in fall 1989. This proce­

dure was accomplished with the assistance of the Office of 

Planning and Resource Management at UIC. Through random 

sampling (without replacement), 453 multiple transfer stu­

dents were selected for inclusion in the research sample. 

The University of Illinois at Chicago is an urban, 

public research university with a total enrollment of 24,195 

in the fall of 1989. several studies have been conducted of 

first-time transfer students at UIC. Desler (1985) examined 

the persistence/withdrawal behaviors of first-time transfer 

students to UIC within the context of Tinto's (1975) 
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theoretical model of student persistence. Anderson ( 1983, 

1984) compared the persistence behaviors and academic 

performance of first-time transfers to UIC with those of 

native students. In addition, UIC's Offices of School and 

College Relations and Planning and Resource Management pub­

lish annual reports concerning the characteristics of new 

freshmen and transfer students. These research findings 

provided valuable background information for the study. 

Materials And. Instrwaentation 

In gathering data for the study, the researcher sought 

to answer the following research questions: 

1) Is there an identifiable pattern of the following demo­

graphic and academic background variables present in the 

fall 1989 entering multiple transfer student population at 

the subject institution: age, sex, ethnicity, religious 

preference, marital status, academic achievement (high 

school grade point average, program of study and class rank; 

and cumulative UIC grade point average), and socioeconomic 

status (parental education levels and student's or parents' 

income level)? How do these variables compare with those of 

first-time freshmen and transfers at UIC? 

2) Which of these background variables are related to the 

most common interinstitutional enrollment/transfer patterns 
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of this population? 

3) Which of the interinstitutional enrollment/transfer 

patterns are related to students' self-reported reasons for 

choosing (transferring to) and leaving (transferring from) 

their previous institutions? 

4) Are there identifiable interinstitutional enrollment/ 

transfer patterns of multiple transfer students in this 

population, in terms of the following institutional classi­

fications: type (two-year or four-year), size, control (pub­

lic, private or proprietary), tuition level, selectivity 

level (defined according to average ACT scores of the enter­

ing student body), Carnegie classification and state/re­

gion? 

5) From what sources do multiple transfer students' expec­

tations of their institutions arise (e.g., college counsel­

ors, college guidebooks, institutional promotional materials 

or campus visits)? 

Data for the study were collected as part of a two­

stage process, and included both primary and secondary in­

formation. secondary data were obtained from UIC's official 

records, which yielded both demographic and institutional 

information. Demographic data included age, sex, ethnicity 

and residence (whether the student was a United states 

citizen, immigrant/ permanent resident, or foreign). 
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Institutional data included the names of all previous col­

leges or universities attended, as well as dates of atten­

dance, total credit hours earned and transfer credit hours 

earned at each institution. UIC information included the 

name of the college in which each student was enrolled 

(e.g., College of Business Administration, College of 

Liberal Arts and Sciences); the number of credit hours for 

which each student was enrolled in fall 1989; the class each 

student was in upon matriculation (e.g., freshman, sopho­

more, junior or senior); the cumulative grade point average 

earned for the fall 1989, winter 1990, and spring 1990 

academic quarters; and whether or not the student was enrol­

led at UIC for each of those quarters. 

Institutional data were received from UIC on computer 

disk and were restructured so as to eliminate certain varia­

bles, including students' names and social security numbers 

(survey codes were used instead for identification pur­

poses); addresses and telephone numbers; transcript numbers; 

federal identification codes for colleges and universities; 

and transfer points attained by students at each institution 

attended. In addition, other variables were reformatted so 

they would conform to the coding procedures. student dates 

of birth were transformed into simple age figures; the 

number of quarter hours for which each student was regis­

tered in fall 1989 was translated into a numerical code 
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which designated full-time or part-time status; and the 

specific curriculum in which each student was enrolled was 

shortened to include only the appropriate college name 

(e.g., the College of Business Administration). 

For each· student in the sample, the researcher num­

bered all colleges in the order in which they were attended 

according to dates listed in UIC's records (e.g., College 1 

represented the most recent institution attended; College 2 

the second most recent, etc. ) Respondents to the survey 

indicated the name and location of each college and the 

order in which all institutions were attended. This infor­

mation served as a confirmation of the data listed in the 

records. In the vast majority of cases, the information 

provided by survey respondents was identical to that listed 

in UIC's records. When a discrepancy occurred, the institu­

tional records (which indicated specific dates of attendance 

at each college) were given preference over student respon­

ses. 

Each student in the sample was assigned a code that 

described the overall pattern of their multiple transfer 

movement. Transfers were divided into two general catego-

ries: "conventional transfers," who attended each college 

separately and sequentially; and "sandwich transfers," who 

attended two or more colleges simultaneously or who matricu­

lated at one institution, transferred elsewhere and then 

returned to the original college at some point. Further 
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differentiations were made on the basis of whether the 

student was enrolled at a given institution for only one 

semester or quarter, or only for the summer. 

Once all institutions attended by students were iden­

tified, the researcher listed the colleges and universities 

alphabetically, assigning each one a code number. students 

in the sample attended a total of 302 different higher 

education ins ti tut ions, which are listed in Appendix 9. 

Using the Carnegie Foundation's A Cla~sification Qf Institu­

tions Q.t. Higher Education (1987), The College Board's ~ 

College Handbook 1989-90, and U.S. News and World Report's 

.America's ~ Colleges (1990), the researcher identified 

institutional type; control; Carnegie classification; loca­

tion by state; average tuition/fee and enrollment levels; 

and average ACT scores of the entering student body (used as 

a selectivity measure) for each institution attended by 

students in the sample. For those colleges that published 

only average SAT scores, these scores were transformed into 

average ACT scores using conversion tables developed by 

Astin (1971). 

It is important to note that although information such 

as students' reasons for transferring to and from various 

institutions must be inf erred from their answers to ques­

tions given on the survey, institutional data were provided 

for all students included in the sample. Thus, transfer 
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patterns by institutional type, grade point average at each 

institution attended and a 1 imi ted number of demographic 

characteristics were included in the study for all 424 

students in the sample, and not only for the survey respon­

dents. 

Primary data were obtained through a researcher­

designed questionnaire. Survey questions were designed to 

elicit respondents' reasons for transferring to and from 

their previous colleges or universities, using a Likert or 

summated rating scale format. Each respondent was assigned 

an identification number so that data from the institutional 

records could easily be paired with information obtained 

through the survey. Variables previously found to be re­

lated to college choice, student persistence, and transfer 

behavior were used to elicit information on student back­

ground characteristics, institutional attributes and attitu­

dinal, environmental and interaction characteristics (see 

Appendices 1, 2 and 3 for a listing of variables featured 

prominently in the literature). Student background varia­

bles included 1) marital status; 2) parental education 

levels; 3) previous degree(s) earned; 4) high school pro­

gram; 5) high school grade point average; 6) high school 

class rank; 7) length of commute to UIC; 8) religious 

preference; 9) student/parental income level; 10) employ­

ment situation; and 11) number of hours worked per week. 

Institutional variables included 1) academic quality; 
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2) variety of courses and programs offered; 3) class size; 

4) faculty teaching ability; 5) faculty availability out­

side the classroom; 6) availability of financial aid and 

scholarships; 7) affordability of tuition and fees; 8) 

convenience of campus location; 9) attractiveness of campus 

facilities and grounds; 10) social atmosphere; 11) availa­

bility of student support services (e.g., advising, counsel­

ing and career planning); and 12) fairness of campus rules 

and regulations. 

Attitudinal, enviroru1ental and interaction character­

istics included: 1) educational goal commitment ("What is 

the highest degree you expect to earn in your lifetime?"); 

2) institutional commitment ( "What is your main goal in 

transferring to UIC?" and "How important is it to you to 

achieve this goal?"); 3) choice ranking given to each 

ins ti tut ion (e.g. , first, second, third or fourth) ; 4) 

degree of support received from members of the faculty or 

staff at each institution; 5) level of student satisfaction 

with the overall experience at each institution; and 6) 

entering student expectations of the subject university. 

The questions concerning educational goal commitment 

and institutional commitment were drawn from the attrition 

literature, which emphasizes the importance of these commit­

ment levels to persistence and indicates that transfer stu­

dents exhibit high goal commitment, but low institutional 
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commitment (Bean, 1982a; Getzlaf et al., 1984; Hackman & 

Dysinger, 1970; Tinto, 1975, 1987). The question measuring 

respondents' choice ranking is important in that students 

are more likely to transfer when they have initially en­

rolled at a lower-choice institution (Tinto, 1987). The 

degree of support received from faculty or staff members has 

been shown to be significantly related to persistence in 

studies by Husband ( 1976), Lenning ( 1982), Terenzini and 

Pascarella (1980), and Tinto (1975, 1987). Finally, a stu­

dent's overall experience at an institution has been found 

to be more important than her/his background characteristics 

in determining transfer behavior {Holmstrom & Bisconti, 

1974; Volkwein et al., 1986). 

An additional survey item asked whether the decision 

to transfer out of each institution was the respondent's 

alone, the decision of the respondent's parents, the col­

lege's decision, for academic or other reasons, or other. 

This question was included so that students dismissed by an 

institution could be analyzed separately from the rest of 

the sample. While academic or disciplinary dismissal · is 

not equivalent to voluntary transfer behavior (Janasiewicz, 

1987; Tinto, 1982b), the multiple transfer student's choice 

of attending and/or leaving subsequent institutions, when 

voluntary, was of interest to the researcher. 

The first section of the survey focused on factors 

which influenced respondents' choice of attending UIC. 

189 



Students were asked to indicate the relative influence of 

several information sources on their selection of UIC, in­

cluding high school counselors and teachers; faculty or 

counselors at their previous college; friends attending UIC; 

family members; UIC alumni; mass media (e.g., radio, televi­

sion or newspapers); promotional materials sent from UIC; 

college guidebooks; or a campus visit to UIC. These infor­

mation sources have been identified in the college choice 

literature as being influential in the selection process. 

In addition, respondents were asked to indicate whether they 

had decided on a college major; and if so, how important the 

availability of this course of study had been in their 

selection of UIC. These questions were included as unavail­

ability of a specific academic program is a major reason 

given by students for transferring from one institution to 

another (Brigman et al., 1982; Kowalski, 1977; Peng, 1977). 

Respondents were asked to indicate which, if any, of 

several problems they had experienced upon transferring to 

UIC: transfer of credit; fitting in as a student at UIC; 

finding their way around campus; registering for classes; 

overcoming bureaucratic "red tape"; or other problems. 

These factors were taken from the literature on roadblocks 

encountered by students during. the transfer process. The 

final question in this section dealt with respondents' per­

ception of how difficult it would be to transfer to another 
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college from UIC. This variable has been shown to be highly 

predictive of transfer behavior in that the more difficult a 

student perceives transferring to be, the less likely she/he 

will be to transfer (Metzner, 1984). 

An initial draft of the survey instrument was reviewed 

and evaluated for content validity by the researcher's dis­

sertation committee members and by two outside faculty mem­

bers with national reputations in the areas of college 

choice and persistence. It was also reviewed by a marketing 

professor with expertise in survey research techniques. The 

revised questionnaire was pilot-tested on a representative 

sample of ten multiple transfer students who entered UIC in 

fall 1988. These students were asked to read the cover 

letter and fill out the questionnaire,_ and were then inter­

viewed by the researcher to assess their overall reaction to 

the survey. Respondents were asked whether they felt the 

questions were clearly written and appropriate, and were 

encouraged to suggest other items which they felt should 

have been included. The interviews and pilot-tests enabled 

the researcher to ascertain the face validity of the survey 

items. 

According to the experts' review and the pilot-testing 

procedure, the content or face validity of the items used in 

the study was high. Once this was determined, the survey 

instrument was revised for the final time and plans were 

made for data collection. 
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Proce<iures 

The design, printing and mailing of the survey instru­

ments were accomplished using Dillman's Total Design Method 

for mail surveys (1978). A first-class mailing, including a 

cover letter, questionnaire and a postage-paid, return enve­

lope, was sent to the 424 multiple transfer students in the 

sample on October 24, 1989 (the sixth week of UIC's fall 

quarter). One week later, a postcard reminder was sent to 

the entire sample. Finally, a second cover letter (slightly 

shorter and more urgent in tone than the first) was sent to 

nonrespondents on November 15, 1989, along with a replace­

ment questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope. The 

cover letter was printed on UIC stationary, and the UIC logo 

appeared on the cover of the questionnaire. In addition, 

the signature of the Vice Chancellor for student Affairs 

appeared at the bottom of each letter, along with that of 

the researcher. These techniques were employed in order to 

emphasize the university's sponsorship of the survey so 

that response rates would be enhanced. In the cover letter, 

students were assured that their responses would be kept 

completely confidential, and that the . code number which 

appeared on the cover page of the survey would be used only 

for mailing purposes and to match selected data from the 

student record with survey responses. Respondents were 
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given the opportunity to request a copy of the survey 

results by writing "copy of the results requested" on the 

back of the return envelope. Copies of the cover letter, 

followup letter, postcard and questionnaire are included as 

Appendices 4, 5, 6, and 7. 

Pesign iUld QAtA AQalyses 

Two types of descriptive data were collected for the 

study: objective data, such as the various types of institu­

tions attended by each student, the student's age and field 

of study; and subjective, self-reported data, such as the 

student's expectations of selected institutional character­

istics and reasons for choosing and leaving each institution 

attended. The study assumes that students would have no 

reason for giving biased responses. Any biases that did 

occur, moreover, should be skewed in a positive normative 

direction (Bean, 1980). There is a tendency for respondents 

to answer survey questions in what they perceive to be 

socially desirable ways. Transfer behavior might be infer­

red by some students as failure and thus rationalized or 

underestimated; whereas grades, which are considered posi­

tive sanctions, might be overestimated (Peng, 1977). 

In responding to items on the survey, students consis­

tently answered even the most personal questions, such as 

those concerning family income. The assurance of 
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confidentiality provided in the cover letter, and the 

thorough pilot-testing of these items, apparently were 

effective strategies for eliciting data of a personal na­

ture. 

Processing of the data gathered for the study was 

accomplished using The SPSSx Information Analysis System 

(SPSSx Inc., 1986). The primary statistical procedures used 

to analyze the results of the study are frequency analysis 

and chi-square analysis. Frequency distributions are used 

to categorize and graphically depict demographic and acade­

mic background data gathered concerning multiple transfer 

students and their interinstitutional enrollment/transfer 

patterns. Distributions are also used to describe students' 

self-reported reasons for transferring to and from various 

institutions. Chi-square analysis is used to identify rela­

tionships among the student, institutional and interaction 

variables listed previously. This technique is used to 

ascertain whether relationships expected to exist among 

these variables are present at conventional significance 

levels. 

Chapter SnPMr.y 

This chapter has described the methods used in selec­

tion of the sample population, instrumentation, data gather­

ing procedures and design for the study. 

Of the 2,010 undergraduate transfer students who 
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entered UIC in fall 1989, 44% were multiple transfers. Using 

random sampling (without replacement), 453 of these multiple 

transfers were selected for inclusion in.the research sam­

ple. The sample was eventually adjusted to include 424 

multiple transfer students. 

Both primary and secondary data were collected for the 

study. Secondary data were drawn from UIC's institutional 

records, and primary data were obtained through a question­

naire based on research in the areas of student attrition, 

college choice and transfer behavior. The primary foci of 

the data collection were to obtain descriptive, demographic 

data concerning the sample population; to determine reasons 

for transferring to and from each institution attended; and 

to identify transfer patterns in terms of institutional 

characteristics. 

The survey instrument was analyzed for content validi­

ty by experts in the field, and was pilot-tested on ten 

multiple transfers who entered UIC in fall 1988. The re-

sults of the pilot-tests and interviews with the respondents 

indicated that the questionnaire had high face validity. 

Dillman's Total Design Method for mail surveys (1978) 

was used to guide the design, printing and mailing of the 

questionnaires. The initial mailing was followed by a re­

minder postcard and a repeat mailing to nonrespondents. 

As the primary focus of the study is the analysis of 
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descriptive data, percentages and crosstabulations are the 

primary methods used. Frequency analysis and chi-square an­

alysis are also used for more detailed analyses of the data. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter will describe the data analyses and re­

sults of the study. Findings will be presented as they 

relate to the four objectives delineated in Chapter I and 

the five research questions listed in Chapter III. Results 

will be interpreted as they reflect the previously published 

literature discussed in Chapter II. 

~ Analyses 

The original research sample for this study consisted 

of 453 multiple transfer students who entered the University 

of Illinois at Chicago (UIC) in fall 1989. Of this sample, 

four students were excluded because of incorrect or missing 

mailing addresses; 13 were eliminated because of an institu­

tional record-keeping error which listed them as multiple 

transfers even though the record indicated that they had 

attended only one other institution prior to enrolling at 

UIC; and 12 were removed from the sample when they failed to 

matriculate at UIC in fall 1989. Thus, the adjusted sample 

was composed of 424 multiple transfer students. 

As described in Chapter III, surveys were mailed to 
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all students in the adjusted sample (see Appendix 7). 

ultimately, 275 surveys were returned for a response rate of 

65%. All of the returned questionnaires yielded useable 

data. Demographic and academic comparisons as computed 

using the SAS program indicated nonsignif icant differences 

between the sample and the population of 906 multiple trans-

fer students who entered UIC in fall 1989. This implied 

that the sample was representative of the population. 

Student background data received from UIC enabled the 

researcher to ascertain the possible degree of response bias 

by comparing characteristics of survey respondents (n=275) 

with those of nonrespondents (n=149). Chi-square analysis 

indicated nonsignif icant differences on all variables except 

those of ethnicity; cumulative grade point average earned at 

UIC in the spring quarter of 1990; and persistence at UIC 

through the spring quarter of 1990 (see Table 2). These 

minimal differences implied a low response bias. 

A significantly lower percentage of blacks than whites 

responded to the survey (see Table 2). Although 15% of the 

sample consisted of black students, only 8% of respondents 

were black, as were 25% of nonrespondents. Although white 

students comprised 66% of the multiple transfer sample, 72% 

of respondents were white as compared with 55% of nonrespon­

dents. In addition, a significantly greater percentage of 

survey respondents ( 32%) had earned UIC cumulative grade 

point averages in the A and B range by spring quarter 1990 
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Tal>1• 2. --Student Background Characteristics o~ Respondents 
and Nonrespondents 

Curricu1wa 

Liberal Arts 
Business 
Engineering 
Art/Architecture 
Physical Education 
Social Work 

TOTAL N 

C1ass 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Saz 

Male 
Female 

TOTAL N 

TOTAL N 

Ethnicity*** 

2 

Respondents 

< 11 • 275 > 
% II 

61 
16 
13 

4 

3 
2 

9 
35 
40 
16 

49 
51 

168 
45 
36 
12 

8 
6 

275 

24 
97 

111 
43 

275 

136 
139 

275 

(X ( 4) 22.828, p < .0001) 

American Indian 
Black 
Asian 
Hispanic 
White 

TOTAL N 

1 
9 

13 
6 

72 

199 

2 
23 
34 
15 

191 

265 

Nonrespondents 
(II • 149 > 

% II 

70 
15 

9 
5 
2 

6 
35 
40 
19 

59 
41 

1 
26 
14 

4 

55 

104 
22 
13 

7 

3 

149 

9 
52 
59 
29 

149 

88 
61 

149 

1 
37 
21 

6 
80 
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iral:>1• 2. --cont.inued 

Respondents Nonrespondents 
( 11 - 275 ) ( 11 - 149 ) 

' 11 ' 11 

Aq• 

18-22 58 157 56 83 
23-28 29 78 30 44 
29-33 8 21 11 16 
34-38 3 8 1 2 
38 and over 3 7 3 4 

TOTAL N 271 149 

Hours lllnrolled 

Full-time 77 210 79 117 
Part-time 23 64 21 32 

TOTAL N 274 149 

'l'ota1 Colleges 
Attended 

Two 72 199 71 106 
Three 20 55 22 33 
Four 7 18 3 5 
Five 1 1 2 
Six 1. 1 1 
Seven 1 1 2 

TOTAL N 275 149 
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Tab1• 2. --Continued 

cumul.ative UIC · 

GPA*** 

0-1.9 
2-2. 9 
3-3.9 
4-4.9 

2 
(X ( 4) 

5.0 and above 

TOTAL N 

24. 549, 

Persistence at UIC 
through 
Spring, 1990** 

2 

Respondents 
( 11 - 275 ) 

' 11 

p < .0000) 

1 2 
2 6 

66 181 
29 81 

2 5 

275 

(X (1) = 7.129, p < .0075) 

Still Enrolled 
Not Enrolled 

TOTAL N 

81 
19 

222 
53 

275 

Nonrespondents 
( 11 - 149 ) 

% II 

1 
11 
72 
15 

1 

70 
30 

1 
17 

107 
23 

1 

149 

104 
45 

149 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 

*** 
** 
* 

P< .001, two-tailed. 
P< .01, two-tailed. 
P< .05, two-tailed. 

Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
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than had nonrespondents (16%). 

As shown in Table 2, a significantly greater percent-

age of respondents were still enrolled at UIC in the spring 

quarter of 1990 than were nonrespondents (81% and 69%, 

respectively). It is reasonable to expect that a student 

who is considering withdrawing or transferring would fail to 

respond to a survey concerning the institution. 

Findings Related :tQ Study Objectives SlDd. Research Questions 

Objective 1 To identify the most common interinstitutional 
enrollment/transfer patterns, in terms of institutional 
types, of multiple transfer students who enrolled at the 
subject institution in fall 1989, and to infer from the data 
patterns which could be used to predict interinsti tutional 
movement of these student populations. 

Identification of the paths most frequently followed 

by multiple transfer students was vital to the interpreta-

tion of the remaining objectives and research questions. In 

order to determine the most common multiple transfer paths, 

crosstabulations were employed to establish the sequence of 

colleges and universities attended in terms of institutional 

type (two-year, four-year or upper division) for all stu-

dents in the multiple transfer sample (n = 424). Four 

primary paths were discovered which accounted for 76% of the 

transfer movements of students in the sample (see Figure 5). 

While the vast :majority of students in the saaple (72%) had 

attended two colleges or universities prior to enrolling at 
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Figure s. --Multiple 'l'rans~er Paths o~ the Sample Population 
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H•lSI •-2 •-2 
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H•ll 
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N•24 ·-· 4 YEAR 2 Yr.AR UIC 

•-1 N•l N•l 
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UPPER DI UIC 
N•l N•l 
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•-1 
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•-1 •-1 •-1 
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UIC, 21% had attended three institutions and 7% four to 

seven institutions. 

The most common transfer path, taken by 119 students 

or 28% of the sample, was that of initially attending a 

four-year college or university; transferring to a two-year 

ins ti tut ion; and then transferring to UIC. This pattern 

will be referred to as the 4 > 2 > 4 path. The second 

largest group of students began at community colleges, 

transferred to four-year institutions and then enrolled at 

UIC. Entitled the 2 > 4 > 4 path, this group comprised 75 

students, or 18% of the sample population. 

The third multiple transfer path, followed by 63 stu-

dents, consisted of initial enrollment at a community col­

lege, followed by transfer to another two-year institution, 

and then a third transfer to UIC. This pattern of movement 

will be referred to as the 2 > 2 > 4 path. In the data 

analysis, this group was augmented by nine students who 

attended three community colleges and two who attended four 

community colleges, prior to enrollment at UIC. Thus, the 

total 2 > 2 > 4 group included 74 students, or 17% of the 

sample population. 

The fourth multiple transfer path was followed by 47 

students who attended two four-year colleges or universities 

prior to enrolling at UIC. This group was supplemented by 

eight students who transferred to a third four-year institu­

tion before moving to UIC. Once these students were 
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included, the 4 > 4 > 4 path contained 55 students, or 13% 

of the sample population. 

The remaining 101 students ( 24% of the sample) were 

categorized as "other," as there were too few subjects in 

any given cell for meaningful analyses to be performed. 

Appendix 8 illustrates the transfer paths followed by these 

students. The largest· such group was comprised of 18 stu­

dents who followed the 4 > 2 > 4 > 4 path, accounting for 

only 4% of the sample population. 

An alternate series of transfer paths was discovered 

when institutions to which students transferred only during 

the summer were excluded from the analysis. The resulting, 

smaller sample and transfer paths (see Figure 6 and Table 3) 

did not differ significantly from those in which summer 

transfer was included. The only path which experienced a 

slight increase in size with summer transfers excluded was 

the 4 > 4 > 4 group. This small degree of growth indicates 

that students in this group frequently attended community 

colleges to earn summer school credit. 

No significant differences were found when the samples 

and paths with summer transfers included and excluded were 

compared. Therefore, the data were collapsed over the orig­

inal sample of 424 multiple transfers and its four deriva­

tive transfer paths. Of the two groups, the original sample 

best fulfilled the definition of multiple transfer student 
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Figure 6. --Multiple Transfer Paths Excluding Institutions 
Attended only During the Summer 

UIC 
N•60 

UIC 
N•I 

2 YEAll 2 UAR UIC 
N•9 N•l N•l 
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Table 3. --Multiple Transfer Paths 

Including Summer Bxcludinq Summer 

4>2>4 Path 119 111 

2>4>4 Path 75 62 

2>2>4 Path 74 69 

4>4>4 Path 55 56 

"Other" Path 101 67 

Sample Population 424 365 

Note:4>2>4 refers to students who initially enrolled at a four-year 
institution, subsequently transferred to a community college and then 
transferred to a second four-year institution. 
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set forth in Chapter I as "a student who attended and re-

ceived transfer credit from two or more colleges or univer-

sities prior to attending the subject institution." 

It is interesting to note that the multiple transfer 

paths identified above are extensions of the four basic 

transfer groups delineated by Peng (1977) in his national, 

longitudinal study of first-time transfer students. These 

basic groups were 2 > 2, 2 > 4, 4 > 2 and 4 > 4. Peng 

found that, within two years after initial matriculation, 

24% of the national transfer population had moved from two­

year to four-year institutions; 16% from four-year to four­

year; 4% from two-year to two-year and 3% from four-year to 

two-year. Peng's findings on the percentage of students in 

each transfer group differ substantially from those of this 

study, which indicate that over an extended period of time 

18% of multiple transfers to UIC followed the 2 > 4 path, 

13% the 4 > 4 path, 17% the 2 > 2 path and 28% the 4 > 2 

path. 

Objective 2 To identify background variables (demographic 
and academic) of multiple transfer students who enrolled at 
the subject institution in fall 1989, and to infer from the 
data background variables which could be used to predict the 
likelihood of multiple transfer behavior. 

Research Question 1 How do these variables compare with 
those of first-time freshmen and transfers at UIC? 

Research Question 2 Which of these background variables are 
related to the most common interinstitutional enrollment/ 
transfer patterns of this population? 
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In order to explore fully Objective 2 and its related 

research questions, the background characteristics and edu­

cational goals and aspirations of multiple transfer students 

in the sample were examined from the following perspectives: 

1) in comparison with first-time freshmen, the under­

graduate population, and the entering transfer population at 

UIC in fall 1989; 

2) according to the number of colleges attended prior 

to enrolling at UIC; 

3) depending upon whether the student's first college 

attended was two-year or four-year; 

4) depending upon whether the student's most recent 

college attended prior to enrolling at UIC was two-year or 

four-year; and 

5) according to the four major multiple transfer paths 

(4 > 2 > 4, 2 > 4 > 4, 2 > 2 > 4, and 4 > 4 > 4). 

Chi-square analysis was used to ascertain whether 

background differences expected to exist among the groups 

were present at conventional significance levels. 

Analysis of the Sa:m.ple Population 

As seen in Tables 4 and 5, the majority of students 

in the multiple transfer sample can be described by the fol­

lowing background composite: white, 18-22 years of age, 

Catholic, and single; with college-educated parents 
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Tabl.• '· 
--Background Characteristics o'I! Students Bru:olled at 

'OIC in rall, 1989 

Multiple Onder- rreabman Trans'f!er 
Trans'f!er graduate Population Population 
Sample Population 
( H - ( H - H - H -

424 15,945 2,609 2,070 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Curriculum 

Liberal Arts 64 58 67 64 

Business 16 18 11 17 
Engineering 12 14 13 10 
Art/Architecture 5 8 7 7 
Physical Education 3 2 2 2 
Social Work 2 1 

Class 

Freshman 8 28 100 17 
Sophomore 35 20 37 
Junior 40 22 35 
Senior 17 30 11 

Sez 

Male 53 51 52 54 
Female 47 59 48 46 

Bthnicity 

American Indian 1 1 
Black 15 10 10 12 
Asian 13 16 20 10 
Hispanic 5 11 14 7 
White 66 58 52 63 

(unknown-5%) (unknown-4%) (unknown-7%) 

Residence 

U.S. Citizen 91 98 99 96 
Foreign 9 2 1 4 
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'l'abl.• 4. --Continued 

Mul.tipl.e Under- l'reshman 'l'rans~er 

Trans~er graduate Popul.ation Popul.ation 
Sampl.e Popul.ation 
( Ii - ( Ii - Ii - Ii -

424 15,945 2,609 2,070 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Aqe 

18-22 57 40 95 32 

23-28 29 45 4 49 

29-33 9 9 1 11 

34-38 2 4 4 

39 and over 3 3 5 

Hours Bnrol.l.ed 

Full-time 78 82 90 78 
Part-time 22 18 10 22 

Bmpl.oyment 

Employed 65 63 78 
Not Employed 35 37 22 

Income-
Dependent 

Below $10,000 10 7 4 
$10,000-$19,999 6 11 18 
$20,000-$29,999 14 24 18 
$30,000-$39,999 9 26 16 
$40,000-$49,999 17 16 14 
$50,000 and Above 43 17 31 

Income-
Independent 

Below $10,000 48 83 48 
$10,000-$19,999 27 8 18 
$20,000-$29,999 11 15 
$30,000-$39,999 9 8 6 
$40,000-$49,999 2 4 
$50,000 and Above 3 9 
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Tab1• 4. --Continued 

Mu1tip1• Under- rreshman 'l'rana:ter 
'l'rans:ter graduate Popu1ation Popu1ation 
Samp1e Popu1ation 
( ti - ( ti - ti - ti -

424 15,945 2,609 2,070 ) 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Mother's 
Bducation 

No College 45 53 51 
Some College 24 23 22 
College Degree 30 24 27 

rather'• 
Bducation 

No College 37 41 43 
Some College 18 26 19 
College Degree 46 32 38 

Goa1 in 
Attending UIC 

Bachelor's Degree 92 87 92 
Transfer 5 10 6 
Take Job-related 
Courses 1 1 1 

Self-improvement 1 1 
Other 1 2 

Rank Choice UIC 

First Choice 60 46 75 
Second Choice 31 39 21 
Third Choice 6 15 4 
Fourth or Lower 
Choice 3 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 
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especially fathers); high family incomes (above $40,000) if 

dependent, but low incomes (below $10,000) if independent; 

high educational aspirations (interest in earning an ad­

vanced degree); earned a high school grade point average in 

the B- to A range, ranked in the top or second quarter of 

the high school class, and attended a college preparatory 

high school; had previously attended two other colleges, but 

had not earned a degree prior to enrolling at UIC; enrolled 

full-time (more than 12 hours) as a sophomore or junior in 

the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences at UIC, employed 

off-campus on a part-time basis while attending UIC, and had 

earned a cumulative UIC grade point average in the 3. O to 

3.9 range (on a 5.0 scale). 

These findings reflect previous research which de­

scribes first-time transfers as white (Peng, 1977; Van 

Alstyne, 1974); traditional age (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; 

Preston, 1976; Wisner, 1984); of high socioeconomic status 

(Carroll, 1989; Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Lee & Frank, 

1990; Peng, 1977; Velez & Javalgi, 1987); with highly edu­

cated parents (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 197 4; Metzner, 1984; 

Nora & Rendon, 1988; Wisner, 1984) and high high school and 

college grade point averages (Peng, 1977; Velez & Javalgi, 

1987). one variable of particular interest was the ex­

tremely wide range of income levels present in the multiple 

transfer sample. Of survey respondents, 50% classified 

themselves as dependent and 50% as independent. The family 
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incomes of dependent multiple transfers were high, with the 

largest concentration in the $70, 000 and over category. 

Independent respondents had substantially lower incomes than 

their dependent counterparts, with 48% earning below $10,000 

and 27% between $10,000 and $19,999. 

When their success in achieving degree aspirations at 

previous institutions was examined, it was evident that the 

goals of students in the sample had shifted a number of 

times prior to their enrollment at UIC. Of students whose 

initial institution was a four-year college or university, 

77% planned to earn a bachelor's degree and 8% to transfer, 

while 26% of students initially entering a community college 

aspired to earn an associate's degree and 60% to transfer. 

While 62% of respondents whose goal was to earn an asso­

ciate's degree from their initial institution actually re­

ceived one, 17% of students who intended to transfer and 22% 

who planned to earn a bachelor's degree also obtained an 

associate's degree. 

In contrast to their degree goals at their initial 

institution, 64% of students intended to earn a bachelor's 

degree at their most recent four-year college or university 

prior to enrolling at UIC, and 23% planned to transfer; 

while 29% of those entering community colleges aspired to 

earn an associate's degree and 61% to transfer. Of respon­

dents who planned to graduate from their most recent 
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institution, 84% who aspired toward the associate's degree 

earned one, as did 22% of those who intended to transfer. 

only 19% of respondents had the same goal when enrolling at 

their initial college as they did at their most recent 

institution, and 55% of these sa:me-goal students stated that 

they intended to earn transfer credit at both institutions. 

The educational goals of students in the sample re­

garding their first institution attended were related to 

their high school ranks such that 59% of students who were 

ranked in the top quarter of their high school class aspired 

to earn the bachelor's degree at their first institution, 

while 24% planned to transfer. Of those students in the 

second quarter of their high school class, 46% hoped to earn 

the bachelor's degree and 33% to transfer, while in the 

third quarter 27% planned to graduate with a B.A./B.S. and 

29% expected to transfer. 

Multiple transfers in the sample population were found 

to have high levels of institutional commitment to UIC as 

well as lofty long-term educational aspirations. Of stu­

dents in the sample, 92% stated that their goal in transfer­

ring to UIC was to earn a bachelor's degree, and 99% felt 

that achieving this goal was extremely or very important. 

In terms of future aspirations, 16% of the multiple trans­

fers aspired toward a bachelor's degree; 53% a master's 

degree and 31% a doctorate or professional degree. Finally, 

reflecting the findings of Johnson ( 1980) in her study of 
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community college transfers to a large, urban university, 

the cumulative grade point averages of multiple transfers in 

the sample were found to be significantly related to their 

persistence at, UIC through the spring quarter of 1990 (x_2 

(4) = 22.211, D <.0000). In general, the higher the cumula­

tive grade point averages of these students, the more likely 

they were to persist at UIC. 

Coaparison of the Sanmle to Qtber ~ Populations 

Table 4 lists a number of background variables charac-

teristic of students enrolled at UIC in fall 1989. Data 

describing the undergraduate population, entering freshmen 

and transfers were derived from the Student ~ !iQQk 1985-

1989, and from survey results published by the Office of 

Planning and Resource Management at UIC. Data were not 

available for all groups across all variables; however, it 

is possible to compare at least some of the groups in all 

cases. 

When compared to the population of 2,609 undergraduate 

freshmen entering UIC in fall 1989, the multiple transfer 

sample contained more white and black students and fewer 

Hispanics and Asians than the freshmen. The freshmen were 

younger than the multiple transfers, were more likely to be 

U.S. citizens and were more inclined to enroll in classes on 

a full-time basis than the multiple transfers. The multiple 
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transfers, however, had better-educated parents than the 

freshmen, were less likely to be employed while attending 

college and were from higher income families, whether they 

were financially dependent or independent. The multiple 

transfers were more likely to aspire to earn a bachelor's 

degree from UIC, and were less likely to plan to transfer 

than the freshmen. In addition, a higher percentage of 

students in the multiple transfer sample considered UIC 

their first choice institution than did the freshmen. 

When compared to the total population of 2,070 trans­

fers to UIC in fall 1989, a much higher percentage of stu­

dents in the multiple transfer sample were in the 18-22 age 

range. Students in the sample were more likely to have high 

income families (if dependent) and to have college-educated 

parents, but were less likely to be employed while attending 

UIC than the transfer population. In addition, a higher 

percentage of transfers were classified as freshmen and 

sophomores at UIC, and a lower percentage as juniors and 

seniors than students in the multiple transfer sample. This 

finding was not surprising, given that the multiple trans­

fers had attended more institutions prior to enrolling at 

UIC than the transfer population as a whole. Members of the 

multiple transfer sample were also much less likely than 

students in the transfer population to state that UIC was 

their first choice institution. 
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A comparison of the multiple transfer sample with the 

entire population of 15, 945 undergraduates at UIC in fall 

l989 indicates that the undergraduate population included a 

greater percentage of Hispanics and Asians, but fewer blacks 

and whites than the multiple transfer sample. A higher 

percentage of multiple transfers were in the 18-22 age range 

than the undergraduates. Finally, the undergraduate popula­

tion contained a higher percentage of freshmen and seniors, 

but fewer sophomores and juniors, than the multiple transfer 

sample. 

In summary, comparisons of the multiple transfers with 

other student populations at UIC in fall 1989 reflected the 

prominent background characteristics of the sample delin­

eated earlier in this chapter. The multiple transfers were 

younger, and were :more likely to be white; to have better­

educated parents; and to have higher family inco:ae levels -

and thus higher socioeconomic statuses - than the other 

groups. 

Total Number Qf Colleges Attended 

A third perspective on background characteristics of 

multiple transfer students was gained by examining 

differences between students who had attended two, three and 

four to seven ins ti tut ions prior to enrolling at UIC (see 

Table 5). While the numbers in the first two categories 

were large (n=306 for two previous colleges and n=87 for 
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Table s. --Student Background Characteristics by Total Number of 
Colleges Attended 

Two Colleges 
( ll 

curricul.um. 

Liberal Arts 
Business 
Engineering 
Art/Architecture 
Physical Education 
Social Work 

Total N 

Class 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Total N 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Total N 

= 306 ) 

63 193 
14 44 
13 40 

5 14 
4 11 
1 4 

306 

9 27 
38 115 
41 126 
12 38 

306 

53 162 
47 144 

306 

Three 
Colleges 

( ll = 87 ) 

' 

70 
16 

9 
2 
1 
1 

6 
26 
39 
29 

57 
43 
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ll 

61 
14 

8 
2 
1 
1 

87 

5 
23 
34 
25 

87 

50 
37 

87 

l'our to 
Seven 

Colleges 
( ll = 31 ) 

' 

52 
26 

3 
10 

7 

7 
36 
29 
29 

32 
68 

ll 

17 
8 
1 
3 

2 

31 

2 
11 

9 
9 

31 

10 
21 

31 

Multiple 
Trana fer 
Sample 

( ll = 424 ) 

' ll 

64 271 
16 66 
12 49 

5 19 
3 12 
2 7 

424 

8 34 
35 148 
40 170 
17 72 

424 

53 223 
47 201 

424 



'l'al>le 5. --Continued 

Two Colleges 

Ethnicity 

American Indian 

Black 
Asian 
Hispanic 
White 

Total N 

Age*** 

2 
(X ( 2 0) 

18-22 
23-28 
29-33 
34-38 
39 and over 

Total N 

Hours Enrolled 

Full-time 
Part-time 

Total N 

( ll = 306 ) 

1 2 
13 39 
14 42 

5 16 
67 197 

296 

75.083, p < 

63 193 
27 81 

7 21 
2 6 
1 4 

305 

79 242 
21 63 

305 

'l'hree 
Colleges 

( ll = 87 ) 

' 

1 
16 
12 

5 
66 

. 0000) 

49 
32 
13 

1 
5 

74 
26 
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ll 

1 
13 
10 

4 
55 

83 

43 
28 
11 

1 
4 

87 

64 
23 

87 

l'our to 
Seven 

Colleges 
( ll .. 31 ) 

' 

26 
7 
3 

59 

16 
45 
19 
10 
10 

70 
30 

ll 

8 
3 
1 

19 

31 

5 
14 

6 
3 
3 

31 

21 
9 

30 

Multiple 
'l'ransfer 
Sample 

( ll = 424 ) 

' ll 

1 3 
15 60 
13 55 

5 21 
66 271 

410 

57 240 
29 123 

9 38 
2 10 
3 11 

422 

77 327 
23 95 

422 



'l'abl• s. --Continued 

Two Colleges Three l'our to Multiple 

( Ii = 306 ) Colleqas Seven Transfer 
(Ii = 87 ) Colleges Sample 

(Ii = 31 ) (Ii = 424 ) 

' Ii ' Ii ' Ii 

Religion 

catholic 52 100 46 24 29 6 49 130 

Jewish 4 7 8 4 4 11 

Protestant 14 27 23 12 10 2 15 41 

Other 13 25 15 8 33 7 15 40 
No Religion 18 34 8 4 29 6 17 44 

Total N 193 52 21 266 

High School GPA 

A- to A 17 33 7 4 24 5 16 42 
B to A- 26 51 28 15 19 4 26 70 
B- to B 23 45 35 19 38 8 27 72 

C to B- 22 43 20 11 14 3 21 57 
c- to C 9 17 7 4 5 1 8 22 
D to C- 2 4 1 4 
Below D 1 1 2 1 1 2 

Total N 194 54 21 269 

High School Rank 

Top 1/4 39 73 33 17 53 10 39 100 
Second 1/4 31 59 37 19 26 5 32 83 
Third 1/4 25 47 22 11 16 3 24 61 
Bottom 1/4 4 8 8 4 5 1 5 13 

Total N 187 51 19 257 
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'l'al:>le s. --Continued 

Two Colleges Three rour to Multiple 
( lf = 306 ) Colleges Seven Trana fer 

( lf = 87 ) Colleges Sample 
( lf = 31 ) ( lf "" 424 ) 

' lf ' lf ' lf 

High School 
Program. 

College 
preparatory 82 157 76 41 86 18 81 216 

vocational/ 
occupational 7 13 7 4 6 17 

Business/ 
commercial 4 8 6 3 5 1 5 12 

Other 7 14 11 6 9 2 8 22 

Total N 192 54 21 267 

Mother's 
Education 

No College 47 90 42 22 38 8 45 120 
Some College 25 49 21 11 24 5 24 65 
College Degree 28 54 37 19 38 8 30 81 

Total N 193 52 21 266 

Father's 
Education 

No College 39 75 31 16 29 6 37 97 
Some College 19 37 11 6 19 4 18 47 
College Degree 42 81 58 30 52 11 46 122 

Total N 193 52 21 266 
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'!'able 5. --Continued 

'l'wo Colleges 
( ti = 306 ) 

Marital Statue*** 

2 

Three 
College• 

( ti ... 87 ) 

' ti 

(X ( 10) = 61.124, p < . 0000) 

Single 
Married 
Divorced 

Total N 

Employment 

Off-Campus 
On-Campus 
No Employment 

Total N 

Hours Worked 

0-10 
11-20 
21-30 
31-40 
41 and over 

Total N 

89 175 
9 17 
2 5 

197 

59 113 
3 6 

38 74 

193 

43 83 
21 41 
19 36 
14 26 

3 6 

192 

79 
19 

2 

71 

6 
23 

29 
33 
14 
14 
10 

223 

42 
10 

1 

53 

37 
3 

12 

52 

15 
17 

7 
7 
5 

51 

rour to 
Seven 

College a 
( ti ... 31 ) 

' ti 

48 
43 

9 

60 
10 
30 

29 
21 

7 
29 
14 

10 
9 

2 

21 

12 
2 
6 

20 

4 
3 
1 
4 
2 

14 

Multiple 
Trana fer 
Sample 

( ti ... 424 ) 

' ti 

84 227 
13 36 

3 8 

271 

61 162 
4 11 

35 92 

265 

41 108 
23 61 
17 44 
14 37 

5 13 
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Table s. --Continued 

'l'wo Colleges Three l'our to Multiple 
( ll = 306 ) Colleges Seven Transfer 

( ll = 87 ) Colleges Sample 
( ll = 31 ) ( ll = 424 ) 

' ll ' ll ' ll 

Income-
Dependent 

Below $10,000 11 11 10 2 10 13 
$10,000-$19,999 6 6 5 1 69 11 6 8 
$20,000-$29,999 15 16 10 2 14 18 
$30,000-$39,999 10 10 5 1 13 2 9 12 
$40,000-$49,999 15 16 30 6 17 22 
$50,000-$59,999 14 14 5 1 12 15 
$60,000-$69,999 8 8 5 1 6 1 8 10 
$70,000 and above 22 22 30 6 13 2 23 30 

Total N 103 20 16 128 

Income-
Independent*** 

2 
(X (28) 60.890, p < . 0003) 

Below $10,000 49 41 56 18 23 3 48 62 
$10,000-$19,999 29 24 22 7 31 4 27 35 
$20,000-$29,999 12 10 9 3 15 2 11 15 
$30,000-$39,999 6 5 6 2 31 4 9 11 
$40,000-$49,999 2 2 3 1 2 3 
$50,000-$59,999 1 1 3 1 2 2 
$60,000-$69,999 1 1 1 1 
$70,000 and above 

Total N 84 32 13 129 
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'1'able s. --Continued 

'1'wo Colleqea Thr- rour to Multiple 
( l:I = 306 ) Collaqea Saven 'l'ranafar 

( l:I .. 87 ) Collaqea Sample 
( l:I = 31 ) ( l:I = 424 ) 

' l:I ' l:I ' l:I 

previoua 
Daqree 

Associate's 26 52 34 19 37 7 28 78 

Bachelor's 1 2 2 1 5 1 1 4 

vocational/ 
Technical 2 4 11 6 11 2 4 12 

No Degree 71 142 54 30 47 9 66 183 

Total N 200 56 19 277 

Degree 
Aspirations 

Bachelor's 19 38 9 5 5 1 16 44 
Master's so 98 59 31 66 14 53 143 
Doctorate or 
Professional 31 60 32 17 28 6 31 83 

No Degree 1 1 

Total N 197 53 21 271 

Difficulty in 
'l'ransferring 
from UIC 

Extremely Difficult 7 14 13 7 5 1 8 22 
Very Difficult 9 18 8 4 10 2 9 24 
Somewhat Difficult 48 94 43 23 40 8 47 125 
Not Difficult 36 70 36 19 45 9 36 98 

Total N 196 53 20 269 
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Tabl• s. --Continued 

'l'wo Colleges 
( If = 306 ) 

Cumu].ative o:rc 
GPA 

0-1. 9 
2-2. 9 
3-3.9 
4-4. 9 
5.0 and over 

Total N 

O:IC Persistence 
(Sprinq 1990) 

Enrolled 
Not Enrolled 

Total N 

1 2 
5 17 

67 204 
26 79 

1 4 

306 

78 240 
22 66 

306 

Three 
Colleqes 

( If = 87 ) 

' If 

7 
75 
17 

1 

77 
23 

6 
65 
15 

1 

87 

67 
20 

87 

l'our to 
Seven 

Colleges 
( If = 31 ) 

' If 

3 

61 
32 

3 

61 
38 

1 

19 
10 

1 

31 

19 
12 

31 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 

*** 
** 
* 

P< .001, two-tailed. 
P< .01, two-tailed. 
P< .05, two-tailed. 

Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
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Multiple 
Transfer 
Sample 

( If = 424 ) 

' If 

1 3 
5 23 

68 288 
25 104 

1 6 

77 

23 

424 

326 
98 

424 



three previous colleges), it was necessary to combine stu­

dents who had transferred among four or more institutions to 

obtain an n of 31, large enough so that statistical infer­

ences could be made on nonresponse items. 

students who had transferred among three or more col­

leges before enrolling at UIC were significantly more likely 

to be older, married and to have earned a previous post­

secondary degree than those who had attended only two 

previous ins ti tut ions (see Table 5) . Students who had 

transferred most frequently were more likely to have at­

tained senior status at UIC, but not junior or sophomore 

status, than those who had moved among fewer institutions. 

It would be expected that students who had attended a 

greater number of institutions would have accumulated more 

credits and achieved higher class standings by the time they 

enrolled at UIC. That this was not the case could be the 

result of students moving from one ins ti tut ion to another 

for short periods of time and earning very few credits at 

these institutions. 

Ethnicity was found to be related to the number of 

total colleges attended in that blacks were more likely to 

transfer among several institutions, while the percentage of 

Asians, Hispanics and whites decreased with the number of 

colleges attended. In addition, students who had transfer­

red more frequently were likelier to have college-educated 

parents and to come from higher income families, if they 
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were dependent. These students were also more likely to 

aspire to earn a master's degree. Students who had trans­

ferred frequently were less likely, however, to still be 

enrolled at UIC in spring 1990 than were transfers among 

fewer colleges. This finding corresponded with answers 

given by survey respondents to the question, "How difficult 

would it be for you to transfer to another college?" Of the 

respondents, 36% of students who had attended two or three 

colleges prior to UIC, and 45% who had attended four or more 

colleges answered that it would be "not at all difficult" to 

transfer from UIC. This finding lends credence to the 

theory that the more times a student transfers, the less 

concern she/he will have about making a subsequent transfer. 

Students' Initial Institutional ~ 

.A fourth examination of multiple transfers' background 

characteristics was conducted according to the institutional 

type of each student's initial college or university. Of 

the students in the sample (n=424), 192 began their college 

careers at two-year institutions, while 231 initially en­

tered four-year colleges or universities (see Figure 5 and 

Table 6). 

Students in the sample whose first college was a two­

year institution were significantly older and significantly 

more likely to be male and married or divorced than students 
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Tabl• 6. --Student Background Characteristics According to 
First and Moat Recent Colleges Attended 

eurriculum 

Liberal Arts 
Business 
Engineering 
Art/ 
Architecture 

Physical 
Education 

Social Work 

Total N 

Class 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Total N 

Sex * 
2 

(X (2) 

Male 
Female 

Total N 

l'irst 
College 

Two-Year 
( ti = 192 

61 
lS 
14 

4 

3 
3 

7 
32 
43 
18 

116 
29 
26 

8 

s 
s 

189 

13 
61 
82 
33 

189 

= 6.120, p < 

S7 * 109 
43 80 

189 

l'irat 
College 

l'our­
Year 

ti = 231) 

' ti 

67 
lS 
10 

4 

3 

9 
37 
37 
16 

.0468) 

so * 
so 

229 

1S2 
33 
23 

10 

7 

1 

226 

21 
84 
8S 
36 

226 

112 
114 

226 

Moat 
Recent 
College 

Two-Year 
:ti = 243 ) 

' ti 

S9 
18 
13 

4 

3 
3 

8 
38 
41 
13 

S4 
46 

143 
44 
32 

10 

8 
6 

243 

20 
92 

100 
31 

243 

132 
111 

243 

Most 
Recent 
College 

Four-Year 
:ti = 178 ) 

' :ti 

70 
12 
10 

s 

2 
1 

8 
31 
39 
23 

Sl 
49 

12S 
22 
17 

9 

4 

1 

178 

14 
SS 
69 
40 

178 

91 
87 

178 



orabl• 6. --continued 

rirat rirat Moat Moat 
Collaqe Collaqe Recent Recent 

Two-Year rour- College Collaqe 
( ti = 192 Year Two-Year rour-Year 

ti = 231) ti = 243 ti = 178 ) 

' ti ' ti ' ti ' ti 

:a:thnicity 

American Indian 1 2 1 1 1 2 

Black 14 25 14 31 15 35 15 25 

Asian 16 29 12 25 14 32 13 23 

Hispanic 7 12 4 9 7 16 3 5 

White 63 115 70 152 64 152 68 117 

Total N 183 218 236 172 

Aqe *** 
2 

(X (8) = 36.850, p < . 0000) 

18-22 50 .... 95 64 *** 143 55 134 59 104 
23-28 34 64 25 57 30 73 28 49 
29-33 7 20 7 15 9 21 10 17 
34-38 3 6 1 2 3 7 2 3 
39 and over 2 2 4 9 3 7 2 4 

Total N 187 226 242 177 

Religion 

Catholic 53 64 46 65 52 80 44 49 
Jewish 1 l 7 10 4 6 5 5 
Protestant 11 13 20 28 16 24 15 17 
Other 20 24 11 15 12 19 19 21 
No Religion 16 19 17 24 16 24 18 20 

Total N 121 142 153 112 
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!ral:>l• 6. --Continued 

l'irst l'irst Most Kost 
Colleqe Colleqe Recent Recent 

Two-Year I' our- College College 
( ti = 192 ) Year 'l'wo-Year rour-Year 

ti = 231) ti = 243 ) ti = 178 ) ., ti % ti % ti % ti 

High School 
GPA 

A- to A 7 8 23 33 lS 23 17 19 

B to A- 28 34 2S 36 26 40 26 30 

B- to B 2S 31 27 39 24 37 30 3S 
C to B- 26 31 17 26 23 36 17 20 

c- to C 11 13 6 9 8 13 8 9 
D to C- 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 

Below D 2 2 1 2 

Total N 121 14S 1S3 llS 

High School 
Rank 

Top 1/4 32 36 44 62 37 SS 41 4S 
Second 1/4 33 38 31 44 33 48 32 3S 
Third 1/4 31 3S 18 26 24 3S 24 26 
Bottom 1/4 4 4 6 9 s 8 4 4 

Total N 113 141 146 110 
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Tabl• 6. --continued 

High School 
Program * 

2 

l'irst 
College 

Two-Year 
( ti = 192 

l'irat 
College 

l'our­
Year 

ti = 231) 

' ti 

(X ( 6) 13.419, p < .0368) 

College 
Preparatory 

Vocational/ 
occupational 

Business/ 
Commercial 

Other 

Total N 

Mother's 
Education 

No College 
Some College 
College Degree 

Total N 

l'ather's 
Education 

No College 
Some College 
College Degree 

Total N 

72 * 

7 

7 

13 

48 
25 
27 

43 
20 
38 

88 

9 

9 
16 

122 

58 
30 
32 

120 

51 
24 
45 

120 

88 * 

6 

2 
4 

42 
24 
34 

31 
16 
53 

232 

125 

8 

3 
6 

142 

60 
35 
48 

143 

44 
23 
76 

143 

Moat 
Recent 
College 

Two-Year 
ti = 243 

' ti 

79 

8 

5 
9 

45 
28 
26 

38 
18 
44 

121 

12 

7 

13 

153 

69 
42 
40 

151 

57 
27 
67 

151 

Moat 
Recent 
College 

l'our-Year 
ti = 178 ) 

' ti 

83 

4 

4 

8 

45 
19 
36 

35 
17 
48 

94 

5 

5 
9 

113 

51 
22 
41 

114 

40 
19 
55 

114 



'l'abl• 6. --Continued 

l'irst l'irst Nost Nost 
Colleqe College Recent Recent 

Two-Year I' our- College College 
( B = 192 Year ho-Year l'our-Year 

B = 231) B - 243 ) B .. 178 ) 

' B ' B ' B ' B 

Marital 
Status ** 

2 
(X (4 = 14.326, p < . 0063) 

Single 81 ** 99 88 127 83 129 84 97 

Married 15 19 11 16 14 21 13 15 
Divorced 4 5 1 2 3 5 3 3 

Total N 123 145 155 115 

Employment 

Off-Campus 58 69 64 90 57 85 67 76 
On-Campus 4 5 4 6 4 7 4 4 
No Employment 38 46 32 46 39 58 30 34 

Total N 120 142 150 114 

Income-
Dependent 

Below $10,000 11 6 10 7 12 8 8 5 
$10,000-$19,999 7 4 5 4 6 4 7 4 
$20,000-$29,999 18 10 11 8 13 9 15 9 
$30,000-$39,999 7 4 11 8 10 7 8 5 
$40,000-$49,999 23 13 12 9 16 11 18 11 
$50,000-$59,999 13 7 11 8 10 7 13 8 
$60,000-$69,999 5 3 10 7 10. 7 5 3 
$70,000 and up 16 8 30 22 22 15 25 15 

Total N 55 73 68 60 
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Tab1• 6. --Continued 

l'irst l'irst Nost Nost 
Co11ege Co11ege Recent Recent 

Two-Year I' our- Co1lege College 
( l'I = 192 Year Two-Year l'our-Year 

l'I = 231) l'I = 243 ) l'I = 178 ) 

' l'I ' l'I ' l'I ' l'I 

Income-
Independent *** 

2 
(X (14) = 51.964, p < . 0000) 

Below $10,000 51 *** 33 47 *** 29 47 36 51 26 
$10,000-$19,999 29 19 26 16 26 20 28 14 
$20,000-$29,999 14 9 10 6 13 10 10 5 
$30,000-$39,999 3 2 11 7 8 6 10 5 
$40,000-$49,999 2 1 3 2 4 3 
$50,000-$59,999 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 
$60,000-$69,999 1 1 1 1 
$70,000 and up 

Total N 65 62 77 51 

Goal in 
Attending 
UIC 

Bachelor's 
Degree 93 116 91 133 96 150 87 101 

Transfer 4 5 6 8 1 2 10 11 
Take Job-Related 
Courses 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 

Self-
Improvement 1 1 1 1 2 2 

No Goal 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 

Total N 124 146 156 116 
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Table 6. --Continued 

Importance of 
Trana fer 
Goal 

Extremely 
Important 

Very Important 
Somewhat 

Important 
Not at All 

Important 

Total N 

Previous 
Deqree*** 

2 

l'irst 
Colleqa 

Two-Year 
ti = 192 

86 
12 

106 
15 

2 2 

123 

(X ( 2) = 17.254, p < 

Associate's 35 43 
Bachelor's 
Vocational/ 
Technical 2 3 

No Degree 65 80 

Total N 126 

rirst 
College 
rour­
Year 

ti = 231) 
% ti 

83 
16 

1 

. 0001) 

23 
3 

6 
70 

235 

120 
23 

2 

145 

33 
4 

9 
102 

148 

Kost 
Ra cent 
College 

Two-Year 
ti = 243 ) 

% ti 

87 
12 

40 * 

5 
58 

135 
19 

1 

155 

62 

8 
90 

160 

Kost 
Ra cent 
College 

l'our-Year 
ti = 178 ) 

% ti 

81 
17 

3 

13 * 
3 

3 
80 

93 
19 

3 

115 

15 
4 

4 
93 

116 



Table 6. --Continued 

l'irat l'irat Nost Moat 
College College Recent Recent 

Two-Year I' our- College College 
( If = 192 Year Two-Year rour-Yaar 

If = 231) If = 243 ) If = 178 ) 
·% If % If % If % If 

oegree 
Aspirations 

Bachelor's 18 22 15 22 16 24 17 20 

Master's 53 64 53 77 54 84 so 58 
Doctorate or 
Professional 29 35 32 47 30 47 31 36 

No Degree 1 1 1 1 

Total N 122 146 155 115 

Rank Choice 
UJ:C 

First Choice 58 72 60 87 64 100 53 61 
Second Choice 34 42 29 42 27 42 37 42 
Third Choice 6 7 7 10 6 10 6 7 
Fourth or Lower 
Choice 2 3 4 6 3 4 4 5 

Total N 124 145 156 115 

Cumulative 
OIC GPA 

0-1. 9 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 
2-2.9 6 11 5 12 7 18 3 5 
3-3.9 63 119 72 162 65 157 73 129 
4-4.9 30 56 20 46 27 65 21 38 
5. 0 and over 1 2 5 1 3 5 

Total N 189 226 243 178 
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~abl• 6. --continued 

l'irst 
Colleqe 

Two-Year 
Ii = 192 

tnC Persistence 
(Sprinq 1990) * 

2 

l'irst 
Colleqe 

l'our­
Year 

Ii = 231) 
% Ii 

(X (2) = 8.641, p < .0132) 

Enrolled 
Not Enrolled 

Total N 

74 * 
27 

139 
so 

189 

81 * 
19 

183 
43 

226 

Most 
Recent 
Colleqe 

Two-Year 
Ii = 243 ) 
% Ii 

80 
20 

19S 
48 

243 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 

*** P< .001, two-tailed. 
** P< .01, two-tailed. 
* P< .OS, two-tailed. 

Pearson chi-square.· 
Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
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Most 
Recent 
College 

rour-Year 
Ii = 178 ) 

' Ii 

72 
28 

128 
so 

178 



who began at four-year colleges or universities (see Table 

6 ). They were also less likely to be white than initial 

four-year college entrants. In addition, significantly 

fewer students who first entered community colleges had 

attended college preparatory high schools. Students who 

began at two-year institutions had earned significantly 

lower high school grade point averages and had lower class 

ranks than the four-year group, were significantly less 

likely to have college-educated fathers and, particularly if 

they were independent, earned significantly lower incomes 

than their four-year college counterparts. These findings 

reflect previous research conducted by Peng and Bailey 

(1977). Not surprisingly, students who began at community 

colleges were more likely to have earned associate's degrees 

than those who initially enrolled at four-year institutions. 

Finally, multiple transfers whose first college was two-year 

were significantly less likely than the four-year group to 

still be enrolled at UIC in spring 1990. 

Stucients' HQ§:t Recent Institutional ~ 

When examined from the perspective of students' most 

recent institution attended prior to enrolling at UIC, dif­

fer enc es between the groups were not as dramatic as those 

found between students initially entering two-year, as op­

posed to four-year, institutions (see Table 6). While the 

percentages of freshmen transferring to UIC from two-year 
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and four-year institutions were identical, students coming 

from two-year colleges were more likely to be sophomores or 

juniors while four-year college transfers were more likely 

to be seniors. Multiple transfers moving to UIC from two­

year institutions were more likely to be Hispanic, Catholic, 

and to have earned slightly lower high school grade point 

averages and class ranks than four-year college transfers. 

In addition, multiple transfers from community colleges came 

from lower-income families (if they were dependent) and were 

less likely to have college-educated parents than transfers 

from four-year institutions. 

Transfers from community colleges were significantly 

more likely to have an associate's degree upon matriculation 

at UIC, and were enrolled in professional programs (e.g., 

business and engineering) to a greater extent than those 

from four-year institutions (see Table 6). In addition, a 

greater percentage of community college transfers aspired to 

earn the B.A. degree at UIC and felt that this goal was 

"extremely important" than the four-year college transfers. 

Respondents transferring to UIC from community colleges were 

also more likely to state that UIC was their first choice 

institution. Of respondents who transferred to UIC from 

four-year institutions, 10% stated that their main goal in 

coming to UIC was to earn credits for transfer to another 

college. It is not surprising, then, that multiple 
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transfers to UIC from two-year institutions had a signifi­

cantly higher persistence rate in spring 1990 than those 

transferring from four-year colleges and universities. 

A final examination of multiple transfers' background 

characteristics was made according to the interinstitutional 

transfer paths delineated in the last section (see Table 7). 

Attributes of the sample population were included in this 

table for comparison purposes. 

Reverse transfers, or those who begin their collegiate 

careers at four-year institutions and then transfer to com­

munity colleges, were found by Peng (1977) and Janasiewicz 

(1987) to be poor academic performers with low college grade 

point averages. Kuznik, Maxey and Anderson (1974) theorized 

that transfers frequently enroll at community colleges in 

order to improve their low grades, and then intend to return 

to the four-year sector. Although students' previous col­

lege grades were not analyzed for this study, 11% of 4 > 2 > 

4 respondents indicated that they had left their original 

four-year institution as a result of "the college's deci­

sion, for academic or other reasons." 

While the literature has suggested otherwise, an ana­

lysis of the background characteristics of 4 > 2 > 4 trans­

fers indicated that these students performed very well aca­

demically. 4 > 2 > 4 transfers had the second highest high 
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'1'ab1• 7. --Background Characteristic• According to Nu1tip1e 
'l'rana:ter Path 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Mu1tiple 
Group Group Group Group 'l'rana:ter 
( 1i - ( 1i - ( 1i - ( 1i - Sample 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( 1i -
424) 

% 1i % 1i % li % li % li 

curriculum 

Liberal Arts 65 77 69 52 49 36 71 39 64 271 

Business 17 20 13 10 17 13 5 3 16 66 
Engineering 9 11 12 9 22 16 14 8 12 49 

Art/ 
Architecture 4 5 3 2 4 3 5 3 5 19 

Physical 
Education 4 5 3 2 4 3 4 2 3 12 

social Work 1 1 4 3 2 7 

Total N 119 75 74 55 424 

Class 

Freshman 10 12 5 4 8 6 11 6 8 34 
Sophomore 45 54 33 25 30 22 29 16 35 148 
Junior 37 44 44 33 51 38 40 22 40 170 
Senior 8 9 17 13 11 8 20 11 17 72 

Total N 119 75 74 55 424 

Sex 

Male 50 60 51 38 67 49 49 27 53 223 
Female 50 59 49 37 33 24 51 28 47 201 

Total N 119 75 73 55 424 
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Tabl• 7. --Continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Multiple 
Group Group Group Group Trana fer 
( ll - ( ll - ( ll - ( ll - Sample 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( JI -
424) 

% lf % ll % ll % lf % lf 

zthnicity 

American 
Indian 1 1 2 1 1 3 

Black 12 14 11 8 15 11 17 9 15 60 

Asian 10 11 17 12 20 14 17 9 13 55 

Hispanic ~ 6 6 4 10 7 5 21 

White 73 84 67 48 53 38 64 34 66 271 

Total N 115 72 71 53 410 

Residence 

U.S. Citizen 95 113 91 68 81 58 87 48 91 384 
Foreign 5 6 9 7 19 . 14 13 7 9 40 

Total N 119 75 72 55 424 

Age*** 
2 

(X (12) 38.940, p < .0001) 

18-22 74 88 68 51 35 24 58 32 57 240 
23-28 20 24 24 18 40 29 26 14 29 123 
29-33 3 4 7 5 17 12 9 5 9 38 
34-38 1 1 1 1 6 4 2 1 2 10 
over 38 2 2 3 2 5 3 3 11 

Total N 119 75 71 55 422 
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'l'abJ.• 7. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Kul.t.ipl.e 
Group Group Group Group 'l'rana:ter 
( ll - ( ll - ( ll - ( ll - Sampl.e 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( ll -
424) 

% Ji % B % B % Ji % B 

Bour• 
Snrolled 

Full-time 84 100 76 57 80 59 69 38 77 327 

Part-time 16 19 24 18 20 45 31 17 23 95 

Total N 119 75 74 55 422 

Rel.iq.ion* 
2 

(X (12) 25.608, p < .0121) 

Catholic 48 37 58 29 64 27 35 11 49 130 
Jewish 8 6 3 1 4 11 

Protestant 18 14 6 3 10 4 26 8 15 41 
Other 10 8 22 11 12 5 7 2 15 40 
No Religion 16 12 14 7 14 6 29 9 17 44 

Total N 77 50 42 31 266 

B.igh School. 
GPA* 

2 
(X (21) 32.827, p < .0481) 

A- to A 20 16 8 4 5 2 33 11 16 42 
B to A- 26 20 28 14 31 13 24 8 26 70 
B- to B 23 18 31 16 12 5 24 8 27 72 
C to B- 20 16 22 11 33 14 12 4 21 57 
c- to c 9 7 10 5 10 4 3 1 8 22 
D to C- 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 4 
Below D 5 2 1 2 

Total N 78 51 41 33 269 
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'l'abi• 7. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llul.tiple 
Group Group Group Group 'l'rana:fer 
< II - < II - ( II - < II - Sample 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( JI -424) 
% II % II % II % II % JI 

lliqh Schoo1 
Rank 

Top 1/4 40 31 39 19 24 9 52 17 39 100 
second 1/4 35 27 29 14 34 13 27 9 32 83 
Third 1/4 18 14 31 15 37 14 15 5 24 61 
Bottom 1/4 7 5 2 1 3 1 6 2 5 13 

Total N 77 49 37 33 257 

Bi.gh School 
Program** 

2 
(X (9) 24.570, p < .0034) 

College 
Preparatory 91 70 82 42 57 24 84 26 81 216 

Vocational/ 
Occupational 4 3 6 3 14 6 6 2 6 17 

Business/ 
Commercial 3 2 6 3 7 3 5 12 

Other 3 2 6 3 21 9 10 3 8 22 

Total N 77 51 42 31 267 

Mother's 
Education 

No College 40 31 48 24 56 23 45 15 45 120 
Some College 27 22 20 10 29 12 21 7 24 65 
College Degree 30 23 32 16 15 6 33 11 30 81 

Total N 76 50 41 33 266 
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!abl-• 7. --Cont.inued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Mu1tip1• 
Group Group Group Group 'l'ranafer 
(I - <I - <I - ( 11 - Samp1e 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( 11 -
424) 

% I % I % 11 % 11 % 11 

rather'• 
Sducation 

No college 30 2.3 38 19 56 23 39 13 37 97 
some College 16 12 24 12 22 9 15 5 18 47 
college Degree 54 41 38 19 22 9 45 15 46 122 

Total N 76 50 41 33 266 

Marita1 
Sta tu•*** 

2 
(X (3) 25.984, p < .0000) 

Single 92 72 90 46 73 32 85 28 84 227 
Married 6 5 6 3 20 9 15 5 13 36 
Divorced 1 1 4 2 7 3 3 81 

Total N 78 51 44 33 271 

Emp1oyment 

Off-Campus 60 46 60 30 54 22 64 21 61 162 
On-Campus 3 2 2 i 6 2 4 11 
Not Employed 38 29 38 19 46 19 30 10 35 92 

Total N 77 50 41 33 265 
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'1'ahl• 7. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Kul.tipl.• 
Group Group Group Group '1'rana~er 

( B - < B - ( B - (II - Sampl.e 
119) 75) 74) 55) ( 11 -

424) 
% 1f % 11 % 11 % 1f % 11 

sour• Worked 

0-10 41 31 40 20 49 21 44 14 41 108 

11-20 24 18 26 13 12 5 22 7 23 61 

21-30 21 16 14 7 16 7 19 6 17 44 

31-40 13 10 14 7 19 8 6 2 14 37 

41 and over 1 1 6 3 5 2 9 3 5 13 

Total N 76 so 43 32 263 

Income-
Dependent** 

2 
(X (24) 46. 208, p < .0041) 

Below $10,000 9 4 7 2 25 3 14 3 10 13 
$10,000-$19,999 4 2 10 3 5 1 6 8 
$20,000-$29,999 14 6 21 6 25 3 5 1 14 18 
$30,000-$39,999 11 5 7 2 14 3 9 12 
$40,000-$49,999 11 5 24 7 25 3 5 1 17 22 
$50,000-$59,999 16 7 21 6 5 1 12 15 
$60,000-$69,999 14 6 3 1 5 1 8 10 
$70,000 and up 20 9 7 2 25 3 47 10 23 30 

Total N 44 29 12 21 128 
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tal:>l• 7. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Kul.tipl• 
Group Group Group Group Trana fer 
( li - ( li - ( li - ( li - Sample 

119) 75) 74) 55) (B -424) 
% li % li % li % li % • 

Ineome-
Independent 

Below $10,000 48 14 48 10 so 15 50 5 48 62 

$10,000-$19,999 21 6 28 6 30 9 40 4 27 35 

$20,000-$29,999 14 4 14 3 17 5 11 15 

$30,000-$39,999 7 2 10 2 10 1 9 11 
$40,000-$49,999 3 1 3 1 2 3 
$50,000-$59,999 3 1 2 2 

$60,000-$69,999 3 1 1 1 
$70,000 and up 

Total N 29 21 30 10 129 

Goal in 
Attending 
uxc 

Bachelor's 
Degree 95 75 90 47 100 43 82 27 92 252 

Transfer 3 2 8 4 12 4 5 13 
Take Job-Related 
Courses 1 1 3 1 1 3 

Self-Improvement 2 1 3 1 1 2 
No Goal 1 1 1 3 

Total N 79 52 43 33 273 

247 



'tabJ.e 7. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llu1tipl.• 
Group Group Group Group '.rrana:fer 
( II - ( II - ( II - < II - Sampl.e 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( II -
424) 

% II % II % II % II % II 

:tmportance 
o:f '.rrana:fer 
Goal. 

Extremely 
Important 87 68 83 43 86 37 79 26 85 229 

very Important 13 10 13 7 14 6 18 6 14 38 

somewhat 
Important 4 2 3 1 1 4 

Not at all 
Important 

Total N 78 52 43 33 271 

Previous 
Deqree*** 

2 
(X (3) 25.984, p < .0000) 

Associate's 27 21 14 7 56 25 6 2 28 78 
Bachelor's 9 3 1 4 
Vocational/ 

Technical 1 1 7 3 6 2 4 12 
No Degree 72 57 86 45 38 17 79 26 66 183 

Total N 79 52 45 33 277 

Degree 
Aspirations 

Bachelor's 18 14 22 11 17 7 21 7 16 44 
Master's 51 40 45 23 59 25 42 14 53 143 
Doctorate or 
Professional 31 25 31 16 24 10 36 12 31 83 

No Degree 2 1 1 

Total N 79 51 42 33 271 
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'fahl• 7. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llul.tip1• 
Group Group Group Group 'l'ranaf'er 
( 1:1 - ( 1:1 - ( 1:1 - ( 1:1 - Samp1e 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( 1:1 -
424) 

% 1:1 % 1:1 % II % Ii % Ii 

Dif'f'icu1ty in 
'1'ranaf'errin9 
:from UIC 

Extremely 
Difficult 8 6 8 4 7 3 3 1 8 22 

very Difficult 14 11 4 2 7 3 6 2 9 24 
somewhat 
Difficult 44 34 50 26 53 23 49 16 47 125 

Not at all 
Difficult 34 26 38 20 33 14 42 14 36 98 

Total N 77 52 43 33 269 

Cum.u1ative 
UIC GPA 

0-1. 9 1 1 1 1 1 3 
2-2.9 7 8 1 1 10 7 4 2 5 23 
3-3.9 66 79 71 53 59 44 76 42 68 288 
4-4.9 25 30 27 20 30 22 15 8 25 104 
5.0 and over 1 1 1 1 5 3 1 6 

Total N 119 75 74 55 424 

UIC Persistence 
(Spring 1990)* 

2 
(X (3) = 8.873, p < .0310) 

Enrolled 87 103 69 52 76 56 74 41 77 326 
Not Enrolled 13 16 31 23 24 18 26 14 23 98 

Total N 119 75 74 55 424 
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!ahlA 7. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Multiple 
Group Group Group Group Trana fer 
(. - (. - Cll - CB - Sample 

119) 75) 74) 55) ( JI -424) 
% JI % JI % JI % JI % JI 

Goal in 
Attending 
l'ir•t 
College *** 

2 
(X ( lS) 126.173, p < .0000) 

Associate's 4 3 26 10 32 11 4 1 13 31 
Bachelor's 80 61 3 1 67 18 42 98 
Transfer s 4 62 24 so 17 11 3 33 76 
Take Job-Related 
courses 4 3 9 4 3 7 

Self-Improvement s 2 6 3 11 3 4 8 
No Goal 7 s s 2 3 1 7 2 s 11 

Total N 76 39 34 27 231 

Goal in 
Attending 
Second 
College *** 

2 
(X (lS) 122.2Sl, p < .0000) 

Associate's 23 16 2 1 42 17 7 2 18 4S 
Bachelor's 69 36 48 lS 29 72 
Transfer 64 44 23 12 S4 22 26 8 44 111 
Take Job-Related 
Courses 3 1 1 2 

Self-Improvement 12 8 2 1 2 1 16 s 6 16 
No Goal 1 1 4 2 2 1 2 6 

Total N 69 S2 41 31 2S2 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 

*** P< . 001, two-tailed . Pearson chi-square. 
** P< .01, two-tailed. Pearson chi-square. 
* P< . OS, two-tailed. Pearson chi-square. 
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school grade point averages and class ranks of the four 

groups (4 > 4 > 4 transfers had the highest); were signifi­

cantly more likely to have attended college preparatory high 

school programs; and were more likely to be Jewish and to 

have college-educated parents than the other groups (see 

Table 7). Multiple transfers in the 4 > 2 > 4 group also 

came from high-income families (if they were dependent) and 

were significantly more likely than the other three transfer 

groups to still be enrolled at UIC in spring 1990. Moreo-

ver, the cumulative UIC grade point averages of 4 > 2 > 4 

transfers were comparable to those of students in the other 

groups, and were higher than those of the 4 > 4 > 4 trans­

fers. 

The 4 > 2 > 4 tr an sf er path contained the highest 

percentage of white, single, traditional-age, full-time 

students of any group studied. Students in this group were 

significantly younger than those taking the other three 

paths, and· all of these transfers had attended two other 

institutions prior to enrolling at UIC. Of the 4 > 2 > 4 

respondents, 95% stated that their main goal in attending 

UIC was to earn a bachelor's degree. This goal was felt to 

be "extremely important" by 87% of respondents and "very 

important" by the remaining 13%, making this group one of 

the two highest in terms of institutional and goal commit-

ment. The long-term degree aspirations of 4 > 2 > 4 re-

spondents were also high, with 18% aspiring toward the B.A., 
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51 % the M.A. and 31% the doctorate or a professional degree. 

Educational goals of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers were examined 

in terms of the types of institutions they had previously 

attended. The majority of respondents reported that they 

had enrolled at their first college (a four-year ins ti tu­

t ion) with the goal of earning a B.A. and their second 

college (a two-year institution) with the goal of transfer­

ring. These responses were supported by UIC data indicating 

that 26% of the students taking this transfer path earned 11 

credit hours or less at the two-year college, while only 3% 

earned 11 credit hours or less at the four-year institution 

(see Table 8). 

The process of transferring from a community college 

to a four-year institution has long been considered "normal" 

transfer behavior. This type of transfer movement is often 

referred to in the literature as "vertical" (Peng, 1977; 

Peng & Bailey, 1977). All of the 2 > 4 > 4 transfers in 

this study had attended two other institutions prior to 

their enrollment at UIC. 

Many of the background characteristics of 2 > 4 > 4 

transfers differed from those of the other groups. Students 

taking this path were among the youngest in the sample, and 

most were single; Catholic; and had lower family income 
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Tabl• 8. --Credit Hours Barned at First and Second Collaqes 

First 
College *** 

2 
(X (10) 

0-11 
12-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-120 
121 and 

over 

TOTAL N 

Second 
College 

0-11 
12-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-120 
121 and 

over 

TOTAL N 

4>2>4 
Group 
If= 119 
% If 

67.667, 

3 3 
27 29 
41 44 
22 24 

4 4 

3 3 

107 

26 30 
20 23 
21 24 
19 22 
12 14 

1 1 

119 

p < 

2>4>4 
Group 
If= 75 
% If 

. 0000) 

36 2S 
23 16 
lS 10 
lS 10 
12 8 

69 

4 3 
21 lS 
31 22 
28 20 
10 7 

7 s 

7S 

2>2>4 
Group 
If = 74 ) 
% If 

23 16 
31 22 
20 14 
13 9 
11 8 

1 1 

73 

8 6 
24 17 
28 20 
24 17 
11 8 

6 4 

72 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 

*** 
** 
* 

P< .001, two-tailed. 
P< .01, two-tailed. 
P< .OS, two-tailed. 

Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 

2S3 

4>4>4 
Group 
If = 55 ) 
% If 

14 7 
28 14 
22 11 
16 8 
16 8 

4 2 

so 

14 7 
3S 17 
27 13 
18 9 

2 1 

4 2 
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levels than all of the other groups except the 2 > 2 > 4 

transfers. These data lend credence to the theory that 

students who begin their collegiate careers in the two-year 

sector often do so because of financial concerns (Tinto, 

1987). Although students taking this path earned the second 

highest cumulative grade point averages at UIC of the trans­

fer groups, they were significantly less likely to still be 

enrolled at UIC in spring 1990 than the other groups. They 

were also significantly less likely than the other groups to 

have earned a degree prior to enrolling at UIC (see Table 

7). 

Most 2 > 4 > 4 transfers entered their first community 

college with the intention of transferring, and then aspired 

to earn the B.A. once they transferred to the four-year 

college or university. This behavior was reflected in the 

fact that 36% of these transfers earned 11 or fewer credits 

at the community college, while only 4% earned 11 or less at 

the four-year institution. 

These findings are in agree:ment with previous research 

showing that vertical, or 2 > 4 transfers are relatively 

young, have high academic aspirations, good high school and 

college grade point averages, and well-educated parents 

(Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Peng, 1977; Velez & Javalgi, 

1987). 
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Transfers who attended two community colleges consecu­

tively prior to enrolling at UIC differed most substantially 

from the other groups and from the sample population in 

terms of their background characteristics and educational 

goals and aspirations. While the percentage of males and 

females in the other transfer paths was approximately equal, 

67% of the 2 > 2 > 4 transfers were male and 33% female. 

There were more Asians and Hispanics in this group than in 

any of the others, and fewer white students. There were 

also more foreign students among the 2 > 2 > 4 transfers. 

students in this group were significantly older than 

those taking the other transfer paths, and were signifi­

cantly more likely to be married or divorced (see Table 7). 

There were also more Catholics in this group than in any of 

the others. These background characteristics could be re­

lated to the fact that the 2 > 2 > 4 transfers were the 

least geographically mobile of the groups, with 81% of these 

students attending two or more Chicago area community col­

leges and then staying in the area to attend UIC. When 

compared to the other groups, the fathers of these students 

were less likely to have had college educations, and their 

family incomes were substantially lower. Even though 2 > 2 

> 4 transfers were older and had lower incomes (whether they 

were dependent or independent), they were less likely than 
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the other groups to be employed and more likely to attend 

urc on a full-time basis. They were, however, significantly 

less likely than the other groups to be enrolled in the 

college of Liberal Arts and Sciences at UIC. Instead, many 

of these transfers were enrolled in the Colleges of Business 

and Engineering, programs with a more professional emphasis. 

The majority of respondents taking the 2 > 2 > 4 

transfer path enrolled at both of their two-year insti tu­

tions with the intention of transferring, although 32% as­

pired to earn the A.A. at their first college and 42% at 

their second. In line with these goals, transfers in this 

group spent more time at their second than at their first 

community college. Only 8% of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers earned 11 

credits or less at their second institution, while 23% 

earned 11 or fewer credits at their first. Of respondents 

in this group, 58% had earned an associate's degree, and 7% 

a vocational or occupational certificate prior to enrolling 

at UIC; a significantly higher percentage than the other 

groups. Of the 2 > 2 > 4 transfers, 88% had attended two 

community colleges and 12% three community colleges prior to 

enrolling at UIC. 

Transfers on the 2 > 2 > 4 path were the most likely 

of the four groups to aspire to earn the B.A. from UIC. It 

is surprising that students taking this path earned the 

highest cumulative UIC grade point averages of the transfer 

groups, since they had the lowest socioeconomic statuses, 
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were significantly less likely to have attended college 

preparatory high schools and earned significantly lower high 

school grades. Al though grade point averages from these 

students' previous two-year colleges were not available for 

comparison purposes, these findings would seem to partially 

refute the theory that transfers from community colleges 

experience "transfer shock" and consequently earn lower 

grades at four-year institutions than transfers from the 

four-year sector. 

Multiple transfer students following this path were in 

many respects the reverse image of the 2 > 2 > 4 group. 

These transfers were primarily traditional age; white; 

single; and were significantly less likely to be Catholic 

and significantly more likely to be Protestant, or to have 

no religious preference, than the other groups (see Table 

7). 4 > 4 > 4 transfers had significantly higher family 

income levels than the other groups (47% of dependent stu­

dents in this group had parents earning $70,000 and above); 

were likely to have college-educated parents; had signifi­

cantly higher high school grades; and achieved better high 

school class ranks, but lower UIC grade point averages, than 

the other groups. These findings are similar to those of 

Peng (1977), who discovered that the 4 > 4 transfers in his 
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study had high socioeconomic status and academic aspiration 

levels,. were academic achievers and had attended high school 

preparatory programs. However, the lackluster academic per­

formance at UIC of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers was surprising in 

light of these students' high socioeconomic statuses and 

superior academic backgrounds. 

In terms of their goals and aspirations, 67% of re­

spondents in the 4 > 4 > 4 group enrolled at their first 

institution with the stated goal of earning a B.A. However, 

only 48% had this intention when they transferred to their 

second four-year institution, while 26% expected to transfer 

again and 16% were taking courses for self-improvement. 

These transfers' lower expectation of obtaining a B.A. at 

their second four-year institution could be related to the 

fact (discussed further in the following two sections) that 

they tended to move from higher-choice, more selective col­

leges to lower-choice, less prestigious ones. Of 4 > 4 > 4 

transfers, 85% had attended two institutions, and 15% three 

institutions, prior to enrolling at UIC. 

Multiple transfers on the 4 > 4 > 4 path were signifi­

cantly less likely than the other groups to have earned a 

previous postsecondary degree before enrolling at UIC, and 

were significantly more likely to be enrolled in the College 

of Liberal Arts and Sciences at UIC. Only 82% of 4 > 4 > 4 

respondents entered UIC with the goal of earning a 
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bachelor's degree, while 12% stated that they intended to 

transfer to another institution. Not surprisingly, 4 > 4 

>4 transfers were most likely of all the groups to feel that 

transferring out of UIC would be "not at all difficult" to 

do, and only 74% of the students in this group were still 

enrolled at UIC in spring 1990. In the multiple transfer 

sample, a significant relationship was found to exist be­

tween full-time enrollment at UIC and persistence through 

the spring 1990 quarter (x2 (1) = 34.370, ~ < .0000). It is 

therefore not surprising that 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, who were 

least likely of the transfer groups to be enrolled full-time 

at UIC, persisted at a comparatively lower rate than stu­

dents in the other groups. 

Snmmar:y Q.{ Background Characteristics ~ Transfer ~ 

There were a number of significant differences among 

the four multiple transfer groups with regard to student 

background characteristics (see Table 7). While the majori­

ty of students in the sample population were traditional 

age, 4 > 2 > 4 transfers were significantly younger, and 2 > 

2 > 4 transfers significantly older, than the other two 

transfer groups and the sample population. Related to these 

differences is the fact that significantly more 4 > 2 > 4 

transfers were single, and a significantly greater percent­

age of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers married or divorced, than the 
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other groups. 

In terms of socioeconomic status, financially depen­

dent 4 > 4 > 4 transfers had significantly higher incomes 

than the other groups, while 4 > 2 > 4 transfers were more 

likely to have college-educated fathers. A significantly 

higher percentage of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers, on the other hand, 

had fathers with no college education. 2 > 2 > 4 transfers 

also had significantly lower family incomes than the other 

groups, if they were dependent. 

Religious differences were surprisingly substantial 

among the multiple transfer groups, with Catholicism signi­

ficantly more prevalent among 2 > 2 > 4 transfers and least 

likely among students taking the 4 > 4 > 4 path. While 4 > 

4 > 4 transfers were primarily Protestants or had no relig­

ious affiliation, 2 > 4 > 4 transfers were significantly 

less likely than the other groups to be Protestant, but were 

more likely to claim "other" as their religious affiliation. 

Although the vast majority of students in the sample 

had attended college preparatory high school programs and 

39% were in the top quarter of their high school class, 

educational backgrounds of students in the four transfer 

groups differed dramatically. Students in the 4 > 4 > 4 

group had earned significantly better high school grades, 

and 2 > 2 > 4 transfers significantly lower, than the other 

groups. Additionally, 2 > 2 > 4 transfers were significant­

ly less likely to have attended college preparatory high 
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school programs than the other groups, having instead en­

rolled in vocational/occupational or other types of high 

schools. This finding may be related to the fact that 

significantly fewer 2 > 2 > 4 transfers, and significantly 

more 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, were enrolled in the College of 

Liberal Arts and Sciences at UIC in fall 1989. 2 > 2 > 4 

students instead entered the business and engineering pro­

grams in greater numbers than the other groups. Given their 

co•paratively lower socioeconomic statuses and less impres­

sive high school performances, the fact that the 2 > 2 > 4 

transfers outperformed the other three groups by receiving 

higher cumulative grade point averages at UIC was a remarka­

ble and unexpected finding. 

Overall, students taking the four multiple transfer 

paths had very high educational goals and aspirations, with 

the vast majority of transfers in all groups aspiring toward 

master's degrees, doctorates or professional c::legrees. In 

addition, 100% of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers, 95% of 4 > 2 > 4 

transfers, 90% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers and 82% of 4 > 4 > 4 

transfers planned to earn a B.A. at UIC. This low degree of 

institutional commitment, but high goal commitment, on the 

part of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers may be related to the lower UIC 

persistence rates for this group and the fact that 4 > 4 > 4 

transfers were less likely than the other groups to attend 

Uic on a full-time basis, a variable found to have a 
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significant positive relationship with persistence. The 

two groups with the strongest intentions to earn bachelor's 

degrees at UIC ( 4 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 2 > 4 transfers) also had 

the highest persistence rates at UIC, with retention of 4 > 

2 > 4 transfers significantly greater than the other groups 

and the sample as a whole. 

objectives 3 and 4 To delineate the multiple transfer 
students' self-reported reasons for choosing (transferring 
to) and leaving (transferring from) previous institutions 
attended. 

Research Question 3 Which of the interinsti tutional en­
rollment/transfer patterns are related to students' self­
reported reasons for choosing (transferring to) and leaving 
(transferring from) their previous institutions? 

The 424 students in the multiple transfer sample moved 

among a total of 302 different higher education institutions 

in the United States and abroad (see Appendix 9 for a list-

ing of these institutions). These 302 colleges and univer­

sities represented a total of 1,013 student transfer deci­

sions and 1,437 enrollment decisions (including the decision 

to enroll at UIC). 

The college choice and attrition literature describes 

a number of student and institutional characteristics that 

are influential in the transfer decision. In terms of 

choosing a college or university, perceived academic quali­

ty; cost; financial aid; academic program availability and 

location appear to be the most important institutional 
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characteristics (Becker, 1988; Chapman & Jackson, 1987; 

Hossler et al., 1989; Litten et al., 1983; Tinto, 1987). 

Institutional attributes are also highly influential in the 

transfer decision, according to students' self-reports. 

some of the attributes shown to influence the transfer 

decision are academic quality and program availability; 

location; cost; institutional size; teaching quality; fac­

ulty availability outside the classroom; class size and 

social atmosphere (Brigman et al., 1982; Kowalski, 1977; 

Peng, 1977; Richardson & Bender, 1987; Wisner, 1984). 

In order to determine the factors which most influ­

enced the choice and transfer decisions of multiple trans­

fers in the sample population, survey respondents were asked 

to answer the following questions for each college attended: 

"Which of the characteristics below were most important in 

your decision to enroll at this college? Please circle the 

numbers of the THREE ~ IMPORTANT characteristics." Then, 

respondents were asked to indicate "Which of the charac­

teristics listed above, if viewed negatively, were most 

important in your decision to LEAVE (transfer out of) this 

college? Please return to the list for Question 5, and 

place an "X" in front of the three characteristics which 

most influenced your decision :tQ leave. n· 

When the answers to these questions were analyzed by 

multiple transfer path several interesting patterns emerged. 

Responses to a number of other survey items lent support to 
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these findings. For each institution attended, respondents 

were asked whether this college was their first, second, 

third or fourth choice. Respondents were also asked about 

the quality of their overall experience at the college; 

whether they could name an individual on the faculty or 

staff who had shown a personal interest in them or helped 

them with a school-related problem; and whether the decision 

to transfer out of that college was the student's alone; the 

student's parents' ; the college's, for academic or other 

reasons; or other. Results will be presented in the context 

of the interinstitutional transfer paths described earlier 

in this chapter, and are illustrated in Table 9. 

Multiple transfers taking this path overwhelmingly 

enrolled at their initial (four-year) college or university 

because of the perceived quality of its academic programs. 

The ranking of other institutional attributes, however, 

depended upon sector of control. For students enrolling at 

public institutions (n=44), variety of courses and programs 

was considered the second most important characteristic, 

with affordability of tuition and fees third and convenience 

of location/attractiveness of campus facilities and grounds 

fourth. For students enrolling at private institutions 

(n=28), academic quality was followed by faculty teaching 
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!able 9. --Factor• Influencing College Choice and Persistence 
by Multiple Transfer Path 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Multiple 
Group Group Group Group Trana fer 

Sample 

B - II - II - B - ( B -
119) 7S) 74) SS) 424) 

% B % B % II % II % II 

Rank Choice 
First 
Colleqe 

First Choice 77 58 66 25 73 24 63 17 72 165 
second Choice 16 12 18 7 21 7 19 5 16 36 
Third Choice 5 4 5 2 6 2 7 2 6 14 
Fourth or Lower 
Choice 1 1 11 4 11 3 6 13 

Total N 75 38 33 27 228 

Rank Choice 
Second 
College 

First Choice 51 35 75 39 56 23 58 18 64 160 
Second Choice 19 13 14 7 37 15 19 6 19 48 
Third Choice 12 8 8 4 5 2 7 2 7 18 
Fourth or Lower 

Choice 18 12 4 2 2 1 16 5 10 24 

Total N 68 52 41 31 250 
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tabl-• 9. --Continu9d 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llul.tip1e 
Group Group Group Group 'l'rana:ter 

Samp1e 
11 - 11 - 11 - ( 11 - ( 11 -
119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 

% 11 % 11 % 11 % 11 % 11 

overall 
&xperience 
First 
Colleqe * 

2 
(X (12) 23.206, p < .0126) 

Extremely 
Positive 17 13 21 8 15 5 27 7 18 41 

Positive 22 17 46 18 42 14 35 9 34 78 

Average 30 23 31 12 36 12 27 7 30 70 

Negative 27 21 3 1 6 2 12 3 15 35 
Extremely 
Negative 4 3 3 6 

Total N 77 39 33 26 230 

Overall 
Experience 
Second 
Co11eqe*** 

2 
(X (i2) 34.256, p < .0006) 

Extremely 
Positive 25 17 8 4 24 10 32 10 24 61 

Positive 44 30 44 23 59 24 42 13 45 113 
Average 30 21 25 13 17 7 16 5 23 58 
Negative 19 10 7 2 6 14 
Extremely 
Negative 1 1 4 2 3 1 2 6 

Total N 69 52 41 31 252 
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tabl• 9. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Kul.tipl• 
Group Group Group Group Trana fer 

Saaple 
.ti - .ti - .ti - ( .ti - ( .ti -
119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 

% .ti % .ti % .ti % Ii % Ii 

racu.lty/Staff 
Relationship 
First 
College 

Yes 47 36 49 19 44 15 63 17 48 111 

No 53 41 51 20 56 19 37 10 52 121 

Total N 77 39 34 27 232 

Faculty/Staff 
Re1ationahip 
Second 
Colleqe 

Yes 64 44 54 28 56 ·23 53 16 60 151 
No 36 25 46 24 44 18 47 14 40 100 

Total N 69 52 41 30 251 

Decision to 
Transfer 
First 
Colleqe ** 

2 
(X ( 9) 22.927, p < .0063) 

Own Decision 79 60 90 34 74 25 77 20 80 182 
Parents' 
Decision 8 6 3 1 4 1 4 8 

College's 
Decision 11 8 4 1 6 14 

Graduated 3 2 10 4 24 8 15 4 11 25 

Total N 76 38 34 26 229 

267 



irat>J.• 9. --Continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llul.tip1• 
Group Group Group Group Tran•~•r 

Samp1e 
Ii - H - Ii - Ii - ( Ii -119) 7S) 74) SS) 424) 

% Ii % Ii % B % H % H 

I)eCi.•ion to 
Trans~er 

second 
co11eqe *** 

2 
(X (9) 46.522, p < .0000) 

own Decision 71 49 92 47 56 23 97 30 77 193 

Parents' 
Decision 4 2 2 4 

co11ege's 
Decision 4 2 3 1 2 5 

Graduated 29 20 44 18 20 49 

Total N 69 51 41 31 251 

Rank Choice 
UIC 

First Choice 63 50 50 26 73 32 62 20 60 162 
second Choice 27 21 40 21 20 9 31 10 31 84 
Third Choice 6 5 8 4 7 3 3 1 6 17 
Fourth or Lower 

Choice 4 3 2 1 3 1 3 9 

Total N 79 52 44 32 272 

Note: percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 

*** P< . 001, two-tailed . Pearson chi-square. 

** P< .01, two-tailed. Pearson chi-square. 

* P< . 05, two-tailed. Pearson chi-square. 
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ability, convenience of campus location and availability of 

financial aid. Of all 4 > 2 > 4 respondents, 77% indicateq 

that their initial college or university was their first 

choice, and 16% that it was their second choice institution. 

However, 81% of students in this group who enrolled at 

private colleges ranked these institutions as their first. 

choice as opposed to only 73% who chose to attend public: 

colleges or universities. 

students in the 4 > 2 > 4 group most frequently de-. 

cided to transfer out of public four-year institutions fo~ 

personal reasons, followed by affordability of tuition anq 

fees, convenience of campus location and social atmosphere. 

on the other hand, those transferring from private colleges 

or universities ranked affordability of tuition as their 

most important reason for leaving, followed by personal/ 

family considerations. These findings are similar to those 

of Peng (1977), who reported that reverse transfers in his 

study left their four-year institutions to attend less ex­

pensive colleges that were closer to home and that provided 

a better fit for them personally. 

The large majority (79%) of 4 > 2 > 4 respondents from 

both public and private four-year colleges transferred from 

their first institution of their own volition. However, 

other variables affecting the transfer decision differed by 

sector of control. Of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers, 14% left private 

colleges due to their parents' decision, 4% the college's 
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decision and 4% as a result of graduating with an asso­

ciate' s degree or certificate. It could be hypothesized 

that the parental decision to transfer out of private insti­

tutions resulted from higher tuitions in the private sector. 

on the other hand, only 5% of transfers from public four­

year institutions left as a result of their parents' deci­

sion, while 16% were· dismissed for academic or other rea­

sons. The size of this last group indicates that some 4 > 2 

> 4 transfers left their initial four-year institutions 

(particularly when they were public) because of poor acade­

mic performance. It has been postulated that these students 

transfer downward to community colleges to improve their 

grades so that they can later re-enter the four-year sector 

(Kuznik et al., 1974). 

It follows that 4 > 2 > 4 transfers chose their commu­

nity colleges primarily for convenience of location and 

affordable tuition. Perhaps because of the practical impli­

cations of attending a community college, only 51% of re­

spondents stated that this institution was their first 

choice. While respondents also cited quality and variety of 

academic programs as important in their choice of the commu­

nity college, these were also among the top three reasons 

students transferred out, along with "graduated," "personal/ 

family concerns" and "social atmosphere." 

students on the 4 > 2 > 4 path chose to attend UIC 
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because of the perceived quality and variety of its academic 

programs, affordability of its tuition and convenience of 

its campus location. The interest expressed by 4 > 2 > 4 

respondents in UIC's academic programs was reflected in 

their answers to two questions concerning their major area 

of study. When asked whether their major was offered at the 

college they had most recently attended (the community col­

lege), 42% of respondents answered that their major was not 

available, and 75% stated that its availability at UIC was 

"extremely important" or "very important" in their decision 

to transfer to UIC. Of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers, 63% indicated 

that UIC was their first choice institution, and 27% their 

second choice. 

A number of researchers have found that students' 

experiences at an institution are the most crucial determi­

nants of transfer behavior (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; 

Volkwein et al. , 1986) • When asked to rank their overall 

experience at each college attended, 60% of 4 > 2 > 4 trans­

fers indicated that they had had less positive experiences 

at their first, four-year institution than at the community 

college. This was the case for public, as well as private, 

four-year institutions, although students reported substan­

tially more positive overall experiences at private than 

public colleges and universities. Of students transferring 

from private four-year institutions, 50% reported positive 

or extremely positive experiences, as opposed to 29% from 
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public colleges or universities. While only 45% of 4 > 2 > 

4 respondents indicated that a staff or faculty member at 

the four-year institution had shown a personal interest in 

them ( 45% at public and 46% at private colleges), 64% 

reported having had such a relationship at the community 

college. Having significant relationships with faculty or 

staff members on campus has been shown to influence persis­

tence positively (Astin, 1975; Bean, 1983; Husband, 1976; 

Lenning, 1982; Pascarella, 1980; Tinto, 1985, 1987). 

Students in this multiple transfer group selected 

their first (two-year) institution primarily because of its 

convenient location and low tuition, with variety of acade-

mic programs running a distant third. The community college 

was the first-choice institution of 66% of 2 > 4 > 4 re-

spondents, but a telling 11% indicated that it was their 

fourth or lower choice. 

Of the respondents in this group, 90% indicated that 

transferring out of the community college was their own 

decision, while 10% left because they had earned an asso-

ciate's degree. Reasons given for transferring focused on 

the quality and variety of the community college's academic 

programs, with social atmosphere, change of residence, grad-

uation and personal/family considerations playing smaller 
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roles. 

The academic program qualities that 2 > 4 > 4 trans­

fers found lacking in the community college were, not sur­

prisingly, the same ones that most influenced these stu­

dents' subsequent choice of a four-year institution. Quali­

ty and variety of academic programs, location, social atmos­

phere and faculty teaching ability all factored into 2 > 4 > 

4 respondents' decision to transfer to the four-year college 

or university. However, the emphasis placed on these varia­

bles differed depending upon the control of the institution. 

While respondents entering both private and public colleges 

most frequently cited overall academic quality as the 

predominant choice factor, tuition, financial aid and social 

atmosphere were ranked second most important by students 

entering public institutions. students choosing private 

colleges or universities, on the other hand, focused on 

variety of academic programs, campus location and faculty 

teaching ability. While 75% of all 2 > 4 > 4 respondents 

indicated that the four-year institution was their first 

choice, this ranking differed considerably depending upon 

sector of control. For students entering private colleges, 

94% identified this institution as their first choice, as 

opposed to only 65% of students who chose public colleges or 

universities. 

When asked about the characteristics that most influ­

enced their decision to transfer out of the four-year 
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institution, academic factors again played an important role 

for respondents. Once again, however, students' reasons for 

leaving depended heavily upon institutional control. For 

respondents leaving private, four-year colleges or universi­

ties, the single most important factor was affordability of 

tuition. Transfers from public four-year institutions, on 

the other hand, cited personal and family reasons, followed 

by social atmosphere and convenience of campus location. Of 

all respondents, 92% stated that transferring out of the 

four-year institution was their own decision, 4% their par­

ents' decision and 4% the college's decision. 

When asked about the quality of their overall experi­

ence at the institutions they attended, 2 > 4 > 4 transfers 

rated the community college highest, with 67% of respondents 

ranking their experiences at this institution positive or 

extremely positive. Of students transferring to public 

four-year colleges or universities, 56% gave these institu­

tions positive or extremely positive ratings, as compared to 

only 44% of transfers to private four-year colleges. Stu­

dents were, however, more likely to have enjoyed a suppor­

tive relationship with a member of the faculty or staff at 

four-year institutions than at community colleges, with a 

higher percentage having had such a relationship at public 

four-year colleges or universities than at private ones. It 

is interesting to contrast these findings with those of the 
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4 > 2 > 4 group, in which the majority of students replied 

that they received more support from faculty or staff mem­

bers at the community college than at the four-year institu-

tion. 

Upon transferring out of the four-year institution, 

2 > 4 > 4 respondents from both private and public sectors 

chose UIC for the high quality and variety of its academic 

programs. However, transfers from private four-year col­

leges ranked UIC' s tuition as the most important choice 

factor, followed by variety of program offerings and acade­

mic quality. On the other hand, students who had most 

recently attended public four-year institutions gave quality 

the highest ranking, followed by program variety, faculty 

teaching ability, and campus location. Although 71% of 

respondents stated that their major was offered at the 

previous four-year institution, 79% believed that the 

availability of this major was "extremely or very important" 

in their decision to transfer to UIC. Of 2 > 4 > 4 respon­

dents, only 50% indicated that UIC was their first choice 

institution, a substantially lower percentage than in any of 

the other groups. students taking the 2 > 4 > 4 path were 

slightly more likely to rank UIC as their first choice if 

they transferred from a private than from a public four-year 

institution. 
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Since this group of multiple transfers contained sig­

nificantly more older, minority, and low-socioeconomic sta­

tus students t~an the other transfer paths, it should not be 

surprising that 2 > 2 > 4 respondents' reasons for selec­

ting and transferring from the community colleges they at­

tended focused primarily on practical attributes such as 

institutional location and tuition costs. In choosing both 

community colleges, respondents in this group rated these 

two factors substantially higher than any of the others. 

Quality of the colleges' academic programs was ranked a 

distant third in reasons for the selection of students' 

first and second institutions. Students in this group rank­

ed their first community college substantially higher in 

terms of choice preference than their second, with 73% 

indicating that their initial institution was their first 

choice but only 56% giving their second institution this 

ranking. 

When asked about characteristics that influenced the 

decision to transfer out of the community colleges, 2 > 2 > 

4 respondents ranked variety of academic programs and grad­

uating with an associate's degree as influential for both 

institutions. Change of residence was also an important 

reason given by students in this group for transferring out 

of the first community college. These rationales for 
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transferring were supported by respondents' statements that 

they. left both colleges as a result of their own decision or 

because they had graduated. A significantly higher percent­

age of respondents indicated that they had graduated from 

their most recent community college than from their first 

(44% for the most recent, as opposed to 24% for the first); 

not a surprising finding since credits earned at the first 

institution would increase the likelihood of graduation from 

the second. 

Multiple transfers in the 2 > 2 > 4 group ranked their 

overall experience at the most recent community college 

higher than their experience at the first, even though a 

much higher percentage of respondents indicated that their 

initial community college was their ~irst choice institu-

tion. Of the respondents, 83% rated their most recent 

community college "extremely positive" or "positive" in 

terms of overall experience, while only 57% gave this rank-

ing to their first institution. Additionally, a greater 

percentage of respondents ·stated that they had enjoyed a 

supportive relationship with a member of the faculty or 

staff at the most recent community college. 

Transfers taking the 2 > 2 > 4 path were the most 

likely of all four groups to state that their academic major 

was not offered at the institution from which they transfer­

red to UIC. Additionally, 79% of 2 > 2 > 4 respondents felt 

that the availability of this major at UIC had an e~tremely 
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or very important influence on their decision to transfer. 

When asked about factors which influenced their selection of 

UIC, respondents' highest rankings were in the academic 

areas - quality and variety of programs and faculty teaching 

ability. Not surprisingly, affordability of tuition and 

convenience of campus location were also influential choice 

factors. Of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers, 73% indicated that UIC was 

their first choice institution, a substantially higher per­

centage than the other three groups. 

Unlike multiple transfers taking the 2 > 2 > 4 path, 

4 > 4 > 4 transfers were very concerned with academic quali­

ty when they chose their first and second four-year institu­

tions. However, the importance placed on this attribute was 

found to vary according to sector of control. While quality 

was considered the single most influential choice factor by 

4 > 4 > 4 transfers who enrolled at private colleges and 

universities, it was ranked less important than affordabili­

ty of tuition and convenience of campus location by those 

choosing public institutions. Of 4 > 4 > 4 respondents, 

only 63% initially attended their first choice institution -

the lowest percentage of any of the groups - and 11% 

enrolled at their fourth or lower choice college. Choice 

rankings of students in this group differed from the others 
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in that 4 > 4 > 4 transfers rated public colleges and uni­

versities higher than private institutions. Of students in 

this group who initially enrolled at public institutions, 

69% ranked them as their first choice, while only 60% of 

students entering private colleges did so. It is possible 

that students in this group were more concerned about pres­

tige when enrolling at private colleges or universities. 

In their decision to transfer out of the first four­

year institution, 4 > 4 > 4 students leaving private col­

leges considered affordability of tuition the overriding 

factor, followed by personal/family issues. By contrast, 

personal and family considerations were the primary ra­

tionales given by students who transferred out of public 

institutions. These reasons differ from those found by Peng 

(1977), who stated that the 4 > 4 transfers in his national, 

longitudinal study were dissatisfied with faculty quality 

and social life at their original institutions. Of 4 > 4 

> 4 respondents, 77% stated that transferring was their own 

decision; 4% their parents' decision; and 4% the college's 

decision. An additional 14% of the students in this group 

transferred because they had graduated with an associate's 

degree or certificate. 

In choosing their most recent four-year institution, 

respondents selecting both private and public colleges again 

focused on academic program quality. However, students who 

chose private colleges also cited teaching quality, while 
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affordability of tuition and convenience of campus location 

were the major selection factors used by those who enrolled 

at public institutions. Only 58% of 4 > 4 > 4 respondents 

attended their first choice institution this time around, 

and 16% ended up at their fourth or lower choice college (as 

compared to 63% and 11%, respectively, for the initial four­

year college) . This· tendency of 4 > 4 > 4 students to 

transfer from higher-choice to lower-choice institutions 

could reflect the financial and geographical limitations 

that caused these students to transfer out of their initial 

college. Once again, a higher percentage of respondents 

ranked public institutions as their first choice (63%) than 

did students selecting private colleges (57%). 

Reasons for transferring out of the second four-year 

college were more disparate for 4 > 4 > 4 transfers than for 

the other groups, and varied according to the sector of 

control of the institution. students leaving private four-

year colleges ranked variety of courses and programs most 

important in their decision to leave, followed by affordabi­

lity of tuition and fees; while their counterparts transfer­

ring out of public ins ti tut ions cited personal and family 

concerns, variety of programs and change of residence as 

their primary considerations. Of all the respondents, 97% 

stated that the decision to transfer a second time was their 

own; the other 3% were dismissed by the college for academic 
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or other reasons. 

4 > 4 > 4 respondents, like those in the 2 > 2 > 4 and 

4 > 2 > 4 groups, indicated that their overall experience at 

the first institution was not as good as their experience at 

the most recent college. For both their initial and second 

transfer movements, however, 4 > 4 > 4 respondents rated 

their experiences at public institutions higher than they 

did at private ones. On the other hand, students in this 

group were substantially more likely to have had a suppor­

tive relationship with a faculty or staff member at the 

first institution if it was private. 

Even though 75% of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers stated that 

their academic major was offered at the most recent four­

year institution, 72% felt the availability of this major at 

UIC was an extremely or very important reason to transfer 

there. Like the other multiple transfer groups, 4 > 4 > 4 

students reported that academic factors (e.g., quality, 

program variety and faculty teaching ability) were most 

influential in their decision to transfer to UIC, with the 

practical aspects of tuition and location also playing an 

important role for transfers from both private and public 

sectors. Of 4 > 4 > 4 respondents, 62% ranked UIC as their 

first choice, and 31% their second choice institution. Stu­

dents were slightly more likely to rank UIC as their first 

choice if they had most recently attended private colleges. 
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Slllll'A~ Qf. Multiple Transfer students' Reasons .fQi: Choosing 
Jll)d .i.eaying Previous Institutions 

Findings of this study indicate that multiple transfer 

students look for many of the same institutional attributes 

when choosing four-year colleges as first-time transfers and 

freshmen. Perceived academic quality was cited as the most 

influential factor in the selection of four-year institu­

tions by the multiple transfer groups, with variety of 

courses and programs running a close second in most cases. 

Additionally, all four groups felt that academic attributes 

such as quality and program variety were highly influential 

in their choice of UIC. Not only did respondents consider 

academic characteristics the most important criteria in 

their choice of four-year institutions., but these attributes 

figured prominently in the decision to transfer out of 

community colleges. 

An entirely different set of characteristics was con-

sidered important by multiple transfers in their choice of 

community colleges than in the selection of four-year insti-

tutions. Convenience of campus location and affordability 

of tuition and fees were the attributes :most frequently 

cited by respondents who chose to attend comaunity colleges. 

As might be expected, community colleges were generally 

ranked as first choice institutions by a smaller percentage 

of respondents than were four-year colleges or universities. 

However, in the groups in which students attended both 
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two-year and four-year institutions (the 2 > 4 > 4 and 

4 > 2 ~ 4 paths), respondents rated their overall experien­

ces higher at the community colleges than at the four-year 

institutions. In addition, 4 > 2 > 4 respondents indicated 

that they had en joyed more supportive relationships with 

faculty or staff members at the community colleges than at 

the four-year institutions. 

students in all groups except the 2 > 4 > 4 path 

reported having had significantly better overall experiences 

at their second than at their first institution, whether it 

was two- or four-year. With the exception of students tak­

ing the 4 > 4 > 4 path, respondents also reported more 

supportive relationships with faculty or staff members at 

the most recent institution they attended. However, in all 

groups except the 2 > 4 > 4 path, respondents indicated that 

the first college they attended (whether it was two- or 

four-year) was a higher choice institution than the second. 

Contrary to previous findings reported· in the literature, 

financial aid was not considered particularly important in 

the choice of community colleges or four-year institutions 

by any of the multiple transfer groups. 

Multiple transfer students' reasons for moving among 

institutions reflect previous research which shows that 

students transfer for practical, institution-specific rea­

sons that frequently focus on the academic system. The 
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multiple transfer groups reported that they left community 

colleges because of perceived low academic program quality 

and limited course and program availability. Graduating 

with an associate's degree and changing residence were also 

cited frequently by two-year college transfers in all 

groups. It is important to note that graduating from the 

community college is considered a natural transfer point by 

both students and postsecondary institutions. A change of 

residence would place community college students in a dif­

ferent district, thus forcing the student to either transfer 

or pay higher, out-of-district tuition rates. 

When contrasted with students transferring from commu­

nity colleges, transfers from four-year institutions gave a 

much wider variety of reasons for leaving. While academic 

attributes were considered important, affordability of tui­

tion, personal/family considerations, change of residence 

and social atmosphere were also mentioned frequently as 

reasons for transferring from four-year institutions. 

Sector of institutional control exerted a major in­

fluence on multiple transfer students' reasons for choosing 

four-year colleges and universities. For the sample popula­

tion, enrollment at students' most recent four-year institu­

tion was based on perceived academic quality regardless of 

control. However, for public institutions affordability of 

tuition was considered second most important, with conven-

ience of campus location ranked third and social 
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atmosphere/attractiveness of campus facilities and grounds 

fourth. Affordability of tuition did not factor into stu­

dents' choice of private institutions: after academic quali­

ty, location was ranked second, variety of programs third 

and faculty teaching ability fourth. In the 4 > 2 > 4 and 

2 > 4 > 4 transfer groups, larger percentages of respondents 

ranked private four-year institutions as their first choice 

college, while in the 4 > 4 > 4 group public colleges and 

universities were ranked slightly higher than private ones 

for students' first and second transfer movements. 

Respondents in the 4 > 4 > 4 and 2 > 4 > 4 groups 

reported having had more positive overall experiences at 

public than at private four-year institutions, while stu­

dents taking the 4 > 2 > 4 path indicated that they had 

better overall experiences at private four-year colleges. 

Findings were mixed regarding the existence of supportive 

relationships between students and faculty or staff, with 

4 > 4 > 4 transfers reporting more such relationships at 

private four-year colleges; 2 > 4 > 4 transfers at public 

four-year institutions; and 4 > 2 > 4 transfers ranking 

public and private four-year institutions equally in this 

regard. 

When leaving four-year institutions, affordability of 

tuition was the primary rationale given by students in the 

sample who transferred from private colleges, with variety 
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of programs second, social atmosphere third and academic 

quality fourth. Transfers from four-year public ins ti tu-

tions, by contrast, stated that they chose to leave primari­

ly for personal/family reasons, due to a change of residence 

(which would affect in-state tuition rates, as well as the 

ability to commute to an institution); and because of quali­

ty and variety of academic programs. 

In choosing to attend UIC, transfers from four-year 

private institutions ranked affordability of tuition as the 

most prominent influence, followed by academic quality and 

variety, location and faculty teaching ability. students 

coming to UIC from public institutions, on the other hand, 

ranked academic quality as most important, followed by va­

riety of programs, campus location and, finally, affordabi­

lity of tuition. 

In all the multiple transfer groups, but especially 

the 4 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 4 > 4 groups, close relationships 

existed between why students transferred from their first 

institution and why they enrolled at their second. In the 

4 > 2 > 4 group, students transferred out of their initial 

four-year college because of tuition and location (among 

other factors) , and then considered those same variables 

important in their selection of a community college. In the 

2 > 4 > 4 group, students left their community colleges 

because of academic quality, program variety and social 

atmosphere, and then ranked these same characteristics 
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highly in their selection of four-year institutions. Con-

venience of campus location was considered an important 

reason that 2 > 2 > 4 transfers left their first community 

college, along with variety and quality of academic pro-

grams. These attributes were then ranked highly in stu-

dents' choice of a second community college. In the 4 > 4 

> 4 group, tuition was cited as a major reason for leaving 

the first four-year institution and for enrolling at the 

second. For all multiple transfer groups, quality and va­

riety of academic programs were cited as major reasons for 

leaving the institution attended prior to UIC (whether it 

was two-year or four-year). These same attributes were then 

given as those which most influenced respondents' enrollment 

at UIC. 

Research Question 4 Are there identifiable interinstitu­
tional enrollment/transfer patterns of multiple transfer 
students in this population, in terms of the following 
institutional classifications: type (two-year or four-year), 
size, control (public, private or proprietary), tuition 
level, selectivity level (defined according to average ACT 
scores of the entering student body), Carnegie classifica­
tion and state/region? 

In this section, the multiple transfer sample and the 

four transfer paths will be used to examine interinstitu-

tional movements as they relate to the college attributes 

listed above. Crosstabulations were run by transfer path to 

determine the ways in which institutional characteristics 
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interfaced with transfer movements, and the chi-square test 

was used to determine significance. Institutional data were 

obtained from UIC's records for all students in the multiple 

transfer sample (n=424). 

yeneral Institutional Profile 

A general profile can be constructed of the 

institutions most recently attended by multiple transfer 

students in the sample prior to transferring to UIC. Of the 

sample, 58% of multiple transfers had most recently attended 

community colleges, and 42% four-year ins ti tut ions. Of 

these four-year colleges and universities, 63% were public, 

36% private and 1% proprietary. When the Carnegie classifi­

cations of these institutions were examined, 26% were re­

search universities; 19% doctorate-granting colleges and 

universities; 40% comprehensive colleges and universities; 

11% liberal arts colleges and 3% specialized institutions. 

Not surprisingly, the Carnegie classification of an 

institution was found to have a highly significant relation­

ship with its sector of control (x2 (10) = 327.908, 12 < 

.0000). Due to this relationship, students' patterns of 

transfer were found to vary significantly according to their 

multiple transfer path. Of institutions most recently at­

tended by multiple transfers in the sample, 99% of two-year 

colleges were public, as were 93% of research universities; 

65% of doctorate-granting colleges and universities and 66% 
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of comprehensive colleges and universities. Private insti­

tutions comprised 7% of research universities; 35% of doc­

torate-granting colleges and universities; 34% of compre­

hensive colleges and universities; 100% of liberal arts 

colleges; 1% of two-year colleges and 67% of specialized 

institutions. 

When institutions were categorized by selectivity 

level, or average ACT scores of the entering student body at 

each institution, it was found that there were 268 nonselec­

tive colleges attended by students in the multiple transfer 

sample just prior to enrolling at UIC. Of these nonselec-

tive institutions, 90% were community colleges; 9% four-year 

colleges or universities; and 1% public, upper-division 

institutions. All of the other 152 institutions attended by 

students in the sample were four-year colleges or universi­

ties. Of these, 16% were low selectivity; 59% moderate 

selectivity; 24% high selectivity and 1% extremely high 

selectivity. 

Of the students in the sample, 83% had attended rela­

tively inexpensive institutions in the $0 to $3,000 tuition 

range just prior to transferring to UIC. All of these 

institutions were in the public sector. The vast majority 

(71%) of the multiple transfers had most recently attended 

institutions that were large (average enrollments of 8,600 

to 15, ooo) or very large (over 15, 000). Finally, 81% of 
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the multiple transfers had attended colleges or universi­

ties in the state of Illinois prior to transferring to UIC; 

and 7% had most recently attended institutions elsewhere in 

the Midwest. 

institutional ~ 

Of the multiple transfers in the sample, 192 (45%) 

began their collegiate careers at a community college. Of 

these students, 105 (55%) subsequently transferred to a 

four-year institution; and 87 ( 45%) moved horizontally to 

another community college. A second group of 231 students 

(54% of the sample) originally attended a four-year college 

or university. Of these students, 158 (68%) subsequently 

moved to a community college, and 73 (32%) transferred 

horizontally to another four-year institution (see Figure 

5). Thus, a larger number of students in the sample trans-

ferred from the four-year sector than from the 

sector. This was true even when institutions 

two-year 

to which 

students transferred only during the summer were excluded 

from the analysis (see Figure 6). By the time students in 

the sample transferred to UIC, 243 (58%) had most recently 

attended community colleges, and 178 (42%) four-year insti­

tutions. 

These findings differ from those of Peng, who conduc­

ted a national, longitudinal study of transfer behavior in 
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1977, using NLS of 1972 data. Peng reported that 67% of 

transfers in his research sample began their collegiate 

careers at four-year institutions, and 33% at community 

colleges. Peng's findings that the transfer rate was much 

greater from the two-year than from the four-year sector 

differ radically from those of this study. The substantial­

ly heavier community college attendance rate of students in 

the multiple transfer sample may be reflective of these 

students' concerns regarding college costs in the four-year, 

and particularly the private four-year, sector. Since the 

time of Peng's study tuition costs have risen steadily, and 

the number of community colleges has increased dramatically. 

It is therefore not surprising that the multiple transfers 

in this study attended community colleges at a far greater 

rate than that found by Peng in 1977. 

Institutional ~ 

Average student enrollments were used in this study to 

measure institutional size. Average enrollments were cate­

gorized into six groups: very small (enrollments of 1 -

1, 000); small ( 1, 100 - 3, 000); moderate ( 3, 100 - 5, 000); 

moderately large (5,100 - 8,500); large (8,600 - 15,000) and 

very large (15,100 and up). . UIC's enrollment of 24,195 

placed it in the very large category. Chi-square analysis 

revealed a significant relationship between average 
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enrollment and college type (K2 (10) = 96.325, ~ < .0000) in 

that the vast majority of students in the sample were en­

rolled at two-year and four-year institutions in the moder­

ately large to very large categories prior to transferring 

to urc. In addition, average enrollments were found to be 

significantly related to sector of institutional control cx2 

(10) = 226.950, ~ < .0000) in that of public colleges most 

recently attended by students in the sample 80% were in the 

large and very large enrollment categories. Private insti­

tutions were much more disparate in terms of size, with only 

27% in the largest two enrollment categories; 18% moderately 

large; 13% moderate; 28% small and 13% very small. 

The largest subgroup of the sample population, con­

taining 43% of the multiple transfer~, moved from smaller 

colleges to much larger institutions; and in transferring to 

UIC moved to an even larger university. A second subgroup, 

comprising 30% of the sample, moved from larger colleges or 

universities to smaller institutions. The majority of these 

students moved from very large institutions with enrollments 

of over 15,000 to large colleges or universities enrolling 

between 8,600 and 15,000 students. In transferring to UIC, 

the students in this group returned to a very large univer­

sity. A third subgroup containing 109 of the multiple trans­

fers, or 27% of the sample, initially moved among 

institutions with very similar average enrollments. The 

vast majority ( 82%) of these transfers attended two large 
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institutions with enrollments in the 8,600 to 15,000 range. 

In movi.ng to UIC, these students moved up one category to 

attend a very large institution. 

When analyzed by multiple transfer path, transfer 

rates followed patterns similar to those of the sample 

population in that students taking all four paths were 

significantly more likely to attend large and very large 

institutions than small or moderately-sized ones (~2 (24) = 

97. 706, 12 < • 0000 for the first institution attended; ~2 

(24) = 75.839, 12 < .oooo for the second institution atten-

ded). Movements of students in the sample population and 

its derivative paths reflect the trend of transferring from 

smaller to larger institutions which has been shown to occur 

in national studies (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Peng, 

1977). These movements support Peng's ( 1977) theory that 

larger colleges and universities exert greater "holding 

power" over transfer students than smaller ones. 

4 > 2 > 4 Path 

In this group, 43% of the multiple transfers moved 

from large four-year institutions to even larger community 

colleges, and then to UIC. These students tended to move 

among larger institutions with enrollments in the 8,600 to 

over 15,000 ranges. The second subgroup, containing 32% of 

4 > 2 > 4 transfers, moved from larger four-year 
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institutions to smaller community colleges, and then back to 

a very large university (UIC). The vast majority (83%) of 

students in this subgroup transferred from very large four­

year institutions with enrollments of over 15,000 to commu­

nity colleges with enrollments of between 5,100 and 15,000. 

A third subgroup comprised of 25% of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers 

moved from larger institutions to institutions of similar 

size. Of these transfers, 43% attended two very large 

colleges with average enrollments in the 15,000 and over 

range. This trend of moving among very large institutions 

continued with students' third transfer to UIC. 

Findings regarding the 4 > 2 > 4 group differ from 

those of Peng (1977), who reported that the largest reverse 

transfer rates in his study were from institutions with the 

highest enrollments. The institutional size patterns evi­

dent in the 4 > 2 > 4 group and in the following two groups 

(2 > 4 > 4 and 2 > 2 > 4) may be indicative of the 

relatively large size of Chicago-area community colleges. 

The multiple transfers in all three of these groups had 

relatively low geographical mobility, tending to remain in 

the Chicago vicinity for all of their transfer movements. 

2 > 4 > 4 Path 

Multiple transfers in this group followed patterns 

similar to those of the sample and the 4 > 2 > 4 group. Of 
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these transfers, 45% began at community colleges with moder­

ately large to large enrollments and moved to larger four­

year institutions before transferring to UIC. About 47% of 

these transfers moved from community colleges with en­

rollments of between 8, 600 and 15, 000 to larger four-year 

institutions of over 15, 000 students, and then to another 

very large university (UIC). Another 33% of 2 > 4 > 4 trans­

fers moved from larger community colleges to smaller four­

year institutions before transferring to UIC. A third 

subgroup containing 21% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers moved from 

larger community colleges to four-year institutions of simi­

lar size. For 69% of these students, the transfer to UIC 

entailed moving to an even larger third institution. 

2 > 2 > 4 Path 

Patterns evident in the multiple transfer sample and 

the first two transfer paths were not as apparent in the 2 > 

2 > 4 group. The largest percentage of students in this 

group (40%) transferred from their first community college 

to another of the same size before moving to UIC. The vast 

majority (79%) of these institutions had average enrollments 

in the 8,600 to 15,000 range. A second subgroup comprising 

37% of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers moved from smaller community 

colleges to larger ones in the 8, 600 to over 15, 000 range 

before moving to UIC. A third subgroup contained only 23% 

of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers who moved from larger community 
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colleges to smaller ones, and then to UIC. These findings 

indicate that 2 > 2 > 4 transfers enrolled at large communi­

ty colleges initially and then moved among larger institu­

tions througho.ut their collegiate careers. Peng's (1977) 

study, on the other hand, showed that transfer rates for 

students moving between two-year colleges were higher from 

the largest institutions. 

4 > 4 > 4 Path 

Movements of transfers taking this path differed 

from those of the other groups and were much more disparate. 

Of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, 42% began their collegiate careers 

at larger institutions, moved to smaller ones and then 

transferred to substantially larger UIC. A second subgroup 

containing 40% of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers moved from smaller to 

larger colleges, and then transferred to UIC. Only 19% of 

4 > 4 > 4 transfers moved from their first four-year insti­

tution to another of similar size, and 55% of these students 

moved among institutions with enrollments of over 15,000. 

Institutional Control 

Of the multiple transfer sample, 76% of students began 

their collegiate careers in the public sector and 24% in the 

private sector. Of those who started in public insti tu­

t ions, 61% of the students initially attended community 
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colleges and 39% public four-year colleges or universities. 

of those who began in the private sector, only 4% of stu­

dents initially enrolled at two-year colleges and 96% at 

four-year institutions. These percentages are similar to 

those found by Sandeen and Goodale (1972) in their nation-

wide study of first-time transfers. These researchers 

reported that 55% of transfers originated in public communi­

ty colleges, 27% in public four-year institutions and 18% in 

private four-year colleges. Sandeen and Goodale discovered 

that over 70% of these transfers moved to public institu­

tions. 

When the transfer behavior of students in the sample 

was examined, it was determined that 69% of these students 

remained within the same sector of control when moving from 

their first to their second institution. Of these same­

sector transfers, 93% moved between two public colleges or 

universities. For this group, the transfer to UIC completed 

the pattern of remaining solely within the public sector for 

all three transfer movements. While 19% of the sample 

initially attended private colleges or universities and then 

moved to public institutions, only 11% transferred from 

public to private institutions. This higher degree of 

movement from the private sector by multiple transfer stu­

dents agrees with studies by Peng (1977), Sandeen and 

Goodale (1972) and Van Alstyne et al. (1973). 
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Because of the preponderance of community colleges and 

four-year public institutions attended by multiple transfers 

in the sample, institutional type was found to be signifi­

cantly related to sector of control (x2 (4) = 97.991, ~ < 

.0000). Of the students whose most recent college prior to 

enrolling at UIC was a two-year institution, 99% attended 

public community colleges. Of those who most recently en-

rolled at four-year institutions, 63% had attended public 

colleges or universities, 36% private institutions and 1% 

proprietary institutions. 

4 > 2 > 4 Path 

Of the multiple transfers in this group, 63% moved 

from public four-year institutions to public community col­

leges, and then remained within the public sector when they 

transferred a third time to UIC. Another 34% of 4 > 2 > 4 

transfers began at private four-year institutions but moved 

to public community colleges. A third subgroup containing 

3% of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers began at four-year proprietary 

institutions and then moved to community colleges. Only one 

individual in this group transferred from a public four-year 

college or university to a private two-year college. 

2 > 4 > 4 Path 

All but one of the 2 > 4 > 4 transfers began their 

collegiate careers at public community colleges. The vast 
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majority ( 67%) of students taking this path remained com­

pletely within the public sector for all three transfer 

movements, as they moved from community colleges to two dif­

ferent, public four-year institutions (including UIC). A 

smaller subgroup containing 32% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers moved 

to private four-year institutions before transferring to 

urc. 

2 > 2 > 4 Path 

Students taking this path moved from one community 

college to another and then transferred to UIC. Of the 2 > 

2 > 4 transfers, 94% followed this pattern. Only 4% of the 

students initially enrolled in private two-year colleges, 

and all of these transferred to public community colleges 

before enrolling at UIC. Only one individual moved from a 

public community college to a private two-year institution. 

4 > 4 > 4 Path 

The multiple transfer students in this group exhibited 

much more diverse transfer patterns than those taking the 

other three paths. Of this transfer group, 54% of students 

initially enrolled in public, and 46% in private four-year 

colleges or universities. Of the 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, 25% 

moved from one public institution to another; 21% from a 
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public to a private; 27% from a private to another private 

and 25% from a private to a public. Only one student trans­

ferred from a public to a proprietary four-year institution. 

Findings from the four multiple transfer groups are 

generally in agreement with those of national studies of 

first-time transfers, which indicate that the vast majority 

of transfers move among public institutions (Holmstrom & 

sisconti, 1974; Knoell & Medsker, 1965; Peng, 1977; 

Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). 

institutional Selectivity 

Average ACT scores of the entering student body at 

each college or university were used as a measure of insti-

tutional selectivity. For colleges that only publish SAT 

scores, these scores were changed into average ACT scores 

using conversion tables developed by Astin ( 1971). Once 

average ACT scores were determined, they were grouped into 

five categories: nonselective (0 - 15); low selectivity (16 

- 19); moderate selectivity (20 - 23); high selectivity (24 

- 27); and extremely high selectivity (28 and above). UIC, 

with an average ACT of 20 in 1990, was classified as moder-

ately selective. 

In the sample population, a highly significant rela-

tionship existed between selectivity level and institutional 

type (x2 (8) = 322.826, ~ < .0000), in that all of the 
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community colleges attended by students in the sample were 

nonselective institutions. Therefore, trends appearing in 

the multiple transfer sample were biased toward community 

colleges. This bias was mitigated to some extent when the 

four multiple transfer paths were examined separately. 

The first and largest subgroup of the sample popula­

tion, containing 40% of the multiple transfers, moved from 

higher selectivity to lower selectivity, lower prestige 

institutions. Of these students, 89% transferred to nonse­

lecti ve institutions from more selective ones, once again 

reflecting the pervasive influence of community colleges on 

the nonselective category. A second subgroup containing 32% 

of multiple transfers moved from their first institution to 

a second at the same selectivity level. Of these students, 

85% transferred from one nonselective institution to an-

other. A third subgroup comprising 28% of the sample trans­

ferred from lower to higher selectivity ins ti tut ions. Of 

these transfers, 51% moved from institutions in the nonse­

lective category to institutions in the moderately selective 

range. In transferring a third time to UIC, these transfers 

attended another moderately selective institution. Another 

24% of the transfers in this subgroup moved from insti tu­

tions in the nonselective category to colleges or universi­

ties in the highly selective range. 

301 



4 > 2 > 4 Path 

~he multiple transfers in this group all moved from 

higher selectivity colleges and universities to nonselective 

community colleges. Half (50%) of these students transfer­

red from moderately selective four-year institutions to 

community colleges. In transferring to UIC, these students 

then moved upward to another moderately selective institu­

tion. A second subgroup containing 25% of 4 > 2 > 4 trans­

fers began at high selectivity colleges or universities, 

transferred downward to nonselective community colleges and 

then moved to moderately selective UIC. A third subgroup, 

including 16% of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers, started out at low 

selectivity institutions, transferred to nonselective commu­

nity colleges and then moved to UIC. 

2 > 4 > 4 Path 

These multiple transfers all began their collegiate 

careers at community colleges, but then moved to a wide 

variety of four-year institutions before transferring to 

urc. Of the 2 > 4 > 4 transfer group, 53% moved from their 

initial community college to moderately selective institu­

tions and then to UIC, a second moderately selective insti­

tution. Another 23% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers moved from 

community colleges to highly selective colleges and univer­

sities, and then transferred downward to moderately 
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selective UIC. The third subgroup, comprising 13% of 

2 > 4 > 4 transfers, moved between two nonselective insti­

tutions, and then transferred upward to UIC. 

2 > 2 > 4 Path 

All of the multiple transfers following this path 

moved between two nonselective community colleges before 

transferring to UIC, classified as a moderately selective 

university. 

4 > 4 > 4 Path 

The students in this group exhibited the greatest 

diversity in their transfer behaviors. The largest sub­

group, containing 44% of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, moved from 

higher to lower selectivity institutions before transferring 

to UIC. Most of these transfers moved from colleges or 

universities of moderate and high selectivity to low and 

moderate selectivity institutions. Al though this downward 

movement in selectivity or institutional prestige reflected 

the behavior of the sample population, this was an unexpec­

ted finding. Since 4 > 4 > 4 transfers had the most promis­

ing high school grade point averages and class ranks of the 

four groups, it had been expected that these students would 

be the most likely to move from lower to higher prestige 

institutions. 
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A second subgroup containing 31% of 4 > 4 > 4 trans­

fers moved between two institutions at the same selectivity 

level. The bulk of these (67%) transferred between two or 

more moderately selective colleges or universities, and 

with their transfer to UIC extended this pattern. The 

remaining subgroup, containing 25% of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, 

moved from lower to ·higher selectivity institutions, al­

though no particular pattern could be discerned. 

The trends which occurred in the :multiple transfer 

sample and in the transfer paths reflect previous findings 

by Peng ( 1977) showing that a much larger percentage of 

students transfer from high to low selectivity institutions. 

As previously theorized by Peng (1977) and Tinto (1975), it 

was confirmed that of the multiple transfers in the sample 

dismissed for academic reasons, the vast majority transfer­

red downward to less selective institutions. Of respondents 

to the survey, only 8% reported having been dismissed by 

previous colleges. Of these, 81% moved from higher to lower 

selectivity institutions; 14% moved between institutions at 

the same selectivity level and 5% moved upward to higher 

selectivity institutions. Of the 81% who transferred down­

ward following their dismissal, 48% moved from moderately 

selective public four-year institutions to nonselective 

community colleges, and another 41% transferred from the 

highly selective Illinois public flagship university to 
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iower selectivity, in-state institutions. 

Institutional selectivity was found to be related to 

the educational goals and aspirations of students in the 

multiple transfer sample. When asked about their main goal 

in attending their first college or university, 82% of 

survey respondents who aspired toward the associate's degree 

were enrolled in nonselective institutions. Of respondents 

intending to earn the bachelor's degree from their initial 

college or university, 48% were enrolled in moderately se­

lective, 26% in highly selective and 5% in extremely selec­

tive institutions. Finally, 84% of respondents intending to 

transfer from their initial institution were enrolled in 

nonselective colleges, and 11% were attending moderately 

selective colleges or universities. 

A highly significant relationship was found to exist 

between institutional selectivity and sector of control (x2 

(8) = 83.924, D < .0000), with private colleges more selec­

tive than their public counterparts. Of nonselective col­

leges and universities most recently attended by multiple 

transfers in the sample population, 94% were public; 5% 

private and 1% proprietary. Institutions of low selectivity 

were 84% public and 6% private; moderate selectivity 57% 

public and 43% private; high selectivity 75% public and 25% 

private and extremely high selectivity 100% private. 
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~rnegie Classification 

In order to create manageable categories based on 

Carnegie classification, Research Universities I and II were 

combined into one group, entitled Research Universities; as 

were Doctorate-Granting Colleges and Universities I and II; 

comprehensive Colleges and Universities I and II and Liberal 

Arts Colleges I and II. The remaining Carnegie categories 

were left unchanged as Two-Year Community, Junior and Tech­

nical Colleges and Specialized Institutions (including re­

ligion and theology, health professions, business and man­

agement, art, music and design, corporate colleges and 

teachers colleges). UIC is classified as a research univer­

sity. 

In the multiple transfer sample, 38% of students moved 

to a two-year college from an institution with a different 

Carnegie classification. A second subgroup containing 26% 

of the multiple transfers moved from a two-year college to 

institutions with a wide variety of Carnegie classifica­

tions. Finally, 24% of students in the sample moved between 

institutions with the same Carnegie classification for their 

first two transfers, and 86% of these individuals moved 

from one two-year college to another before enrolling at 

UIC. Of course, all students in the multiple transfer 

sample ended up at UIC, classified as a research university. 
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4 > 2 > 4 Path 

Of the students taking this transfer path, 32% moved 

from research universities to two-year colleges, and then 

back to a research university (UIC). The second subgroup, 

containing 29% of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers, moved from compre­

hensive colleges and universities to two-year colleges, 

transferring a third time to the research university. 

Another 23% of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers began at doctorate­

granting colleges and universities; transferred to two-year 

colleges and then moved to UIC. Only 12% of transfers in 

this group initially enrolled at liberal arts colleges, and 

an even smaller group (4%) started at specialized institu­

tions. 

2 > 4 > 4 Path 

These transfers moved from two-year colleges to a 

wide range of Carnegie classification ins ti tut ions. The 

largest subgroup, comprising 41% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers, 

moved from two-year colleges to comprehensive colleges and 

universities and then to the research university (UIC). 

Another 25% of the students in this group transferred from 

two-year colleges to doctorate-granting institutions before 

enrolling at UIC. Finally, 23% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers began 

:it two-year colleges, transferred to research universities 

ind then transferred again to a second research university 
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(UIC). Only 9% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers attended liberal arts 

colleges as their second institution. 

2 > 2 > 4 Path 

All of the students in this category moved from one 

two-year college to another and then transferred to UIC, a 

research university. 

4 > 4 > 4 Path 

As with institutional selectivity level, the group of 

4 > 4 > 4 transfers displayed the most widely divergent 

patterns in moving among institutions of different Carnegie 

classifications. While 40% of the institutions that 4 > 4 

> 4 transfers moved among before transferring to UIC were 

comprehensive colleges and universities, no specific trans­

fer patterns were evident. Another 21% of 4 > 4 > 4 trans­

fers attended research universities; 19% liberal arts col­

leges; 13% doctorate-granting institutions; and 6% special­

ized institutions. 

The Carnegie classification of multiple transfers' 

initial college was found to be closely related to their 

degree goals from that institution. Of students originally 

attending research universities, 83% enrolled with the in­

tention of earning a bachelor's degree, and 10% planned to 

transfer. At doctorate-granting colleges and universities, 
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B9% of students anticipated earning the B.A. and 4% trans­

ferring; at comprehensive colleges and universities ?0% 

expected to earn a B.A. and 3% to transfer; at liberal arts 

colleges 71% planned to earn a B.A. and 18% to transfer; and 

at two-year colleges 26% intended to receive an associate's 

degree and 58% to transfer. 

The Carnegie classification of multiple transfers' 

first and second institutions was found to be significantly 

related to their persistence at UIC, as measured by whether 

or not they were still enrolled at UIC in spring 1990 (K2 

(5) = 11.291, R < .0458 for the first college; K2 (5) = 

12.760, R < .0257 for the second college). Of students in 

the sample who attended research universities just prior to 

enrolling at UIC, 63% were still enrolled in spring 1990, as 

were 79% of students who began at doctorate-granting col­

leges and universities; 81% who began at comprehensive in­

stitutions; 60% who started at liberal arts colleges; and 

80% who began at two-year colleges. Of those students whose 

second most recent institution prior to UIC was a research 

university, 88% were still enrolled in spring 1990, as 

opposed to 87% from doctorate-granting colleges and univer­

sities; 70% from comprehensive institutions; 79% from lib­

eral arts colleges and 72% from two-year colleges. 

Finally, the Carnegie classification of multiple 

transfers' first and second colleges was found to be 
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significantly related to institutional selectivity level (~2 

(20) = 532.977, ~ < .oooo for the first college; ~2 (20) = 
518.913, ~ < .oooo for the second college). While two-year 

colleges were all classified as nonselective, so were a few 

comprehensive colleges and universities and liberal arts 

colleges. Comprehensive colleges and universities made up 

the bulk of low selectivity institutions, while institutions 

of moderate selectivity were primarily research universi­

ties, doctorate-granting colleges and universities and com­

prehensive colleges and universities. Research universities 

comprised the vast majority of high and extremely high 

selectivity institutions. 

Tuition smd ~ 

Institutional costs were based on annual tuition and 

fee levels (not including room and· board, books and supplies 

and other expenses ) . For public institutions, in-state 

tuition and fees were used. Cost levels were grouped into 

five categories for analysis: extremely low ( $0 - $1, ooo); 

low ( $1, 100 - $3, 000); moderate ( $3, 100 

( $6, 100 - $10, ooo); and extremely high 

. $6' 000) ; high 

(above $10, 100). 

UIC was classified in the low-cost category, as its in-state 

tuition and fees were $2, 730 . for the 1989-1990 academic 

year. 

The first and largest subgroup, including 41% of the 
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sample population, moved from institutions with higher tui­

tion rates to those with lower rates before transferring to 

urc. Nearly 51% of these students moved from institutions 

in the low cost range to colleges or universities in the 

extremely low category. Another 34% of students in this 

subgroup moved from institutions with high or extremely high 

tuition rates to institutions at the lowest two levels. 

These students' third transfer to UIC completed a pattern of 

originally attending high-cost colleges or universities and 

then transferring to much lower-cost institutions. 

A second group containing 32% of multiple transfers 

moved between first and second institutions at the same 

tuition level. Of these students, 53% attended two institu­

tions in the extremely low tuition cat~gory before moving to 

UIC, also a low-cost institution. Another 39% of students 

in this subgroup moved among three institutions (including 

UIC) in the low tuition category. 

A third subgroup comprised of 28% of the students in 

the sample moved from lower-cost institutions to more expen­

sive ones. Of these students, 52% moved from extremely low 

to low-cost institutions, and the transfer to UIC continued 

this pattern to yet another low-cost university. Another 

37% transferred from institutions in the lowest two tuition 

categories to substantially more expensive ones charging 

$6,100 and up. However, in moving to UIC these students all 

descended the cost ladder once again to attend a relatively 
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inexpensive university. 

4 > 2 > 4 Path 

All of the transfers in this group moved from four­

year colleges or universities to inexpensive community col­

leges. The majority (62%) of these students initially at­

tended four-year institutions in the low-cost ( $1, 100 to 

$3,000) category. Another 10% of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers began 

at colleges or universities with moderate tuitions, and 20% 

at four-year institutions in the high tuition range. Only 

6% of students in this group initially attended colleges or 

universities in the extremely expensive (over $10,100) cate­

gory. 

It is not surprising to note that affordability of 

tuition and fees was a major reason given by 4 > 2 > 4 

transfers for leaving their four-year institutions. Of 

students who gave this reason for transferring, 44% were 

attending low tuition colleges, while . the other 55% were 

attending institutions in the highest two tuition cate­

gories. It could be speculated that many of these students 

used the affordability rationale in order to provide an 

"acceptable" reason for transferring. Affordability of 

tuition and fees was, of course, also a major criterion for 

choosing the community college to which these students 

transferred. In transferring a third time to UIC, 64% of 
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4 > 2 > 4 transfers continued to follow the established pat­

tern of attending progressively less expensive institutions. 

2 > 4 > 4 Path 

In this group, students transferred from community 

colleges in the lowest tuition categories to a wide variety 

of four-year colleges and universities. The vast majority 

(64%) of these students, however, moved to four-year insti­

tutions in the low ( $1, 100 - $3, 000) tuition range. In 

continuing on to UIC, these transfers perpetuated the trend 

of enrolling at lower-cost colleges. Affordability of tui­

tion was the primary reason given for enrolling at UIC by 

50% of 2 > 4 > 4 transfers who previously attended moderate 

and low-priced four-year colleges, and by 50% who attended 

expensive and extremely expensive colleges. Although af­

fordability of tuition was one of the major reasons that 2 > 

4 > 4 transfers moved to UIC from their previous four-year 

institution, 52% of respondents giving this reason transfer­

red to UIC from colleges in the same tuition range as UIC. 

2 > 2 > 4 Path 

These students' first two institutions were both inex­

pensive community colleges, and 76% moved between institu­

tions at the extremely low tuition level. 
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4 :> 4 :> 4 Path 

Once again, the 55 multiple transfers taking this 

path moved among a much wider range of institutions than the 

other groups. Of the 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, 42% moved from 

their first four-year institution to another at the same 

tuition level. Of these students, 65% moved among colleges 

or universities (including UIC) in the low-cost ($1,100 -

$3,000) category. A second subgroup containing 31% of 4 > 4 

> 4 transfers moved from more expensive to less expensive 

institutions. Of these transfers, 47% moved from a college 

or university at the expensive level to one in the low 

tuition category. In transferring a third time to UIC, 

these students moved to yet another low-cost institution. A 

third subgroup including 27% of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers moved 

from less expensive to more expensive institutions. Of 

these transfers, 77% moved from low-cost colleges or univer­

sities to institutions in the expensive category. 

While affordability of tuition was an important reason 

claimed by 4 > 4 > 4 transfers for leaving their first 

institution at all tuition levels, it was not cited as 

frequently for the second transfer movement, and only for 

colleges in the moderate and expensive tuition categories. 

Affordability of tuition was a major reason that students in 

this group transferred to urc no matter what tuition ca.te­

gory their most recent institution belonged to. Across all 
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of the transfer groups, affordability was a co:m:mon rationale 

for enrolling at institutions with inexpensive tuitions, 

while it was given as a reason for leaving colleges with 

tuitions at all levels. 

Tuition was another category of characteristics found 

to be significantly related to institutional type (x2 (8) = 

289.615, g < .0000) and sector of control (x2 (4) = 406.537, 

g < • 0000) in that community colleges have extremely low 

tuition rates while four-year public colleges and universi-

ties are clustered in the low tuition category. Four-year 

private and proprietary institutions, on the other hand, 

have substantially higher tuition rates than their public 

counterparts. All of the private four-year colleges most 

recently attended by students in the multiple transfer 

sample were in the moderate to extremely high tuition cate­

gories. Of students in the sample, 83% had attended a 

public institution in the lowest two tuition categories just 

prior to transferring to UIC. On the other hand, of the 16% 

of students who had most recently attended private institu­

tions, 18% had been enrolled at colleges or universities in 

the moderate ($3,100 - $6,000) tuition range; 68% the high­

cost range and 13% the extremely high-cost range. 

When examined in light of the income levels of survey 

respondents who were dependent upon their families for f i­

nancial support, it is apparent that multiple transfers from 

all income levels enrolled at low-cost, public institutions. 
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In the highest income range (families earning $70, ooo and 

at>ove annually), 68% of respondents began their collegiate 

careers at institutions in the extremely inexpensive and 

inexpensive tuition categories. It could be surmised that 

these students chose to attend low-cost institutions for 

reasons that were not financial in nature. In addition, 84% 

of the transfers at all income levels had attended public 

institutions just prior to enrolling at UIC. Of students in 

the sample who were dependent and had most recently attended 

community colleges prior to enrolling at UIC, 22% were from 

families earning $70,000 or more annually, as were 28% of 

those most recently attending four-year public institutions. 

In addition to being related to institutional control, 

college tuition and fee levels were found to be signifi­

cantly related to Carnegie classification (x.2 ( 20) = 

368. 724 I D < . 0000), in that of the two-year colleges 

attended by multiple transfers just prior to enrolling at 

UIC 98% were in the extremely low or low tuition categories. 

Of research universities most recently attended by students 

in the sample, 91% were in the low-cost tuition category, as 

were 62% of comprehensive colleges and universities and 65% 

of doctorate-granting colleges and universities. Of liberal 

arts colleges, 90% were clustered in the moderate and high 

tuition ranges, as were 34% of comprehensive colleges and 

universities and 21% of doctoral-granting institutions. In 
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the extremely high ($10,100 and over) tuition category were 

4% of research universities, 15% of doctorate-granting col­

leges and universities and 10% of liberal arts colleges. Of 

these extremely expensive institutions, 100% were private 

colleges and universities. 

Institutional tuition and fee level was found to be 

related to multiple transfer students' rank choice of col­

leges in that the more expensive the college, the higher the 

percentage of students who ranked it as their first choice. 

For their initial institution, 70% of respondents ranked 

extremely inexpensive and inexpensive colleges as their 

first choice, while 73% gave this ranking to moderately 

expensive institutions; 78% to expensive institutions and 

85% to extremely expensive institutions. For their most 

recent college, only 57% ranked extremely inexpensive insti­

tutions as their first choice, as opposed to 100% for ex­

tremely expensive institutions. 

Finally, tuition and fee level was found to be related 

to students' educational goals and aspirations. When asked 

about their main goal in enrolling at their most recent 

institution prior to UIC, 60% of students attending very 

inexpensive colleges stated that they planned to transfer 

and 28% that they intended to earn an ·associate's degree. 

At the inexpensive tuition level, 34% of the students expec­

ted to transfer, 8% to earn an associate's degree and 52% to 

earn a B.A. At the expensive level, 20% planned to 
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transfer, 12% to earn an A.A. and 56% to receive a B.A.; 

and at the extremely expensive level 100% of respondents in­

tended to earn a bachelor's degree. 

state and Region 

Institutions attended by multiple transfers in the 

sample were placed into the following six categories by 

state or region: Illinois; Midwest (Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 

Kentucky, Nebraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, Michigan, Minnesota, 

Wisconsin); West (Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, 

Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Ore­

gon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming); East (Connecticut, Dela­

ware, District of Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, 

New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode 

Island, Vermont); South (Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Geor­

gia, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia); and 

Other, which included foreign four-year institutions. 

Appendix 9 lists all of the institutions attended by 

multiple transfer students in the sample according to the 

state in which they are located. 

In the sample population, 67% of all students (n=285) 

remained within the same state during their first two trans-

fer movements. Of these students, 87% stayed in Illinois, 

continuing to remain in-state when they transferred a third 
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time to UIC. A second subgroup, containing 19% of the 

sample population, transferred from an out-of-state institu­

tion to a second institution in Illinois. Of these stu­

dents, 38% transferred to Illinois from institutions in the 

Midwest; 23% from the East; 18% from the West; 14% from the 

south and 8% from other states or foreign countries. A 

third subgroup comprised of 7% of the students in the sample 

began their collegiate careers at institutions in Illinois, 

transferred to out-of-state colleges and then moved back to 

Illinois where they enrolled at UIC. 

The basic patterns observed within the sample popula­

tion held true for the four multiple transfer groups. The 

2 > 2 > 4 group, as would be expected, was the group most 

heavily concentrated in the state of Illinois, with 81% of 

these transfers remaining in-state to attend all of their 

institutions (including UIC). In the 2 > 4 > 4 group, 77% 

of transfers remained completely in-state, while 11% began 

at Illinois community colleges, transferred to four-year 

institutions in the Midwest and then returned to Illinois to 

attend UIC. Of students in the 4 > 2 > 4 group, only 59% 

remained in Illinois for both transfer movements, while 14% 

began their collegiate careers at four-year institutions 

elsewhere in the Midwest; 7% in the East; 7% in the South; 

4% in the West and the remainder in other states or foreign 

countries before transferring to community colleges in Illi­

nois. Only 5% of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers attended community 
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colleges located outside of Illinois. 

The 4 > 4 > 4 group was the most geographically 

exhibiting diverse transfer patterns by state 

mo­

and bile, 

region. Altho~gh 54% of these students remained within the 

same state for their first two transfer movements, only 38% 

moved between two institutions in Illinois, while another 

24% moved among institutions in other Midwestern states. A 

second subgroup, containing 28% of 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, 

initially attended out-of-state institutions, transferred to 

Illinois and then remained in Illinois when they enrolled at 

UIC. These results reflect findings by Ihlanfeldt ( 1980) 

that students with high ability and socioeconomic status 

levels are more mobile than others. 

overall Multiple Transfer Pattern 

The overall pattern of multiple transfer movement was 

analyzed for the sample and the four transfer paths. Stu­

dents whose movement from one ins ti tut ion to another was 

sequential and distinct were classified as "conventional 

multiple transfers." "Sandwich multiple transfers," on the 

other hand, either attended two institutions simultaneously 

or matriculated at one ins ti tu ti on, transferred elsewhere 

and then returned to the original college at some point 

during their collegiate careers. These two basic multiple 

transfer categories were broken down further into 
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conventional and sandwich summer transfers, who attended one 

or more of their colleges only during the summer term; and 

conventional and summer one-semester transfers, who attended 

one or more colleges for only one semester or quarter. 

When the behavior of the entire sample was examined 

(see Table 10), the most typical pattern was that of conven­

tional transferring, with 33% of students moving sequential­

ly from one institution to the next. The second most fre­

quent pattern, followed by 27% of the students in the sam­

ple, was conventional summer transferring. Finally, 13% of 

the sample consisted of sandwich transfers. 

When the paths were analyzed for overall multiple 

transfer patterns, some differences among the groups were 

detected. For all the transfer path~, conventional trans­

ferring was the most typical pattern. The 2 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 

4 > 4 groups were more likely than the others to engage in 

sandwich transfer behavior, while the 2 > 4 > 4 and 4 > 4 > 

4 groups were more likely to transfer conventionally, but to 

spend only one semester at one or more institutions. 

Sugary .Q.{ Institutional Characteristics 

Findings based on the behavior of the multiple trans­

fer sample support Peng' s study ( 1977) , which docWDented 

that transfers, regardless of their socioeconomic back­

grounds, generally move to larger, lower-cost, less 
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Table 10. --Overall Multiple Transfer Pattern 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Multiple 
Group Group Group Group Transfer 

( H = 119 ( H = 75 ( H = 74 ( H = 55 Sample 
( H = 424 ) 

' ' ' ' ' 
conventional 
Transfer 40 35 44 35 33 

conventional 
summer 16 8 6 11 13 

Conventional 
One-Semester 18 23 15 27 20 

Sandwich 
Transfer 16 16 17 13 14 

Sandwich 
Summer 3 15 8 9 12 

Sandwich 
One-Semester 8 4 11 6 8 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 
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selective public institutions. The greater numbers of mul­

tiple transfers moving from the four-year sector, however, 

differ from Peng's findings that community colleges have 

much higher transfer rates than four-year institutions. Of 

students in the multiple transfer sample, the vast majority 

began their collegiate careers in the state of Illinois and 

remained within its boundaries for all of their transfer 

movements. 

When the characteristics of institutions attended by 

multiple transfer students were examined, several interrela­

tionships were discovered. Institutional type was found to 

have a highly significant relationship with college size, 

control, Carnegie classification, selectivity level and 

tuition and fee level. Sector of institutional control was 

significantly related to college size, Carnegie classifica­

tion, tuition and fee and selectivity levels. Carnegie 

classification was found to be closely related to multiple 

transfer students' degree goals, as well as to the persis­

tence of these students once they enrolled at UIC. Institu­

tional tuition and fee levels were related to multiple 

transfers' rank choice of the colleges they attended. Fi­

nally, both selectivity and tuition and fee levels were 

related to multiple transfer students' educational goals and 

aspirations. 

When analyzed by multiple transfer path, the complex 

interrelationships among institutional attributes became 
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even more obvious. Significant differences were found to 

exist among the groups according to sector of control, 

selectivity level, tuition and fee level, Carnegie classifi­

cation and institutional size. While the transfer behavior 

of students taking the four paths generally reflected that 

of the multiple transfer sample, the 4 > 4 > 4 group consis-

tently differed from ·the others. This difference was not 

surprising, given that the 4 > 4 > 4 group was the only one 

in which students had attended four-year colleges and uni-

versities exclusively. The characteristics of four-year 

institutions differ markedly from those of their two-year 

counterparts in terms of cost, selectivity, control, and 

Carnegie classification, among other factors. 

Research Question 5 From what sources do multiple transfer 
students' expectations arise (e.g., college counselors, 
college guidebooks, institutional promotional materials or 
campus visits)? 

In order to determine which information sources most 

influenced students in the multiple transfer sample to at-

tend UIC, respondents to the survey were asked to rank the 

importance of ten variables on a five point scale (with one 

being "not at all important" and five being "extremely 

important"). The ten variables investigated have been shown 

to be influential in the college choice process for both 

college freshmen and community college transfer students 

(see Chapter II). The variables are as follows: high school 

324 



teachers or counselors; teachers at students' previous col­

lege; counselors at students' previous college; friends 

attending UIC; family member(s); UIC alumni; radio, TV or 

newspapers; cotlege guidebooks; campus visit; and materials 

sent from UIC. Percentage rankings of the information 

sources by the sample population and the four multiple 

transfer paths can be seen in Table 11. 

According to respondents' rankings, there was no one 

overriding factor which influenced their choice of UIC. 

Materials sent from UIC received the highest overall rank­

ings, with 35% of respondents indicating that these mate­

rials had an important or extremely important effect on 

their decision to transfer to UIC. This is in line with 

Becker's (1988) finding that community college transfers 

from higher income families found college catalogs and in­

formation concerning academic programs most helpful during 

the college choice process. 

The second most influential factor on the choice deci­

sion was family members, al though only 28% of respondents 

indicated that this influence was extremely or very impor­

tant. The remaining choice factors, in descending order of 

their degree of influence on respondents' transfer decision, 

were friends attending UIC; campus visit; college guidebook; 

teachers at students' previous college; counselors at stu-

dents' previous college; UIC alumni; radio, TV or 
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'l'ab1• 11. --ractora Inf1uencing Choice and Expectation• of 
UIC by Mu1tip1e Tranafer Path 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Kul.tip1e 
Group Group Group Group Transfer 

Samp1e 
< B • < B • < B • < B • < B • 

119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 
% B % B % H % H % H 

Famil.y Support 
to Attend 
UIC 

Extremely 
Supportive 38 30 27 14 34 15 33 11 34 93 

Very Supportive 29 23 35 18 30 13 18 6 30 81 
somewhat 
Supportive 15 12 19 10 16 7 33 11 16 44 

Indifferent 13 10 17 9 21 9 12 4 17 46 
Not At All 
Supportive 5 4 2 1 3 1 3 8 

Total N 79 52 44 33 272 

Into:cmation 
Sources 
Inf1uencing 
Choice of 
UIC 

Teachers at 
Previous 
College 

Not At All 
Important 67 53 65 34 47 20 66 21 63 168 

Unimportant 13 10 8 4 7 3 3 1 10 26 
Neutral 14 11 12 6 28 12 13 4 15 40 
Important 3 2 10 5 12 5 6 2 8 21 
Extremely 

Important 4 3 6 3 7 3 13 4 5 14 

Total N 79 52 43 32 269 
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Tab1• 11. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Nul.tipl.• 
Group Group Group Group 'l'rana~er 

Sampl.e 
(11 • (II • (. - ( 11 - ( 11 -

119) 7S) 74) SS) 424) 
% 11 % 11 % I % I % I 

eounael.ora at 
Previous 
Colleqe 

Not At All 
Important 73 57 64 33 47 20 76 25 67 179 

unimportant 8 6 8 4 9 4 3 1 9 24 
Neutral 14 11 14 7 26 11 6 2 14 37 
Important 4 3 10 5 16 7 6 2 7 20 
Extremely 

Important 1 1 6 3 2 1 9 3. 3 9 

Total N 78 52 43 33 269 

Friends 
Attending 
me 

Not At All 
Important 45 35 48 25 44 19 61 20 51 138 

Unimportant 10 8 8 4 12 5 3 1 8 22 
Neutral 19 15 25 13 16 7 21 7 20 53 
Important 14 11 8 4 16 7 12 4 12 31 
Extremely 
Important 12 9 12 6 12 5 3 1 10 26 

Total N 78 52 43 33 270 
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'tahlA 11. --Continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 ICultipl.e 
Group Group Group Group '.rran•:f•r 

Sampl.• 

( 11 - <I• ( 1- (I• (I• 
119) 75) 74) 55) 424). 

% 11 % 11 % I % I % I 

ramil.y Member(s) 

Not At All 
Important 29 23 39 20 35 15 49 16 39 105 

unimportant 15 12 8 4 9 4 12 4 12 33 
Neutral 23 18 29 15 26 11 18 6 21 56 
Important 14 11 21 11 21 9 12 4 17 47 
Extremely 
Important 19 15 4 2 9 4 9 3 11 29 

Total N 79 52 43 33 270 

UIC Al.um.Di 

Not At All 
Important 71 55 75 39 61 26 55 18 69 185 

Unimportant 12 9 8 4 5 2 24 8 10 27 
Neutral 8 6 12 6 19 8 18 6 12 31 
Important 6 5 2 1 12 5 3 1 7 19 
Extremely 

Important 4 3 4 2 5 2 3 8 

Total N 78 52 43 33 270 

Radio, TV, 
Newspapers 

Not At All 
Important 74 56 77 39 67 28 67 22 73 194 

Unimportant 18 14 8 4 14 6 18 6 14 37 
Neutral 4 3 12 6 17 7 12 4 9 25 
Important 4 3 2 1 2 1 3 1 3 8 
Extremely 
Important 2 1 1 

Total N 76 51 42 33 265 
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'1'ab1• 11. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llul.tip1e 
Group Group Group Group Trana:fer 

Samp1e 

<li - ( ll - ( ll - ( ll - ( ll -
119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 

% ll % ll % ll % ll % B 

tTIC Materia1a 

Not At All 
Important 30 23 46 24 26 11 36 12 33 88 

unimportant 8 6- 17 9 12 5 15 5 11 30 

Neutral 24 19 14 7 26 11 18 6 22 59 
Important 27 21 12 6 21 9 18 6 20 53 
Extremely 
Important 12 9 12 6 16 7 12 4 15 39 

Total N 78 52 43 33 269 

Colleqe Guide 

Not At All 
Important 58 45 65 34 35 15 52 17 53 142 

Unimportant 8 6 10 5 12 5 18 6 12 33 
Neutral 13 10 17 9 26 11 21 7 18 47 
Important 15 12 4 2 16 7 6 2 11 30 
Extremely 
Important 6 5 4 2 12 5 3 1 6 16 

Total N 78 52 43 33 268 

Campus Visit * 
2 

(X (12) = 22.135, p < .0360) 

Not At All 
Important 39 31 60 31 41 17 53 17 47 126 

Unimportant 13 10 15 8 10 4 9 3 12 33 
Neutral 24 19 17 9 36 15 9 3 21 57 
Important 10 8 4 2 10 4 22 7 12 31 
Extremely 

Important 14 11 4 2 5 2 6 2 8 22 

Total N 79 52 42 32 269 
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Tab1• 11. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Jlul.t.ip1• 
Group Group Group Group 'l'rans:fer 

Samp1• 
( B • ( H • ( B • ( B • ( B • 

119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 
% B % B % II % II % II 

Jliqh Schoo1 
Teachers/ 
Counse1ors 

Not At All 
Important 80 62 79 41 71 30 88 29 81 216 

Unimportant 5 4 8 4 12 5 7 19 
Neutral 8 6 10 5 12 5 9 3 8 21 
Important 6 5 4 2 2 1 3 9 
Extremely 
Important 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 3 

Total N 78 52 42 33 268 

Ava.11ab.11.ity 
o:r Major at 
Prev.ioua 
College *** 

2 
(X (6) = 24.872, p < .0003) 

Yes 45 35 71 37 32 14 75 24 55 149 
No 42 32 21 11 59 26 22 7 37 100 
Does Not Apply 13 10 8 4 9 4 3 1 8 21 

Total N 77 52 44 32 270 
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itab1• 11. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Kul.tip1e 
Group Group Group Group '.rrana:ter 

Samp1e 
CB• CB• CB• CB• CB• 

119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 
% lf % B % ti % ti % ti 

Importance 
o:t Major 
Avai1abi1ity 
at tJJ:C 

Does Not Apply 13 10 8 4 9 4 7 19 
Extremely 

Important 50 39 58 30 48 21 50 16 53 144 
Very Important 19 15 21 11 30 13 22 7 23 61 
somewhat 

Important 13 10 10 5 11 5 13 4 12 33 
Not At All 

Important 5 4 4 2 2 1 16 5 5 14 

Total N 78 52 44 32 271 

Deqree o:t 
Expectations 
o:t tJJ:C 

Academic 
Prograa 
Qua1ity* 

2 
(X (12) 21. 588, p < .0423) 

Extremely Low 2 1 2 1 1 2 
Low 1 1 3 1 1 3 
Neutral 14 11 25 13 7 3 24 8 17 47 
High 43 34 50 26 36 16 52 17 44 120 
Extremely High 42 33 23 12 54 24 21 7 37 101 

Total N 79 52 44 33 273 
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'l'abJ.• 11. --Continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llul.tipl.• 
Group Group Group Group 'l'rans:rer 

Sampl.e 
(lf • (lf - ( ll - ( ll - ( ll -

119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 
% 11 % 11 % ll % ll % ll 

Variety o:r 
Courses and 
Proqrama 

Extremely Low 2 1 1 

LOW 1 1 3 1 2 5 
Neutral 17 13 17 9 9 4 15 5 15 42 

High 44 35 48 25 49 21 61 20 47 127 
Extremely High 38 30 35 18 40 17 21 7 36 98 

Total N 79 52 43 33. 273 

Facu1ty 
Teaching 
Abil.ity 

Extremely Low 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 3 
Low 5 4 4 2 3 1 3 8 
Neutral 10 8 23 12 19 8 12 4 15 42 
High 46 36 37 19 33 14 52 17 42 115 
Extremely High 38 30 37 19 47 20 30 10 39 105 

Total N 79 52 43 33 273 

l'acu1ty 
Avail.abiHty 
Outside 
Cl.ass 

Extremely Low 10 8 4 2 5 2 9 3 6 17 
Low 9 7 12 6 21 9 19 6 12 33 
Neutral 30 24 40 21 26 11 31 10 34 93 
High 30 24 37 19 28 12 19 6 30 81 
Extremely High 20 16 8 4 21 9 22 7 18 48 

Total N 79 52 43 32 272 
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Tab1• 11. --ContJ.nued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 llul.ti.p1• 
Group Group Group Group 'l'ranafer 

Samp1e 
( ll - ( ll - <I• ( ll - ( ll -

119) 7S) 74) SS) 424) 
% B % B % II ' II % II 

Reaaonab1e 
C1as• Si.ze 

Extremely Low 13 10 6 3 7 3 6 2 8 21 
LOW 13 10 15 8 14 6 30 10 15 41 
Neutral 41 32 44 23 26 11 21 7 38 103 
High 17 13 23 12 35 15 30 10 24 65 
Extremely High 17 13 12 6 19 8 12 4 15 42 

Total N 78 52 43 33 272 

Avai.1abi.1i.ty 
of FJ.nancla1 
lid* 

2 
(X (12) 25.074, p < .0144) 

Extremely Low 22 17 27 14 16 7 16 5 22 58 
Low 21 16 14 7 5 2 13 4 14 37 
Neutral 28 22 29 15 35 15 9 3 26 71 
High 9 7 17 9 12 5 31 10 16 44 
Extremely High 20 16 14 7 33 14 31 10 22 59 

Total N 78 52 43 32 269 

lifordabi.1i.ty 
of Tui.ti.on 

Extremely Low 3 2 10 5 5 2 12 4 6 15 
Low 8 6 6 3 14 6 3 1 9 23 
Neutral 28 22 31 16 30 12 24 8 27 72 
High 35 28 27 14 14 6 24 8 29 78 
Extremely High 27 21 27 14 40 17 36 12 31 84 

Total N 79 52 43 33 272 
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Tal:>le 11. --continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Multiple 
Group Group Group Group 'l'ran•~er 

Sample 
(. - (. - (. - (. - (. -

119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 
% 11 % 11 % 11 % 11 % I 

Convenience 
o~ Location 

Extremely Low 6 5 8 4 2 1 6 2 5 13 
LOW 18 14 19 10 9 4 9 3 14 38 
Neutral 30 24 19 10 23 10 18 6 25 68 
High 32 25 29 15 23 10 21 7 29 79 
Extremely High 14 11 25 13 42 18 46 15 27 73 

Total N 79 52 43 33 271 

Attractiveness 
o~ Facilities 
and Grounds 

Extremely Low 18 14 25 13 23 10 15 5 20 55 
Low 24 19 19 10 7 3 27 9 19 53 
Neutral 33 26 33 17 33 14 33 11 33 90 
High 19 15 21 11 28 12 15 5 22 59 
Extremely High 6 5 2 1 9 4 9 3 6 16 

Total N 79 52 43 33 273 

Social Atmosphere 

Extremely Low 23 18 29 15 19 8 21 7 23 62 
Low 17 13 19 10 7 3 21 7 19 51 
Neutral 24 19 27 14 47 20 39 13 32 86 
High 25 20 21 11 23 10 9 3 20 54 
Extremely High 11 9 4 2 5 2 9 3 7 19 

Total N 79 52 43 33 272 
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Tab1e 11. --Continued 

4>2>4 2>4>4 2>2>4 4>4>4 Kul.tip1e 
Group Group Group Group 'l'ranafer 

Samp1e 
( ll - ( ll - ( B • ( ll - ( B • 

119) 75) 74) 55) 424) 
% Ii % Ii % J:I % J:I % J:I 

Avail.abi1ity 
of Student 
Support 
Services 

Extremely Low 6 5 10 5 2 1 6 2 6 17 
Low 14 11 17 9 16 7 12 4 16 44 
Neutral 24 19 38 20 28 12 55 18 33 89 
High 32 25 25 13 33 14 15 5 28 75 
Extremely High 23 18 10 5 21 9 12 4 17 47 

Total N 78 52 43 33 272 

Fairness of 
Ru1ea and 
R.equl.ations 

Extremely Low 6 5 6 3 2 1 3 1 4 10 
Low 13 10 15 8 15 5 10 27 
Neutral 38 30 40 21 37 16 49 16 41 113 
High 24 19 29 15 37 16 18 6 28 75 
Extremely High 19 15 10 5 23 10 15 5 18 48 

Total N 79 52 43 33 273 
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Tab1• 11. --continued 

Moat DifUcu1t 
A.apecta of 
Transferring 
to t7IC 

Transferring 
Credits 

Fitting In 
Finding Way 
Around Campus 

Red Tape 
Registering 
No Problems 

Total N 

4>2>4 
Group 

( 11 -
119) 

% B 

37 29 
15 12 

20 16 
44 35 
43 34 

8 6 

132 

2>4>4 
Group 

( ll -
7S) 

% ll 

38 20 
11 6 

21 11 
40 21 
42 22 
10 5 

85 

2>2>4 4>4>4 llu1tip1• 
Group Group Trana fer 

Samp1• 

( ll - ( ll - ( 11 -
74) SS) 424) 

% ll % ll % • 

39 17 30 10 39 107 
16 7 12 4 14 39 

36 16 12 4 20 55 
27 12 51 17 42 114 
39 17 30 10 41 111 
12 5 1 4 9 25 

74 49 451 

(due to multiple responses, percentages add up to 
more than 100%) 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest full percent. 

*** 
** 
* 

P< .001, two-tailed. 
P< .01, two-tailed. 
P< .05, two-tailed. 

Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
Pearson chi-square. 
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newspapers; and high school teachers or counselors (see 

Table 11). 

When information sources influencing the choices of 

students in the four multiple transfer groups were examined, 

they varied slightly from the responses of the sample popu­

lation. While the 4 > 2 > 4, 2 > 2 > 4 and 4 > 4 > 4 groups 

all ranked materials received from UIC as the most 

influential information source, respondents in the 2 > 4 > 4 

group rated family members as most important. Family mem­

bers were ranked second most influential by 4 > 2 > 4 and 

2 > 2 > 4 respondents, while 2 > 4 > 4 respondents ranked 

UIC materials second and students in the 4 > 4 > 4 group 

ranked campus visit second. The third most influential 

sources were friends and campus visit for 4 > 2 > 4 trans­

fers; college guidebooks for 2 > 2 > 4 transfers; friends 

for 2 > 4 > 4 transfers and family members for 4 > 4 > 4 

transfers. 

There was a significant difference among the groups 

on the ranking of campus visit (see Table 11), with 4 > 4 > 

4 respondents finding this information source substantially 

more important to their choice decision than the other 

multiple transfer groups. 4 > 4 > 4 transfers tended to 

rely upon more sophisticated information· sources, combining 

materials obtained from UIC with a campus visit, and relied 

less upon friends and family members than the other groups. 

Perhaps this relative sophistication was due to the 
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4 > 4 > 4 transfers' more extensive experience in selecting 

four-year institutions, or their greater geographical mo­

bility. These transfers' significantly higher ranking of 

the importance of campus visits corresponds with findings of 

Litten ( 1982) that students with highly educated parents 

tend to utilize more complex information sources than other 

students. Interestingly, 4 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 4 > 4 transfers, 

the other two groups with highly educated parents, did not 

utilize these sources to the extent that students in the 4 > 

4 > 4 group did. 

While family members were considered the third most 

influential choice factor for 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, only 21% 

of respondents ranked this source as very or extremely 

important. This relatively low ranking may be related to 

the low degree of support these students reportedly received 

from their families in the decision to transfer to UIC. 

Only 51% of 4 > 4 > 4 respondents indicated that their 

family had been supportive of this decision - a much lower 

percentage than the other groups. 

2 > 2 > 4 respondents appeared to use most of the 

information sources listed to a much smaller extent than did 

students in the other three transfer groups. This was 

particularly evident in the comparatively low ratings that 

2 > 2 > 4 transfers gave to teachers and counselors at their 

previous college, UIC materials, college guidebooks, campus 
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visits, and high school teachers/counselors. The only 

information sources that 2 > 2 > 4 transfers appeared to use 

to any extent were family members (30%); UIC materials 

( 37%); college guidebooks ( 28%) and friends attending UIC 

(28%). 

In addition to differing by multiple transfer path, 

the ranking of information sources was found to depend to 

some extent upon the number of total colleges attended prior 

to students' enrollment at UIC. The number of previous 

colleges attended was found to be significantly related to 

the importance of family members as an information source 

(x2 (20) = 30.751, ~ < .05856), in that the more institu­

tions a student had transferred among, the less important a 

resource her/his family became during the college choice 

process. 

In summary, the information sources most valued by 

multiple transfer students were institutional promotional 

materials, which are also considered important by freshmen 

and community college transfers. It is important to point 

out, however, that none of the information sources used by 

students in the multiple transfer sample or the four trans­

fer groups was ranked highly important by more than 39% of 

respondents. This leads to the conclusion that multiple 

transfers are not single-source reliant in their selection 

of colleges and universities. 
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Ayailability of Major 

When asked whether their college major was available 

at the institution from which they transferred to UIC, 55% 

of students in the multiple transfer sample replied that 

this major was available, and 37% th,at it was not. The 

availability of students' majors at their previous colleges 

differed significantly depending upon which transfer path 

they took, however. Students taking the 4 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 2 

> 4 paths, who had attended community colleges immediately 

prior to enrolling at UIC, were significantly less likely to 

state that their major had been offered by their previous 

institution than 4 > 4 > 4 and 2 > 4 > 4 transfers (see 

Table 11) . When asked how important the availability of 

this major was in their decision to transfer to UIC, 76% of 

respondents in the sample population replied that it had 

been very important or extremely important. Answers of 

respondents taking the four transfer paths did not differ 

significantly from each other or the sample on this ques­

tion. Not surprisingly, the availability of a specific 

academic program was found to be much more important to 

transfers majoring in the professional fields - social work, 

architecture, engineering and business - than to those ma­

joring in the liberal arts. 

It is clear, then, that the availability of multiple 

transfers' major at UIC was extremely important to these 
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students' choice decision. This finding is in keeping with 

previous research indicating the importance of academic 

program offerings to students' transfer decisions (Desler, 

1985; Johnson, 1987; Richardson & Bender, 1987; Wisner, 

1984). 

~xpectations of UIC 

Findings reported in the literature have emphasized 

the highly unrealistic expectations of colleges' academic 

and social programs held by first-time freshmen and transfer 

students, as well as the extremely important, if erroneous, 

role that these exaggerated expectations play during the 

college choice process (Buckley, 1971; Chapman & 

Baranowski, 1977; Donato, 1973; Hossl~r, 1984; Shaw, 1968; 

Stern, 1968). 

survey respondents were asked to indicate on a five 

point scale (one being extremely low and five being ex­

tremely high) the extent of their expectations of UIC in 

terms of 12 institutional variables. As these attributes 

are potentially influential in the college choice process, 

respondents were also asked to indicate which ones had been 

most important in their decision to attend UIC. students in 

the sample population, as well as in the four multiple 

transfer groups, had their highest expectations regarding 

the quality of UIC's academic programs, the variety of these 

programs and the teaching ability of the faculty. Student 
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expectations were moderately high regarding the affordabili­

ty of tuition and fees at UIC and the convenience of its 

campus location; and expectations were lowest in terms of 

tbe attractiveness of campus facilities and grounds and 

social atmosphere. 

Several differences were found to exist among the 

four multiple transfer groups in terms of student expecta­

tions (see Table 11). The groups' expectations of academic 

proqram quality differed significantly fro• one another; an 

important finding since this variable was the J10st influen­

tial on students' choice of UIC. The 4 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 2 

> 4 groups, in which students had attended co..unity col­

leges just prior to enrolling at UIC, held significantly 

higher expectations of academic progr~ quality than the 2 > 

4 > 4 and 4 > 4 > 4 groups. This could be due to these 

students' expectation of attending a more prestigious insti­

tution. Respondents in the groups most recently attending 

community colleges also had higher expectations of faculty 

availability outside the classroom, UIC's social atmosphere 

and availability of student support services on campus than 

students taking the 2 > 4 > 4 and 4 > 4 > 4 paths. Finally, 

significant differences existed among the four groups regar­

ding their expectations of financial aid availability at 

UIC, with 4 > 4 > 4 transfers expressing high expectations, 

2 > 2 > 4 transfers moderately high expectations and the 
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other two groups relatively low expectations regarding this 

variable. 

Overall, the findings of this study with regard to 

multiple transfer students' expectations are not consistent 

with previous research indicating that first-time freshmen 

and transfers have unrealistically high expectations of 

institutional characteristics (e.g., Buckley, 1971; Chapman 

& Baranowski, 1977; Donato, 1973; Hossler, 1984). While the 

four multiple transfer groups differed according to the 

degree of their expectations of several attributes, the 

variables for which all of the groups had high expectations 

- quality and variety of academic programs and faculty 

teaching ability - were in the academic realm, shown by pre­

vious research to be of particular importance to transfer 

students (Becker, 1988; Hendel et al., 1984; smith, 1987; 

Wisner, 1984). UIC, as a moderately selective research 

university, could reasonably be expected to offer a wide 

variety of high quality academic programs. Multiple trans­

fers' low level of expectations regarding certain empirical 

UIC attributes, such as the attractiveness of its campus 

facilities and grounds, social atmosphere, financial aid 

availability and class size, indicates that these students 

assessed the institution realistically. 

Institutional Roa<iblocks 

Al though survey respondents were not asked . whether 
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any impediments to transfer had existed at previous institu­

tions, they were asked whether they experienced any problems 

in transferring to UIC. In fact, multiple transfers in the 

sample did appear to encounter a variety of institutional 

"roadblocks" that impeded their smooth transition to the new 

campus environment at UIC. Encountering bureaucratic "red 

tape;" registering for classes; transferring credit to UIC 

and finding their way around campus were, in descending 

order, the most difficult aspects of transferring to UIC 

reported by respondents in the sample (see Table 11). Writ­

ten comments described staff working in UIC's administrative 

off ices as inattentive, impolite and incompetent, and 

characterized the campus environment as hostile and un­

caring. 

Differences existed among students taking the four 

multiple transfer paths concerning the relative difficulty 

of the various factors. Transfers in the 4 > 4 > 4 group 

found red tape the most vexing problem they encountered, as 

did 4 > 2 > 4 transfers. On the other hand, 2 > 4 > 4 

transfers reported that registering for classes was the most 

difficult aspect of transferring to UIC. A much higher 

percentage of 2 > 2 > 4 transfers found that finding their 

way around campus was problematic than did respondents in 

the other three groups. In addition, students taking the 

2 > 2 > 4 path reported more difficulty in transferring 
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credit to UIC and fitting in as students at UIC than did 

students in the other groups; while 4 > 4 > 4 transfers 

found these factors much less troublesome. Perhaps the fact 

that 2 > 2 > 4 transfers had previously attended only commu­

nity colleges prior to enrolling at UIC, whereas 4 > 4 > 4 

transfers were the most familiar of all the groups with 

four-year college campuses, accounted for this difference. 

Chapter summary 

This chapter has presented the study findings as they 

relate to previously published literature and to the objec­

tives and research questions delineated in Chapters I and 

III. Chapter V will summarize the data analyses and re­

sults; set forth conclusions; and present practical recom­

mendations as well as suggestions for future research. 

345 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the study, 

present conclusions, and make recommendations for the de­

velopment of institutional policies and future research on 

the multiple transfer student population. 

Smga:cy Qt: ~ Study 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine 

individual and institutional factors influencing past choice 

and withdrawal behaviors of undergraduate multiple transfer 

students who enrolled at a large, urban, public university 

in fall 1989. A multiple transfer student was defined as an 

individual who attended and received transfer credit from 

two or more colleges or universities prior to enrolling at 

the subject institution. This was a descriptive, explora­

tory study which had the following objectives: 1) to iden­

tify demographic and academic background variables, goals 

and aspirations of these students; 2) to discover the most 

common interinstitutional enrollment/transfer patterns of 

this population in terms of institutional type, control, 
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Carnegie classification, tuition level, selectivity level, 

size and state or region; 3) to delineate these students' 

self-reported reasons for leaving (transferring from) and 

choosing (transferring to) previous institutions attended; 

and 4) to examine the information sources which influenced 

these students' decision to attend the subject university, 

along with their expectations of its academic and social 

programs. 

As no single body of literature describes the multiple 

transfer student, several streams of research were brought 

together to provide a theoretical framework for this study. 

The literature on student persistence, college choice and 

transfer behavior contains a number of overlapping variables 

concerning student and institutional characteristics (see 

Appendices 1 through 3). The researcher employed these 

variables in the design of a survey instrument, which was 

administered to a sample of 424 multiple transfer students. 

This sample was randomly selected from the population of 906 

multiple transfers who matriculated at the University of 

Illinois at Chicago (UIC) in fall 1989. For that academic 

quarter, multiple transfer students constituted 44% of the 

university's incoming transfer population and 19% of its 

entering undergraduates. 

Of the 424 students in the sample, 275 returned com­

pleted, useable surveys for a response rate of 65%. Chi­

square analysis detected only minimal differences between 
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survey respondents and nonrespondents, implying a low re­

sponse bias. By combining primary data obtained through the 

questionnaires with secondary data on student demographic 

and academic backgrounds provided by UIC, the researcher was 

able to address successfully the study objectives and their 

related research questions. The following section sum­

marizes the major findings of the study. 

Cbaracteristics of .tbg Multiple Transfer Sample 

Analyses of the sample revealed that the majority of 

multiple transfer students were white, traditional age (18 

to 22), single and Catholic; that they had attended college 

preparatory high schools, attained high school grade point 

averages in the B- to A range and ranked in the top or 

second quarter of their high school class; that they had 

college-educated parents (especially fathers) with high 

family incomes; that they had high educational aspirations 

(plans to earn an advanced degree); and that they were 

enrolled full-time as sophomores or juniors and worked part­

time while enrolled at UIC. Students in the multiple trans­

fer sample had an extremely wide range of family incomes, 

with the highest concentration of dependent survey respon­

dents in the $70,000 and over category. 

When the educational goals and aspirations of multiple 

transfers in the sample were examined, it was apparent that 
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the goals of these students had changed a number of times 

over the course of their collegiate careers. Only 19% of 

respondents professed the same degree goal when they en­

rolled at their initial institution as they did at their 

second college, and 55% of these same-goal students planned 

to earn transfer credit at both institutions. Not surpris­

ingly, students who had attended community colleges were 

more likely to express an intention to transfer than were 

students who had enrolled at four-year institutions. 

Although the multiple transfers exhibited varying 

degrees of commitment ( i.e. , intention to earn the B. A. 

degree) to their previous institutions - generally expres­

sing the lowest level of commitment to the second college 

they attended - respondents in the sample exhibited high 

institutional commitment upon matriculating at UIC. Stu­

dents in the multiple transfer sample were more likely than 

freshmen entering UIC to state that UIC was their first­

choice institution. In addition, the multiple transfers 

persisted for one year (fall quarter, 1989 through spring 

quarter, 1990) at a higher rate than did freshmen at UIC and 

at comparable institutions nationally. While 77% of stu­

dents in the multiple transfer sample were still enrolled at 

UIC in spring 1990, only 72.6% of the freshman cohort which 

entered in fall 1983 persisted for one year (Zusman, 1989). 

The persistence rate of the multiple transfers was also 
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better than that of freshmen nationally who enrolled at 

public, medium selectivity, doctoral-granting universities 

in 1989 (ACT, 1989). However, students who had moved among 

three or more colleges were less likely to persist at UIC 

through spring· 1990 than those who had transferred only 

twice. 

Students in the sample were found to possess high 

levels of goal commitment, or aspiration to earn an advanced 

degree. Of survey respondents, 53% aspired to earn master's 

degrees and 31% doctoral degrees. The multiple transfers' 

high goal commitment, but low institutional commitment to 

colleges attended prior to UIC, is consistent with earlier 

research on first-time transfer students (Getzlaf et al., 

1984; Hackman & Dysinger, 1970). 

Their high socioeconomic status backgrounds, in par­

ticular, distinguished students in the multiple transfer 

sample from other populations at UIC. The multiple trans-

f ers had higher family income levels and were more likely to 

have college-educated parents (especially fathers) than the 

freshmen or transfers who matriculated at UIC in fall 1989, 

and were not as likely to be employed while attending UIC. 

When the total number of colleges attended by students 

in the sample was examined, it was found that students who 

had transferred among three or more colleges prior to en­

rolling at UIC were significantly more likely to be older, 

married, and to have earned a previous postsecondary degree 
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than those who had attended only two previous institutions 

(see Table 5). Students who had transferred more frequently 

were also more likely to be black, of senior status, and to 

have better-educated parents than the other students. 

The Four Kajor Multiple Transfer Paths 

A series of crosstabulations revealed four primary 

paths which accounted for 76% of the transfer movements of 

students in the sample. While the vast majority (72%) of 

the students had attended two colleges or univers-ities prior 

to enrolling at UIC, 21% had attended three institutions and 

7% four to seven institutions. 

The 4 > 2 > 4 Path 

This was the most common multiple transfer path, and 

was followed by 28% of the students in the sample. 4 > 2 

> 4 transfers initially attended a four-year institution; 

transferred to a community college; and then transferred to 

UIC. students taking the 4 > 2 > 4 path were significantly 

younger than students in the other groups, and were more 

likely to be single; to have attended college preparatory 

high school programs; to have college-educated fathers; and 

to persist at UIC through spring 1990 (see Table 7) • In 

addition, · a higher percentage of 4 > 2 > 4 transfers were 

white; U.S. citizens; and enrolled full-time at UIC than the 
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other groups. 

The 2 > 4 > 4 Path 

The second most common path was taken by 18% of the 

students in the multiple transfer sample. These students 

originally enrolled at a community college; transferred to a 

four-year ins ti tut ion; and then moved to UIC. Transfers 

taking the 2 > 4 > 4 path were significantly less likely 

than students in the other groups to have earned a post­

secondary degree prior to enrolling at UIC (see Table 7). 

Al though these transfers earned relatively high cumulative 

grade point averages at UIC, they were significantly less 

likely to persist at UIC through spring 1990 than the other 

groups. 

The 2 > 2 > 4 Path 

The third major path was that of attending two or more 

community colleges consecutively prior to enrolling at UIC: 

this path was followed by 17% of students in the multiple 

transfer sample. 2 > 2 > 4 transfers were found to differ 

most substantially from students in the other three groups 

and from the sample population in terms of their background 

characteristics and educational goals. Students in this 

group had earned significantly lower high school grades; 

were significantly less likely to have attended college 

preparatory high schools; and were significantly older, less 

likely to be single, more likely to have earned a previous 
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degree and less likely to be enrolled in UIC's College of 

Liberal Arts and Sciences than the other three groups (see 

Table 7) . In addition, the 2 > 2 > 4 group contained a 

higher percentage of males, Asians, Hispanics, foreign stu­

dents and Catholics than the other transfer paths. These 

students came from significantly lower socioeconomic status 

families than the oth~r groups, and were the least geograph­

ically mobile in their transfer patterns. Despite these 

disadvantages, 2 > 2 > 4 transfers earned the highest grade 

point averages at UIC and had the highest institutional 

commitment (desire to earn a B.A. from UIC) of the four 

groups. 

The 4 > 4 > 4 Path 

The fourth multiple transfer path, taken by 13% of 

students in the sample, was that of enrolling at three or 

more four-year colleges or universities consecutively, in­

cluding UIC. Transfers following the 4 > 4 > 4 path came 

from families with significantly higher income levels and 

had achieved significantly better high school grades and 

higher class ranks than students in the other three groups 

(see Table 7). 4 > 4 > 4 transfers were the most geograph­

ically mobile of the four groups; tended to prefer public 

and private colleges equally prior to enrolling at UIC; and 

moved most frequently among comprehensive colleges and 
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universities. 

Students following the 4 > 4 > 4 path were primarily 

traditional age; white; single and significantly less likely 

to be Catholic than students taking the other transfer 

paths. Once at UIC, 4 > 4 > 4 transfers were more likely to 

enroll in the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, but 

earned comparatively lower cumulative grade point averages, 

than the other groups. These students were the most likely 

to state that they intended to transfer from UIC. 

4 > 4 > 4 transfers, who were least likely of the four 

groups to be enrolled full-time at UIC and who earned lower 

grade point averages, also had comparatively lower persis-

tence rates. This was not a surprising finding, as positive 

significant relationships were found to exist between multi­

ple transfer students' cumulative UIC grade point averages 

and persistence at UIC, as well as between full-time 

enrollment and persistence. 

Interinsti tutional Movements Qf. Stuc:lents in the. Multiple 
Transfer Saaple 

In the sample and its four derivative paths, the 

number of students transferring from the four-year, private 

sector was substantially higher than from community colleges 

and public four-year institutions. In addition, the multi-

ple transfers exhibited a definite pattern of moving from 

smaller, more expensive, more selective institutions to 

354 



larger, less expensive, less selective colleges and univer­

sities. This finding is similar to that of Peng (1977) in 

his national, longitudinal study of first-time transfer 

students. Of students in the sample, the vast majority 

began their collegiate careers in the state of Illinois and 

remained within its boundaries for all of their transfer 

movements. 

A much more complex pattern was found to occur when 

colleges' Carnegie classifications were examined, as this 

variable was significantly related to institutional type, 

selectivity and control, as well as to students' educational 

goals and to their persistence at UIC. Due to these inter­

relationships, students' patterns of transfer among Carnegie 

types were found to vary significantly according to their 

multiple transfer path. Significant differences also exis­

ted among the groups according to sector of control, selec­

tivity and tuition levels, and institutional size. 

several institutional attributes were found to be 

interrelated for students in the multiple transfer sample. 

Institutional type was significantly related to college 

size, control, Carnegie classification, selectivity and 

tuition level. Sector of control was significantly related 

to college size, Carnegie classification, tuition and selec­

tivity level. Tuition level was related to multiple trans­

fers' rank choice of colleges; and Carnegie classification, 

tuition level and selectivity corresponded with students' 
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educational goals and aspirations. 

Tne most prominent pattern of multiple transfer move-

ment in the sample and the four major paths was found to be 

conventional transfer, or sequential movement from one in-

stitution to another for more than one semester at a time. 

The second most frequent pattern was conventional summer 

transfer, in which students attended one or more ins ti tu-

tions only during the summer; and the third was sandwich 

transfer, in which students either attended two institutions 

simultaneously or enrolled at one college on two or more 

separate occasions. 

Multiple Transfers' Reasons .fQx: Choosing An« Leaving ~ 
yious Institutions 

The 424 multiple transfers in the sample collectively 

made 1, 013 decisions to transfer and 1, 437 decisions to 

enroll at various institutions by the time they matriculated 

at UIC. The rationales provided by multiple transfers in 

the sample for moving among colleges were found to confirm 

previous research showing that students transfer for practi-

cal, specific reasons that focus on the academic system of 

the institution (Astin et al., 1987; Brigman et al., 1982; 

Janasiewicz, 1987; Kowalski, 1977; Richardson & Bender, 

1987). Respondents' criteria for choosing and transferring 

out of specific colleges were determined primarily by 
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institutional type (two-year or four-year) and control (pub­

lic or private). In the selection of four-year colleges or 

universities (including UIC), perceived academic quality was 

considered the most important criterion by students in all 

of the multiple transfer groups, with variety of courses and 

programs ranked second. Not surprisingly, perceived low 

quality of these academic attributes was cited as an impor­

tant reason for transferring out of community colleges. By 

contrast, in selecting community colleges multiple transfers 

considered affordability of tuition and convenience of cam­

pus location to be the primary institutional attributes. 

Respondents gave a much wider range of reasons for 

choosing and for transferring out of four-year institutions 

than they did for community colleges, and these reasons were 

highly determined by sector of institutional control. Aca­

demic quality was considered the primary rationale for se­

lecting four-year institutions by students in the multiple 

transfer sample. However, affordability of tuition was 

rated second most important and convenience of location 

third in the choice of four-year public colleges and univer­

sities; while for private institutions location, variety of 

programs and faculty teaching ability were ranked (in 

descending order) after academic quality. Respondents' rea­

sons for choosing UIC were related to the control of the 

institution from which they transferred. Those transferring 

from public colleges cited academic quality first, followed 
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by program variety and location; while those transferring 

from private colleges cited affordability of tuition first, 

academic quality second, location third and faculty teaching 

ability fourth. 

Affordability of tuition was given most frequently as 

the primary reason for transferring out of four-year private 

colleges, followed by program variety, social atmosphere and 

academic quality. The decision to leave four-year public 

institutions, by contrast, was made for personal/family 

reasons, followed by change of residence, academic quality 

and program variety. 

Community colleges were ranked as lower choice insti­

tutions by multiple transfers than were four-year colleges 

and universities. All respondents except those in the 2 > 4 

> 4 group ranked the college they first attended as a higher 

choice institution than the second. In the 4 > 2 > 4 and 

2 > 4 > 4 groups larger percentages of respondents ranked 

private four-year colleges as their first choice, while in 

the 4 > 4 > 4 group public institutions were ranked slightly 

higher than privates. Students in both the 4 > 2 > 4 and 

2 > 4 > 4 groups reported having had better overall expe­

riences at the community colleges than at the four-year 

institutions they attended. All groups except the 2 > 4 > 4 

transfers had more positive overall experiences at their 

second than at their first institution, whether it was 
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two-year or four-year. Finally, respondents in the 2 > 4 

> 4 and 4 > 4 > 4 groups reported having had better experi­

ences at public than at private four-year institutions. 

Just as a higher percentage of multiple transfer respondents 

indicated that ~hey had their most positive overall experi­

ence at the most recent institution they attended prior to 

transferring to UIC, so did more respondents report having 

had a significant relationship with a faculty or staff 

member at their most recent institution prior to UIC. 

The RQ.l& Qf Information Sources in Multiple Transfer stY= 
dents' Choice of UIC 

Multiple transfers in the sample and in three of the 

four major paths ranked promotional materials sent from UIC 

as most influential in their choice decision, followed by 

family members, friends at UIC, a campus visit, and college 

guidebooks. Transfers taking the 2 > 4 > 4 path, however, 

ranked family members as their most important source. Re-

spondents in the 4 > 4 > 4 group ranked campus visits second 

to UIC materials in influencing their choice decision, show-

ing a sophistication in the use of information sources that 

was significantly different from the other three groups. It 

is important to note that none of the information sources 

used by multiple transfers in any of the groups was con-

sidered highly influential by more than 39% of respondents, 

indicating that the multiple transfers were not single 
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source reliant in their selection of colleges and universi­

ties. 

A factor which appeared to be extremely important in 

multiple transfers' choice of UIC was the availability of 

academic programs in students' major field of study, regard­

less of whether this major was offered by their previous 

institution. This factor was considered particularly impor­

tant by transfers majoring in professional fields such as 

business and engineering. 

Respondents in the sample and the four major multiple 

transfer paths had their highest expectations of UIC in the 

academic realm, and their lowest expectations in the areas 

of social atmosphere, attractiveness of facilities and 

grounds, financial aid and class size .. students taking the 

4 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 2 > 4 paths held significantly higher 

expectations of academic quality, social atmosphere and 

student support services than students in the other two 

groups, who had most recently attended four-year ins ti tu­

t ions. 

Conclusions 

Al though this study examined only the behaviors of 

multiple transfer students who eventually enrolled at the 

same institution, the findings suggest that the numbers of 

these students may be substantial in American colleges and 
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universities, and particularly in large, urban, public in­

stitutions. Multiple transfers matriculating at UIC in fall 

1989 comprised 19% of entering undergraduates and 44% of new 

transfer students - a significant portion of institutional 

enrollments. Implications of the multiple transfer phenome­

non for individual students, institutions, the states and 

the system of higher education are therefore much greater 

than previously expected. This section will address the 

implications of multiple transfer behavior for each of these 

constituencies and will present conclusions based upon the 

results of the study. 

Iiaplications Regarding the Individual Stucient 

Although the literature presen~s both positive and 

negative aspects of transfer student characteristics and 

behavior, results of this study suggest that multiple trans­

fers possess - to a high degree - the demographic, academic 

and motivational attributes that characterize college per­

sisters. These attributes include high levels of parental 

education, family income, academic ability and achievement, 

educational aspirations, and family support to attend col­

lege (Astin, 1975; Beal & Noel, 1980; Hossler, 1984; 

Lenning, 1982; Manski & Wise, 1983; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1980, 1983; Porter, 1989; Tinto, 1975, 1987; Velez, 1985). 

In addition to possessing some of these attributes to a 
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greater degree than first-time freshmen and transfers at 

urc, it is possible that multiple transfers in the sample 

also have higher levels of goal commitment than these other 

student populations, and thus an increased potential for 

attaining the baccalaureate degree. Indeed, multiple trans­

fers may be considered the ultimate persisters, in that they 

make the decision to remain within the system of higher 

education several times over the course of their collegiate 

careers. 

In moving among many different institutions, multiple 

transfer students - like first-time transfers - may extend 

the time period required to earn a baccalaureate degree. 

This may have the effect of increasing the cost of these 

students' college education and delaying their early occupa-

tional attainment. Students who remain at one institution 

for the duration of their undergraduate careers undoubtedly 

receive a number of benefits, including faster degree com­

pletion, in-depth exposure to one curriculum, and the oppor­

tunity to develop long-term relationships with other stu­

dents, faculty and staff. On the other hand, students who 

transfer experience a variety of different institutional 

settings and curricula. Transferring may actually lower the 

overall cost of a college education for the majority of 

multiple transfer students, who attend community colleges 

and/or public four-year institutions for substantial periods 

of time. 

362 



Perhaps most important of all, transferring offers the 

potential for improving student-institution fit, thus en­

hancing persistence within the system of higher education 

(Cope & Hannah, 1975; Noel et al., 1987; Tinto, 1987) and 

increasing the likelihood of degree attainment (Carroll, 

1989; Knepper, 1989). As the vast majority of students in 

the multiple transfer ·sample reported that they chose - and 

also left - four-year colleges and universities because of 

the quality and/or variety of their academic programs, it is 

speculated that many of these students transferred to obtain 

a better academic fit. It is possible that multiple trans­

fers, who tend to enter colleges and universities with low 

levels of institutional commitment, are also more sensitive 

than other students to any incongruencies they experience in 

their fit with the ins ti tut ion. As a result, multiple 

transfers may be more prone to transfer when their expecta­

tions of an institution are not met. 

Transfer students have previously been accused of 

making ill-informed college choices which frequently result 

from their exaggerated, inaccurate expectations of an insti­

tution (Hossler, 1984; Noel et al., 1987; Peng, 1977). In 

turn, poor college choice is said to be partly responsible 

for any incongruencies which later arise between the student 

and institution (Tinto, 1987). students in the multiple 

transfer sample did not appear to make "poor" college 
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choices, nor did they seem ill-informed about the institu­

tions they attended. Rather, these students selected insti­

tutions based on practical, specific attributes - location 

and cost for community colleges and perceived academic qual­

ity for four-year institutions. 

Rather than resulting from poor choice, the behavior 

of students in the multiple transfer sample appears to be 

due at least in part to the students' conscious selection of 

lower-choice ins ti tut ions. This was found to be the case 

whether the colleges were two-year or four-year, public or 

private. Tinto (1987) theorized that attending lower-choice 

colleges would contribute to transfer behavior, a theory 

that the findings of this study seem to bear out. Whether 

this pattern was due to students' rejection by their first­

choice institution, or to financial or geographical limita­

tions was not established by this study. However, it is 

speculated that the multiple transfers' tendency to transfer 

downward to less prestigious, lower-choice institutions 

occurred more frequently for the latter reasons. This theo­

ry is borne out by the fact that many respondents in all 

four major groups stated that they intended to transfer from 

their previous institutions at the time of their initial 

enrollment (see Table 7), an intention shown to be a strong 

predictor of transfer behavior (Bean, 1982b; Lenning et al., 

1980; Metzner & Bean, 1987). 

Although multiple transfers in the sample had 
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excellent high school records which would have gained them 

admission to most four-year institutions, substantial num­

bers of these students chose to attend community colleges 

and less selective four-year institutions. This pattern 

occurred despite the findings of previous research that high 

socioeconomic status, high ability students prefer selec­

tive, private institutions (Davis & Van Dusen, 1975; Hearn, 

1984; Zemsky & Oedel, 1983). The large numbers of multiple 

transfers who were attracted to community colleges and pub­

lic four-year institutions because of their low tuitions and 

convenient campus locations suggests that these students' 

choices were limited by geographical and/or financial con­

straints rather than by academic ability. Cost, in particu­

lar, has been identified as a major reason that students do 

not attend their preferred institution (Davis & Van Dusen, 

1975; Litten et al., 1983). As institutional tuition and 

fee levels were found to be positively related to respon­

dents' rank choice of colleges, it is not surprising that 

multiple transfer students who felt constrained to attend 

low-cost colleges also tended to rank these institutions as 

their second, third or even fourth choices. 

Respondents in the multiple transfer sample were not 

asked to describe their expectations of previous institu­

tions they attended, to provide the source of these expecta­

tions, or to determine whether the colleges satisfied these 
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expectations. Therefore, it is unclear whether respondents' 

perceptions of institutional attributes were in fact realis­

tic, and whether they were derived from institutional or 

other sources. When asked their expectations of various UIC 

characteristics, however, the multiple transfers gave rank­

ings that appeared realistic given the empirical strengths 

and weaknesses of the institution. It is probable, then, 

that respondents were realistic concerning their expecta­

tions of previous institutions. It is also possible that 

the "transfer myth," or exaggerated expectations of first­

time transfer students (Buckley, 1971) may subside with 

experience in transferring among four-year institutions, 

making multiple transfers more realistic with each institu­

tion they attend. This theory is borne out by the fact 

that, along with students in the 4 > 2 > 4 group, 2 > 2 > 4 

transfers' expectations regarding academic quality, faculty 

availability, social atmosphere and student support services 

at UIC were higher than those of the other two groups (whose 

members had most recently attended four-year institutions). 

Students in the multiple transfer sample were bright, 

highly motivated individuals who did not hesitate to leave 

an ins ti tu ti on when the costs of remaining were judged to 

outweigh the perceived benefits of transferring elsewhere. 

For most of these students, transferring was a positive 

experience in that it meant moving to an institution that 

was a better fit academically, socially, financially or 
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geographically - thus enhancing their persistence within the 

system of higher education. 

Implications for Institutions 

Al though this study examined only the behaviors of 

multiple transfers who eventually enrolled at UIC, the find­

ings suggest that a substantial number of multiple transfer 

students move among American colleges and universities, and 

that a surprisingly large percentage of these students enter 

four-year institutions with the intention of transferring. 

Moreover, many of the demographic, academic and motivational 

attributes possessed by multiple transfers in the sample are 

perceived as highly desirable by colleges and universities. 

Their high socioeconomic statuses, excellent high school 

records and high academic aspirations, in particular, should 

make multiple transfers a sought-after target population by 

enrollment managers at all types of institutions. 

Like first-time freshmen with similar background char­

acteristics, the multiple transfers (and especially those 

taking the 4 > 4 > 4 path) conducted complex, sophisticated 

college searches and used a variety of information sources. 

During the choice stage of the college choice process, the 

multiple transfers, like the freshmen and first-time trans­

fer students, appeared to focus on specific institutional 

attributes such as academic quality, program availability, 
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cost and location. Upon their enrollment, however, the 

multiple transfers seemed to be particularly sensitive to 

incongruencies which existed between themselves and the 

institution, and as sophisticated consumers did not hesitate 

to leave when the costs of remaining were judged to outweigh 

the perceived benefits of transferring elsewhere. 

Kotler and Fox's (1985) postdecision assessment phase 

of the college choice process appears to be particularly 

applicable to multiple transfers. During this phase, the 

student either experiences satisfaction with her/his choice, 

resulting in continued enrollment; or dissatisfaction, re­

sulting in dropout or transfer to another institution. Stu­

dents in the multiple transfer sample who had transferred 

most frequently appeared to experience less hesitation about 

transferring again than those who had moved among fewer 

colleges. 

Because of their proclivity for transferring, recruit­

ment of multiple transfer students may seem to be a mixed 

blessing for colleges and universities. In addition to 

their sheer numbers and promising background attributes, 

however, multiple transfers appear to persist successfully 

when they enroll at an institution that is a good fit for 

them, especially in the academic realm. Therefore, colleges 

and universities that attempt to learn more about multiple 

transfers' needs and expectations will likely attract 
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students who perform well academically and persist to grad­

uation. 

Private Colleges and Universities 

The fact ·that multiple transfers in the sample tended 

to transfer from private to public institutions is obviously 

disheartening news for the private sector of higher educa­

tion. Private institutions are generally smaller, more 

academically competitive, offer a more limited selection of 

academic programs and charge higher tuition rates than their 

public counterparts. In the multiple transfer groups in 

which students attended at least one four-year institution 

prior to enrolling at UIC (4 > 4 > 4, 2 > 4 > 4, and 4 > 2 

> 4), substantial percentages of transfers attended private 

colleges at some point during their collegiate careers. 

However, all of these students ended up at UIC, a large, 

urban, moderately selective public university. It is possi­

ble that, due to the limited nature of this study, a 

negative selection bias may have distorted the low en­

rollment of students in the sample at private colleges. For 

example, multiple transfers with a propensity to enroll only 

at small, private institutions affiliated with the Baptist 

church would not have eventually transferred to UIC and 

therefore would not have been included in the sample. How­

ever, the fact that transfers tend to move from private to 

public institutions has been documented in numerous research 
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studies (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach­

ing, 1986; Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; Knoell & Medsker, 

1965; Peng, 1977; State of Illinois Board of Higher Educa­

tion, 1990b; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969), which mitigates 

negative selection biases to some extent. 

The tendency of financially dependent multiple trans­

fers at all income levels to enroll at low-cost, public 

institutions presents a particularly problematic situation 

for private colleges. In order to attract and retain these 

students, private colleges will have to find ways to down­

play or mitigate the tuition differential between themselves 

and public institutions and accentuate attributes such as 

academic quality, program variety, faculty teaching ability 

and campus location. 

Multiple transfer respondents' answers to survey ques­

tions concerning the quality of their overall experience and 

the existence of supportive relationships with faculty and 

staff at each institution attended indicate that private 

colleges have some work to do in these areas, as well. Of 

the respondents, students in the 4 > 4 > 4 and 2 > 4 > 4 

groups reported having had more positive overall experiences 

at public than at private four-year institutions. In addi­

tion, multiple transfer students in the 4 > 4 > 4 group gave 

higher choice rankings to public than to private colleges 

and universities. Finally, 2 > 4 > 4 respondents indicated 
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that they had enjoyed more supportive relationships with 

faculty or staff members at four-year public institutions 

than at.private colleges or universities. 

ColDDlunity Colleges 

A particularly surprising finding of the study was the 

extent to which multiple transfer students in the sample 

moved among community colleges - both prior to fillll following 

their enrollment at four-year institutions. Students taking 

three of the four major paths transferred to or from a 

community college at some point during their . collegiate 

careers, thus establishing community college attendance as 

typical of multiple transfer behavior. Another discovery of 

interest was the fact that, in the multiple transfer groups 

in which students attended both two-year and four-year in­

stitutions (the 2 > 4 > 4 and 4 > 2 > 4 paths), survey 

respondents reported having had better overall experiences 

at the community colleges. In addition, 4 > 2 > 4 transfers 

indicated that they had enjoyed more supportive relation­

ships with members of the faculty or staff at the community 

colleges than at four-year institutions. Since students' 

overall experiences at an institution have been shown to be 

more important than their background characteristics in 

determining transfer behavior (Holmstrom & Bisconti, 1974; 

Volkwein et al., 1986), the fact that community colleges 

received consistently higher ratings in this area bodes 
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poorly for four-year institutions (and particularly for 

private colleges, which have established reputations for 

enhancing students' on-campus experiences). 

Multiple transfers in the sample who attended communi­

ty colleges appeared to experience far less student-institu­

tion incongruency than those who enrolled at four-year in­

stitutions. These students entered community colleges be­

cause they considered them to be inexpensive and convenient, 

with the expectation of eventually transferring to a four-

year institution. By virtue of community colleges' dual 

mission to serve the community and to serve as waystations 

for students desiring to transfer, these institutions strive 

to offer a solid academic product at an extremely low price. 

Community colleges have never tried to acquire reputations 

for offering highly prestigious academic programs. It is 

therefore theorized that community colleges are able to be 

more realistic and straightforward in their promotional 

activities, and that students' expectations tend to be less 

exaggerated than they are of four-year institutions. 

It is of interest that the enrollments of suburban, 

Chicago-area community colleges are skyrocketing while those 

of several four-year institutions in the region are declin­

ing. Some private colleges have even had to merge with 

other institutions or face closing their doors. As the low 

tuition cost, convenient class schedules and central 
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locations of community colleges make them more acceptable 

alternatives to four-year institutions, it is predicted that 

students will transfer back and forth between the two- and 

four-year sectors with increasing frequency in the years 

ahead. As competition between these sectors increases, 

community colleges will pose an increasingly formidable 

challenge to four-year colleges and universities for the 

first two years of a student's undergraduate education. 

Four-year institutions could potentially improve the 

experiences, and thus the retention rates, of multiple 

transfers if they reduced the numerous bureaucratic road­

blocks that complicate the transfer process. Even though 

the pool of traditional-age college students is shrinking, 

higher education institutions appear to treat transfer stu­

dents as "second class citizens," much as they have in 

decades past (Anderson, 1970; Burt, 1972; Dearing, 1975; 

Knoell & Medsker, 1965; Hendel et al., 1984; Richardson & 

Bender, 1987; Wechsler, 1989; Willingham & Findyikan, 1969). 

Community college transfers, in particular, are apparently 

still regarded as second-rate candidates for admission by 

four-year institutions (Green, 1988) • In the multiple 

transfer sample, students in the 2 > 2 > 4 group reported 

encountering more difficulties in transferring credit to 

UIC, finding their way around campus, and fitting in as 

students than did any of the other groups, even though these 

students exhibited greater institutional commitment. to UIC 
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and earned higher cumulative grade point averages than 

others. 

Of the four major multiple transfer groups, students 

taking the 4 >.4 > 4 path would probably be considered the 

most desirable candidates for admission from the standpoint 

of the more selective four-year colleges and universities. 

These students entered UIC with the most academically and 

socioeconomically promising backgrounds of the four groups. 

In addition, 4 > 4 > 4 transfers moved among private, selec­

tive and out-of-state institutions to a much greater extent 

than students in the other three groups. However, the 4 > 4 

> 4 transfers exhibited comparatively low levels of institu­

tional commitment to all of the colleges they attended 

(including UIC), along with lackluster persistence rates and 

academic performance at UIC. For institutions concerned 

with retention rates, students belonging to the 4 > 4 > 4 

group may be less desirable candidates for admission than 

those in the other three groups. In particular, the 2 > 2 

> 4 transfers, whose backgrounds may seem unimpressive to 

many colleges and universities, may be "dark horse candi­

dates" for admission. Transfers in this group possessed the 

background characteristics which typically predict persis­

tence and academic success in co.llege to a lower degree than 

the other three groups - and to a much lower degree than the 

4 > 4 > 4 transfers. However, students taking the 2 > 2 > 4 
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path earned better UIC grade point averages and exhibited 

higher institutional commitment than those in the other 

three groups, and had high persistence rates at UIC. 

The multiple transfer phenomenon may cause insti tu­

t ions to reexamine existing models of student persistence 

and to question how the perception of academic quality or 

prestige influences transfer behavior. Individual colleges 

and universities have traditionally failed to distinguish 

between attrition and transfer, regarding both behaviors as 

highly undesirable in that they result in increased costs 

and decreased tuition revenues. However, findings from this 

study indicate that institutions should separate transfers 

from dropouts instead of lumping them together into aggre­

gate data. Results of this study and others show that 

transfers have a great deal more in common with persisters 

than they do with dropouts (Carroll, 1989; Holmstrom & 

Bisconti, 1974; Lee & Frank, 1990; Velez & Javalgi, 1987; 

Wisner, 1984). 

By analyzing the characteristics, needs and expecta­

tions of students who transfer to and from their campuses, 

institutions will likely increase their ability to recruit 

and retain them. However, despite their best efforts to 

meet the needs of multiple transfers and to promote their 

programs accurately and honestly, institutions will lose 

some of these students in transfer to other colleges and 

universities. In this regard, it is important for 
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institutions to understand that what is beneficial for them 

(e.g., ~etaining a student to graduation) may not ultimately 

be beneficial for the student, and that transferring to 

improve student-institution fit can increase the likelihood 

that an individual will attain a college degree. Although 

multiple transfers may leave an institution in search of a 

better fit, other multiple transfers will likely enroll at 

that same institution to take their place. 

Since many multiple transfers in the sample reported 

that they moved among institutions because of perceived 

academic quality or prestige, colleges and universities 

should examine how these students define "academic quality," 

and from what information sources they derive their percep­

tions of quality. While a student who transfers because of 

lack of program variety is likely to do so because of a 

change in her/his major, the motivations of a student who is 

disappointed with an institution's academic quality are more 

difficult to analyze. As discussed in Chapter II, there has 

been a shift in meaning of the term "academic quality" from 

measured student body and faculty attributes to a vague, 

hierarchically-based "prestige" factor (Krukowski, 1985). 

Previous research has indicated that students' perceptions 

of academic quality are influenced most strongly by informa­

tion from the institution's catalog (Kealy & Rockel, 1987), 

and concern has been expressed by many researchers that 
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institutional publications are frequently misleading and 

inaccurate (Chapman & Stark, 1979; Litten, 1982; Noble, 

1986). In today's environment of declining enrollments and 

fierce interinstitutional competition, it is speculated that 

the academic attributes of colleges and universities may be 

exaggerated and/or misrepresented in many institutions' 

promotional materials. This is an area which should be 

further explored in future research. 

Implications {QI: the. States 

The tendency of most students in the sample to remain 

in-state and to move primarily among institutions in the 

public sector suggests that multiple transfer behavior is 

beneficial to individual states in that it boosts state 

economies, utilizes tax proceeds efficiently, increases 

state enrollment figures and decreases attrition figures. 

Multiple transfer enrollments may be particularly helpful to 

states such as Illinois, ·which is experiencing higher educa­

tion enrollment declines and which exports more college 

students than it imports (Carnegie Foundation for the Ad­

vancement of Teaching, 1986; Davis, 1986; Gossman et al., 

1968). 

students following the 2 > 2 > 4 and 2 > 4 > 4 paths 

were most likely to remain within the state of Illinois for 

all of their transfer movements, and would therefore be most 
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desirable from that state's point of view. 4 > 4 > 4 trans­

fers, on the other hand, were most likely to attend colleges 

and universities outside Illinois' borders, and were parti­

cularly inclined to attend private out-of-state institu­

tions. These trends correspond with previous research indi­

cating that students who reside in states with a wide varie­

ty of higher education institutions, such as Illinois, tend 

to remain in-state (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983); and that students 

with higher levels of academic ability and socioeconomic 

status (e.g., 4 > 4 > 4 transfers) are more mobile and more 

likely to attend selective, out-of-state, private institu­

tions (Gossman et al., 1968; Hearn, 1984; Ihlanfeldt, 1980; 

Zemsky & Oedel, 1983). 

System-Wide I:mplications 

Findings of this study verify Tinto's (1982) theory 

that transfer students, even though they move among colleges 

and universities with great frequency, are ultimately per­

sisters within the system of higher education. In fact, as 

stated earlier, multiple transfers may be classified as the 

ultimate persisters, in that they make the decision to 

persist a number of times during their collegiate careers. 

After exhibiting relatively low commitment toward their 

initial institutions, students in the multiple transfer 

sample displayed high institutional commitment, achieved 
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well academically and persisted at rates higher than those 

of freshmen at UIC and nationally. These results support 

Tinto' s ( 19 7 5) theory that high commitment to the goal of 

achieving a college degree can compensate for low institu­

tional commitment, leading to transfer but eventually to 

persistence - an outcome that is obviously in the national 

interest. 

Findings of this study also support the argument that 

allowing students to transfer to institutions that better 

meet their needs academically, financially, socially or 

otherwise improves their chances to persist to graduation 

(Carroll, 1989; Knepper, 1989; Tinto, 1987). The prevalence 

of downward transfer activity among students in the multiple 

transfer sample and especially among those in the 4 > 2 

> 4 group indicates that these students benefitted from 

the opportunity to recoup academically and/or financially at 

a community college before moving upward to a four-year uni­

versity. The 4 > 4 > 4 transfers, who were more academical­

ly gifted and socioeconomically advantaged, appeared to 

benefit from upward transfer to more selective institutions, 

as shown in studies of first-time transfers by Janasiewicz 

(1987) and Wisner (1984). 

The fact that multiple transfer students move among so 

many institutions over the course of their collegiate ca­

reers leads to a concern for curricular accountability. 

While multiple transfers undoubtedly accumulate the credit 
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hours and earn the academic credentials necessary to receive 

a college degree, the possibility that they will have a 

coherent and unified educational experience is small. Mul­

tiple transfers' frequent movements from college to college 

preclude the chance that any one institution's curriculum 

will have a significant impact. The multiple transfer phe­

nomenon may therefore be an impetus to the development of 

course-by-course general education curricula which are 

largely distributive in nature, as O:E>posed to those which 

currently emphasize a cohesive, four-year sequence. Such 

curricula would also be beneficial for students who "stop 

out" (leave an institution for a period of time and then 

return) and for students who change their academic field of 

concentration. Even though these students attend only one 

college, they tend to receive disjointed educational expe­

riences which resemble those of multiple transfers. 

The institutions that multiple transfers tend to move 

among - nonselective community colleges and low and moder­

ately selective four-year colleges and universities - offer 

fairly standard academic programs. Improved articulation 

among these and other higher education institutions, as 

described in detail in the practical recommendations section 

which. follows, would assist in unifying the educational 

experience of multiple transfer students. 
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BecOJlaendations for Colleges .SlW1 Universities 

A number of practical recommendations for higher edu­

cation institutions can be derived from the results of this 

study. The goal of these recommendations is to enhance the 

ability of colleges and universities to recruit and retain 

multiple transfer students. 

1) In an era of declining freshman enrollments, colleges 

and universities would be wise to focus some of their re­

cruiting and retention efforts on the multiple transfer 

student population. Students in the multiple transfer sam­

ple had excellent qualifications for college admission and 

possessed the high levels of educational goal commitment 

necessary for persistence. A first ~tep in this direction 

would be for institutions to assess accurately the numbers 

of multiple transfer students that enroll at, and transfer 

from, their campuses. In the calculation of aggregate in­

stitutional attrition figures, it is imperative that trans­

fer students be separated from those who drop out of the 

system of higher education. This will provide a realistic 

and comprehensive picture of the overall extent of transfer 

movement. 

2) Since multiple transfer students in the sample tended to 

move back and forth between the two-year and four-year 

sectors, it is highly recommended that these sectors work 
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together to strengthen existing articulation agreements and 

to create such agreements where none exist. It is important 

that these plans outline specific degree programs that can 

be completed through consecutive or sequential enrollment at 

a group of affiliated institutions. Private colleges should 

attempt to establish such programs with community colleges 

and with other four-year institutions, both private and 

public. As the multiple transfers appeared to be financial­

ly and/or geographically constrained in their college 

choices, priority should be given to developing articulation 

agreements - possibly including consortial tuition and fi­

nancial aid plans - with neighboring colleges and universi­

ties. 

The types of programs outlined above should ease some 

of the problems experienced by students who attempt to 

transfer credit from one institution to another, and should 

decrease the additional time required for transfer students 

to earn undergraduate degrees. It is anticipated that as 

multiple transfer behavior becomes more commonplace, stu­

dents will look for institutions that have developed these 

agreements, and will compare the benefits of various articu­

lation plans before making their enrollment decisions. 

Higher education institutions may be able to work with 

regional and state agencies in establishing articulation 

plans. A model program may be one currently under develop­

ment which includes DePaul University, Barat College (both 
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private four-year institutions), Northeastern Illinois Uni­

versity (a public university) and three Chicago suburban 

community colleges. The consortial program will be funded 

under the Illinois Board of Higher Education's Higher Educa­

tion Cooperation Act (HECA). The three four-year institu­

tions will offer a joint bachelor's degree in Social Sci­

ence, with general education courses and most of the courses 

required for the major taught at the community colleges. 

Students will select one of the four-year institutions from 

which to receive the bachelor's degree, but will be able to 

transfer credits among Barat, DePaul and Northeastern. The 

program includes a tuition differential component, through 

which a scholarship fund will pay the difference between the 

lowest tuition of the four-year institutions and the tuition 

rate of the institution in which the student is enrolled. 

The joint degree program is aimed at students who are con­

strained financially or geographically, or who do not have 

the time to commute long distances to attend college because 

of work or family obligations. 

3) Private colleges, in particular, must attempt to offset 

students' concerns about the higher tuitions in the private 

sector by promoting and providing high quality academic 

programs and classroom teaching. Results of this study 

support previous findings indicating that the academic sys­

tem of an ins ti tut ion is of more importance to transfer 
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students than the social 

1980). Private colleges, 

system (Desler, 1985; Johnson, 

and especially those with small 

enrollments, are in a unique position to provide a wide 

variety of support services and to deliver the high quality 

collegiate experiences that are vital to transfer student 

persistence. Private institutions may have to try even 

harder than their public counterparts to provide these expe­

riences, as reputations for academic prestige and quality in 

the private sector may in and of themselves heighten student 

expectations. 

4) All higher education institutions, but especially four­

year colleges and universities, must carefully examine the 

accuracy of the image that they present to prospective 

transfer students, as well as the channels through which 

this image is conveyed. Multiple transfers in the sample 

were found to use a number of different information sources 

during the college choice process, and their perceptions of 

academic quality appeared to be influenced by colleges' 

promotional materials and by campus visits, among other 

factors. It is therefore important that institutions ensure 

the accuracy of these information sources in order to keep 

student expectations to a reasonable level. 

5) In order to retain multiple transfers, colleges and 

universities should attempt to increase these students' low 

level of institutional commitment. Student development 

professionals could enhance this effort by creating special 
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transfer orientation programs which include tours of the 

campus and workshops on adjusting to a new college environ­

ment. Orientation programs for transfers are particularly 

recommended for urban, commuter institutions which lack the 

social focus of residential life. In addition, staff in all 

administrative off ices should be alerted to the types of 

bureaucratic roadblocks (for example, transfer of credit) 

that plague transfer students, and should be trained to 

handle these situations professionally and politely. 

Multiple transfers in the 2 > 2 > 4 group, in particu­

lar, were found to be older, married, and less prepared 

academically for attendance at a four-year institution. 

Flexible course scheduling, availability of day care and 

academic support services would be beneficial in heightening 

these students' institutional commitment, and hence their 

persistence. As the majority of multiple transfers in all 

four major groups were employed off-campus while enrolled at 

UIC, provision of evening student services and course of­

ferings would be highly recommended. As competition among 

colleges and universities increases, those institutions that 

enthusiastically promote these services will benefit from 

improved retention of multiple transfer students. 

6) Multiple transfers exhibit a propensity to "vote with 

their feet" and leave an institution when they are dissatis­

fied, particularly with the quality and variety of its 
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academic programs. 

to meet the needs 

Colleges and universities should attempt 

of these students when designing new 

programs, and should investigate ways in which existing 

programs can be better matched to their interests. Academic 

advising systems that focus on transfer curricula can assist 

in accomplishing these objectives. Most importantly, per­

haps, institutions need to describe academic programs of 

interest to transfer students accurately and in detail - and 

then need to deliver the programs as promised. 

Recommendations .!QI: Future Research 

A number of hypotheses, theories and issues which need 

further investigation are derived from this study, and are 

as follows: 

1) As this study was conducted at a single institution, 

its generalizability is limited. The researcher intends to 

replicate the study at other four-year institutions, both 

public and private, and at the community· college level. In 

addition, the multiple transfer phenomenon should be exam­

ined from the national perspective using data from such 

sources as the National Longitudinal Study of the High 

School Class of 1972 and the High School and Beyond Study 

(1980). Use of these sources would assist the researcher in 

determining whether the multiple transfer phenomenon has 

increased over time; and in ascertaining the relationship of 
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multiple transfer behavior to national, political and social 

developments in this country. 

2) The researcher is currently following students in the 

multiple transfer sample and recording their attendance 

patterns, academic performance (based upon cumulative grade 

point averages earned each quarter) 

the system of higher education. 

these students will be conducted, 

and persistence within 

Followup interviews of 

and the differences be-

tween graduates, dropouts and transfers ascertained. 

3) Some aspects of the college choice process appear to be 

similar for first-time freshmen, transfers and multiple 

transfer students. However, more research needs to be done 

on how college choice, and the role of information sources 

in the choice process, differs among these groups. It is 

hypothesized that the choice process of multiple transfers 

is more sophisticated than that of other students, and that 

multiple transfers include fewer institutions in their 

choice sets due to geographical and/or financial con-

straints. It is further theorized that the choice process 

evolves with each multiple transfer movement as students 

develop a "learning curve" regarding the selection of var­

ious types of institutions. 

Just as the use of information sources was found to 

differ according to the multiple transfer path taken by 

students in the sample, it is hypothesized that the college 

choice process will vary among the four major transfer 
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groups. In examining this possibility, the tendency of 

multiple transfers to attend lower-choice institutions 

should be investigated further. Students could be asked to 

indicate the names of their first and second (and, if appro­

priate, third and fourth) choice institutions for each 

transfer movement. Students' reasons for not attending the 

higher choice insti tu ti on ( s) could also be elicited. It 

would be of interest to note whether students eventually 

enroll at any of their higher-choice institutions, and for 

what reasons. Responses to these questions would help de­

termine whether multiple transfers routinely switch from 

first-choice private colleges to lower-choice public insti­

tutions during the search phase, as has been shown to occur 

in the first-time freshman population (Dahl, 1982; Litten et 

al., 1983). 

4) Although several differences were found to exist between 

students in the multiple transfer sample and other student 

populations at UIC, more research is needed in order to 

determine whether these findings are generalizable to other 

college settings. Of particular interest is the extent to 

which multiple transfer students differ from first-time 

freshmen and transfers in background characteristics, acade­

mic performance, educational aspirations, institutional 

commitment and persistence within the system of higher eQu­

cation. 
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5) Findings of this study indicated several significant 

demographic, academic and motivational differences among 

students taking the four major multiple transfer paths. The 

2 > 2 > 4 and 4 > 4 > 4 groups, in particular, differed from 

one another and from the other two groups. These differen­

ces should be re-examined using multivariate statistics. A 

predictive model could be built containing five or six 

variables for each of the four major paths, and the effec­

tiveness of the model determined using discriminant analy­

sis. In addition, differences among the multiple transfer 

groups should be examined using the cultural construct of 

"localism/cosmopolitanism," which has been successfully 

applied to the college choice process (Wiese & Townsend, 

1991). 

6) The concept of perceived academic quality should be 

further explored in terms of its interrelationships with 

multiple transfers' expectations, college choices, and per­

sistence. How do multiple transfers define academic quali­

ty? How do institutions' promotional materials affect stu­

dents' perceptions of quality? Are students' expectations 

of academic quality higher at private than at public insti­

tutions? If so, why is this the case? How do these expec­

tations affect students' satisfaction with the overall col­

legiate experience? Does a reputation for academic quality 

lead students to develop exaggerated expectations regarding 

other areas of an institution as well (e.g., social 
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atmosphere)? Are students who attend nonselective colleges 

and universities likely to have lower expectations of acade­

mic quality than those who enroll at more selective institu­

tions, and do these students therefore tend to be more 

satisfied with their overall collegiate experience? Do 

multiple transfers develop more realistic expectations with 

each transfer movement, or does this only occur when stu­

dents move among four-year institutions? 

In an attempt to answer some of these research ques­

tions, followup interviews will be conducted with students 

in the multiple transfer sample who responded to the origi­

nal survey. Gap analysis will be performed in order to 

determine whether these students' expectations of UIC, as 

stated on the original survey, were met and whether the 

reasons given by students who left UIC prior to graduation 

were related to their initial expectations. 

7) A study should be done of the promotional materials of a 

variety of two-year and four-year institutions. The re-

searcher could examine the empirical accuracy of these mate­

rials and could then conduct interviews with students to 

determine how the materials influence respondents' expecta­

tions of academic quality and other factors. 

8) Interviews with respondents to the original survey will 

be designed to obtain more information on multiple trans­

fers' tendency to move from private to public institutions. 
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The role that higher private college tuitions play in deter­

mining transfer to the public sector will be examined using 

respondents of various income levels. 

9) Future research on multiple transfer students should 

differentiate between residential and commuter students, as 

students living on campus have been shown to persist at 

higher rates than those who commute (Astin, 1975; Beal & 

Noel, 1980; Lenning, 1982). Future research should also 

examine the factors involved in horizontal, upward and down­

ward transfer behavior among students in this population, 

differentiating between students who transfer for a semester 

or more and those who transfer only for the summer term. In 

addition, a thorough examination should be conducted of how 

these various types of transfer movements interact with in­

state enrollment and out-of-state migration patterns. 

10) Research should be done on the factors that students 

consider in judging the quality of their overall collegiate 

experiences, focusing on how these factors differ among 

community colleges, four-year public and four-year private 

institutions. 

This study examined a sample of students from a popu­

lation that has not been subject to prev~ous research - the 

multiple transfer population. Several significant findings 

emerged from the data analyses, suggesting that the back-

ground characteristics, educational aspirations and 
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interinstitutional movements of multiple transfer students 

are areas worthy of further research. 
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Appendix 1. --Student Background Characteristics 

Academic 
and 
Occupational 
Aspirations 

Academic 
Achievement 
and Ability 

Transfer Literature 

Getzlaf et al. (1984) 
Holmstrom & Bisconti (1974) 
Lee & Frank (1990) 
Nora & Rendon (1988) 
Peng (1977) 
Tinto (1987) 
Velez & Javalgi (1987) 
Wisner (1984) 

Campbell (1980) 
Cross (1968) 
Getzlaf et al. (1984) 
Holahan et al. (1983) 
Holmstrom & Bisconti (1974) 
Janasiewicz (1987) 
Lee & Frank (1987) 
Nolan & Hall (1978) 
Peng (1977) 
Richardson & Douchette 
(1982) 
Van Alstyne (1974) 
Velez & Javalgi (1987) 

Choice Literature 

D. Chapman (1981) 
Dahl (1982) 
Gilmour it al. (1978) 
Hanson & Litten (1982) 
Hossler et al. (1989) 
Hossler & Stage (1988) 

Hearn (1984) 
Hossler et al. (1989) 
Hossler & Stage (1988) 
Ihlanfeldt (1980) 
Litten (1982) 
Maguire & Lay (1981) 
Manski & Wise (1983) 
Williams & Stage (1989) 
Zemsky & Oedel (1983) 
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Attrition Literature 

Astin (1975) 
Beal & Noel (1980) 
Bean (1982) 
Fetters (1977) 
Getzlaf et al. (1984) 
Lenning (1982) 
Nora & Rendon (1988) 
Ti,nto (1987) 

Astin (1975) 
Beal & Noel (1980) 
Getzlaf et al. (1984) 
Hossler (1984) 
Janasiewicz (1987) 
Johnson (1980) 
Lenning (1982) 
Manski & Wise (1983) 
Porter (1989) 
Spady (1970) 



Appendix 1. --Continued 

Socio­
economic 
Status (SES) 

Parental 
Bducation 
Level 

Parental 
Bncourage­
ment and 
Support 

Transfer Literature 

Carroll (1989) 
Cross (1968) 
Holmstrom & Bisconti (1974) 
Lee & Frank (1990) 
Peng (1977) 
Velez & Javalgi (1987) 

Holmstrom & Bisconti (1974) 
Metzner (1984) 
Nora & Rendon (1988) 
Van Alstyne (1974) 

. Wisner (1984) 

Velez & Javalgi (1987) 

Choice Literature 

D. Chapman (1981) 
Davis & Van Dusen (1975) 
Hanson & Litten (1982) 
Hearn (1984) 
Litten (1982) 
Stage & Hossler (1988) 
Zemsky & Oedel (1983) 

Gilmour et al. (1978) 
Hearn ( 1984) 
Hossler & Stage (1988) 
Lewis & Morrison (1975) 
Litten et al. (1983) 
Litten & Brodigan (1982) 
Manski & Wise (1983) 
Stage & Hossler (1988) 
Zemsky & Oedel (1983) 

Conklin & Dailey (1981) 
Hossler & Stage (1988) 
Hossler et al. (1989) 
Stage & Hossler (1988) 
Williams & Stage (1989) 
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Attrition Literature 

Fetters (1977) 
Lenning (1982) 
Manski & Wise (1983) 
Porter ( 1989) 
Tinto (1975, 1987) 
Velez (1985) 

Astin (1975) 
Fetters (1977) 
Hossler (1984) 
Manski & Wise (1983) 
Nora & Rendon (1988) 

Hossler (1984) 
Lenning (1982) 
Tinto (1975, 1987) 
Williams & Stage (1989) 



Appendix 1. --Continued 

Gender 

Ethnicity 

High School 
Academic 
'!rack and 
Quality 

Home of 
Reaidence 

Transfer Literature 

Desler (1985) 
Holmstrom & Bisconti (1974) 
Knepper ( 198 9) 
Lee & Frank (1990) 
Peng (1977) 
Van Alstyne (1974) 
Velez & Javalgi (1987) 

Peng (1977) 
Van Alstyne (1974) 
Velez & Javalgi (1987) 

x 

Holmstrom & Bisconti (1974) 

Choice Literature 

Becker ( 1988) 
Hearn (1984) 
Stage & Hossler (1988) 

Hearn ( 1984) 
Hossler (1984) 
Hossler et al. (1989) 
Lewis & Morrison (1975) 
Litten ( 1982) 

Hossler et al. (1989) 

D. Chapman (1981) 
Litten et al. (1983) 
Maguire & Lay (1981) 
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Attrition Literature 

Dealer (1985) 

Astin (1975) 
Hossler (1984) 
Lennig et al. (1980) 
Pascarella et al. (1981) 
Tinto (1975, 1987) 

Beal & Noel (1980) 
Lenning (1982) 

x 



Appendix 1. --Continued 

Transfer Literature Choice Literature Attrition Literature 

Re1igion Velez & Javalgi (1987) x Lenning (1982) 

Tinto ( 1987) 

Age Holstrom & Bisconti ( 197 4) x x 
Preston (1976) 

Wisner (1984) 
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Appendix 2. --Institutional Characteristics 

Control 

Transfer Literature 

Holmstrom & Biscounti (1974) 
Illinois Community College 
Board (1986) 
Knepper (1989) 
Peng (1977) 
Sandeen & Goodale (1972) 
Van Alstyne et al. (1973) 
Willingham & Findyikan 
(1969) 

Holmstrom & Bisconti (1974) 
Illinois Community College 
Board (1986) 
Knepper (1989) 
Knoell & Medsker (1965) 
Peng (1977) 
Sandeen & Goodale (1972) 
State of Illinois Board of 
Higher Education (1990) 
Van Alstyne (1973) 
Willingham & Findyikan 
(1969) 

Choice Literature 

D. Chapman (1981) 
Conklin & Dailey (1981) 
Dahl (1982) 

Dahl (1982) 
Davis & Van Dussen (1975) 
Litten et al. (1983) 
Maguire & Lay (1981) 
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Attrition Literature 

Astin (1975) 
Eagle & Schmidt (1980) 
Fetters (1977) 
Lenning (1982) 
Tinto (1975, 1987) 

Beal & Noel (1980) 
Cope & Hannah (1975) 
Fetters (1977) 
Knepper (1989) 
Lenning (1982) 
Porter (1989) 
Sedlacek & Webster (1978) 
Tinto (1987) 
Velez (1985) 
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Selectivity 
Level 
(Perceived 
Quality) 

Academic 
Prograa 
Variety and 
Availability 

Trans~er Literature 

Astin et al. (1987) 
Campbell (1980) 
Cope & Hannah (1975) 
Janasiewicz (1987) 
Kowalski (1977) 
Kuznik (1973) 
Leister & Machlachlan (1976) 
Moore & Hartsell (1974) 
Murphy (1981) 
Peng (1977) 
Smith (1987) 
Tinto (1987) 
Wisner (1984) 

Astin et al. (1987) 
Becker (1988) 
Brigman et al. (1982) 
Edward (1979) 
Hendel et al. (1984) 
Knoell (1966) 
Kowalski ( 1977) 
Leister & Machlachlan (1979) 
Peng (1977) 
Richardson & Bender (1987) 
Smith (1987) 
Wisner (1984) 

Choice Literature 

Chapman & Jackson (1987) 
Conklin & Dailey (1981) 
Hearn (1984) 
Hossler et al. (1989) 
Krukowski (1985) 
Leister & Machlachlan (1976) 
Litten et al. (1983) 
Maguire & Lay (1981) 
Moore & Hartsell (1974) 
Murphy (1981) 
Zemsky & Oedel (1983) 

Becker (1988) 
D. Chapman (1981) 
Edward (1979) 
Hossler et al. (1989) 
Kowalski (1977) 
Leister & Machlachlan (1979) 
Lewis & Morrison (1975) 
Moore & Hartsell (1974) 
Smith (1987) 
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Attrition Literature 

Astin (1975) 
Beal & Noel (1980) 
Fetters (1977) 
Janasiewicz (1987) 
Kamens (1971) 
Kowalski (1977) 
Lenning (1982) 
Tinto (1975, 1987) 
Wisner. (1984) 

Beal & Noel (1980) 
Bean (1982) 
Kowalski (1977) 
Wisner (1984) 
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Student 
Services 
(Advi8inCJ I 
etc.) 

Bureaucracy 

Recruitment 
and 
Prcmiotiona1 
Strateqiea 

Transfer Literature 

Brigman et al. (1982) 
Kintzer (1973) 
Knoell & Medsker (1965) 
Wechsler (1989) 
Williams (1973) 

Burt (1972) 
Cope & Hannah (1975) 
Richardson & Bender (1987) 
Wechsler (1989) 
Willingham (1972) 
Willingham & Findyikan 
(1969) 

x 

Choice Literature 

x 

x 

Becker (1988) 
Boyer (1987) 
D. Chapman (1981) 
Cibik (1982) 
Hossler & Gallagher (1987) 
Johnson & Chapman (1979) 
Kealy & Rockel (1987) 
Lenning & Cooper (1978) 
Lewis & Morrison (1975) 
Rowe (1980) 
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Attrition Literature 

Beal & Noel (1980) 
Lenning (1980) 
Tinto (1987) 

Cope & Hannah (1975) 

x 



Appendix 3. --Attitudina1, Bnvironmenta1 and Interaction Characteristics 

Work 

Student 
Bzpectations 
of the 
Co11eqe 
Environment 

Institu­
tiona1 
Cc.nit­
ment 

Student 
Satiafaction 

Transfer Literature 

Desler (1985) 
Velez & Javagli (1987) 

Anstett (1973) 
Buckley (1971 
Donato (1973) 
Peng (1977) 
Shaw (1968) 
Zultowski & Catron (1976) 

Bean (1982) 
Getzlaf et al. (1984) 
Hack.man & Dysinger (1970) 
Nora & Rendon (1988) 
Tinto (1987) 

Brigman et al. (1982) 
Peng (1977) 

Choice Literature 

x 

D. Chapman (1981) 
Chapman (1982) 
Hossler (1984) 
Jackson (1982) 
Litten et al. (1983) 

x 

Kotler & Fox (1985) 
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Attrition Literature 

Astin (1975) 
Beal & Noel (1980) 
Desler (1985) 
Fetters (1977) 
Johnson (1987) 
Lenning et al. (1980) 

Lenning (1982) 
Tinto (1987) 

Beal & Noel (1980) 
Bean (1982) 
Lenning et al. (1980) 
Metzner & Bean (1984) 
Nora & Rendon(1988) 
Spady (1970) 
Tinto (1975, 1987) 

Bean (1982) 
Johnson (1987) 
Metzner (1984) 



Appendix 4. -Survey Cover Letter 

UIC 
The University of Illinois at Chicago 

Office of th• Vice Chancellor for Studant Affairs (MIC 600) 
2705 Un1verlity Hmll 
Box 4348, Chicago, •llnois 60680 
(312) Qll8.7854 

October 24, 1989 

~ •. Leigh A. Sweeney 
743 Suffolk Dr. 
Janesville, WI 53545 

Dear Hs. Sweeney, 

Transferring from one college or university to another is a co .. on experience 
for many students today. However, very little is known about why 1tudents leave 
one school and enroll in another. Gaining a better understanding of this 
process is important so that colleges can better serve the needs of the growing 
numbers of transfer students on their campuses. 

You have been chosen to participate in this study because you recently 
transferred to the University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC). As part of a small 
aa•ple of UIC transfer students who will receive this que1tionnaire, your 
participation is crucial to the success of the study. Your participation will 
involve co•pleting and returning the enclosed Survey of Transfer Students. We 
ask that you respond to each question completely and honestly, and that you 
return the survey by November 7, 1989 in the enclosed, postage-paid envelope. 

Your completed survey will be treated with the utmost c.onfidentiality. The 
questionnaire has been assigned an identification number for mailing purposes, 
so that we may check your name off our mailing list when your survey i1 
returned. ln addition, the identification number will enable u1 to match 
selected data from your record with your survey respon1e1. Your name will never 
be placed on the questionnaire itself. 

The results of this study will be used by the Univer1ity of Illinoi1 at Chicago 
to improve its service• for tran1fer students and will al10 be made available to 
other college• and universities. If you would like to receive a copy of the 
result1, please write "copy of the result• requested" on th~ back of the return 
envelope and print your na•e and address below it. Plea1e do not write this 
information on the que1tionnaire itself. 

We would be pleased to answer any questions you •ight have while you are 
completing the survey. Please feel free to write or call Gretchen Warner 
Kearney at the address and phone number on this stationery. Thank you for your 
auistancel 

Sincerely, 

Tho•as W. Beckham 
Vice Chancellor. for Student Affairs 
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Gretchen Warner Kearney 
Study Director 



Appendix 5. -Survey Followup Letter 

UIC 
The University of Illinois at Chicago 

Office of the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs (MIC eool 
2705 University Hall 
Box 4348. Chic.go, Illinois eoeao 
(312) 996-7654 

November 6, 1989 

Ms. Leigh A. Sweeney 
743 Suffolk Dr. 
Janesville, WI 53545 

Dear Ks. Sweeney, 

About three weeks ago we wrote to you asking you to complete a survey of 
University of Illinois at Chicago transfer students. As of today we have 
not received your completed questionnaire. 

Understanding your experiences and needs as a transfer student is a crucial 
step in the development of better programs and policies for all transfer 
students at UIC. We believe that a confidential survey is the best method 
of obtaining this important information. 

We are writing to you again because of the great significance each 
questionnaire has to the usefulness of this study. Since only a small 
sample of students who transferred to UIC this fall are being asked to 
complete the survey, it is essential that all questionnaires sent out be 
returned. Otherwise, the results of this study will not be representative 
of all UIC trans~er students. 

In case your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is encl >sed. 

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas W. Beckham 
Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs 
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Gretchen Warner Kearney 
Study Director 



Appendix 6. -Reminder Postcard 

October 31, 1989 

Last week the Survey of University of Illinois at Chicago 
Transfer Students was mailed to you. If you have already 
completed and returned it to us, please accept our sincere 
thanks. If not, please do so today. Because this survey 
has been sent to only a small sample of UIC transfer stu­
dents, your participation is crucial to the success of the 
stud>·. 

If by some chance you did not receive the. survey, or it 
was misplaced, please call Gretchen Warner Kearney at 
996-765~ and another copy will be mailed to you right 
away. Thanks in advance for your cooperation! 

Sincerely, 

Thomas W. Beckham 
Vice Chancellor for 
Student Affairs 

Gretchen Warner Kearney 
Study Director 
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Appendix 7. --Survey 

404 

suav11 or TUllSFD ITUDINTI 

DIHCTIOllSI 

The purpose of this aun'f') 1• to discover the l'D•I• and 
educaUon•I bac•crounda of students •ho transfer to th• Unn1eraal)' 
of Illinois at Chica10 (UIC). Plea9e respond to all que•tiona 
unleaa ••••d to allip a queal1on 1 and circle JW...l ant•er code for 
each que1tion unhsa aake-d to do othrr•ise. Ir rou have additional 
co-enta on anr queplion, please feel tree to •rite in the ••r11n1 
or In the apace pro•ided al the end of the quellionnalre. 

Thank )'O" for rour be Ip. 

Office of the Vice ChanC'l'l lar for Studenl Affairs (111/C 100) 
The Unher1it1 at llltnoh at Cbica10 

210$ llnherailJ llall 
Boa 4:UI, Chicaco, IL 60610 



Appendix 7. --Continued 

SECTION I 

Tt1is first section focuses on )our 1oals in transferrin1 lo the 
l 1niwerstl)' of lllinoia at Chica10 (UIC). 

I. What ts your u.iD coal in transfe-rrin& to UIC? (Circle nu•ber) 

I TO EARN• ti•CHELOR'S DEGREE fROll UIC 
2 TO TAKE COl'kSES fOR TRANSFER TO ANOTHER COLUGE 
3 TO TAK[ SOllE JOB-RELATED COURSES 
4 TO T AkE COl'RSES FOR SELF- lllPRO~EMENT 
~ NO SPECIFIC GOAL (SKIP TO QUESTION 3) 

2. Ho• ••portant 1s it to y~u to achieve this coal? (Circle 
nu•ber) 

EXTREllEL\ IMPORTANT 
VER\ IMPORTANT 
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
NOT •T ALL IMPORTANT 

3. Do )'OU current))· have (Circle all nu•hl'rs that appl)') 

AN ASSOCl•TE'S DEGREE 
A \'OCATIOSAL OR TECHNICAL CERTIFICATE 
4 BACHELOR'S DEGREE 
4 MASTER'S DEGREE 
NONE OF THE ABOVE 

4. What u the hi&heat decree you expect to earn in your 
l1fet1ae? (Circle nu•ber) 

BACHELOR'S DEGREE 
MASTER'S DEGREE 
DOCTORATE Oil PROFESSIONAL D£GREE 

·oo NOT EXPECT TO EARN A DEGREE 

5'. twhen you decided lo enroll at UJC, ••• il your (Cjrcle nuaber) 

FIRST CHOICE COLLEGE 
SECOND CHOICE COLLEGE 

THIRD CHOICE COLLEGE 
FOUITH OR LOWER CHOICE COLLEGE? 

Ii. Ho• supportive••• )'Our fa•ilY of your. dt"cision to trensfer to 
l'IC? '(Circle nuaber) 

EXTREMELY SUPPORTIVE 
VER\ SUPPORT I VE 
SOMEWHAT Sl'PPORT I VE 

INDIFFERENT 
NOT AT ALL SUPPORTIVE 
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1. Ho• i•portent was fU'h of thr f0Jlo"in1 infor••lioo aourcea iD 
your decision to lransfer to UIC~ (Circlr •ost appropriate 
nu•ber for rach I te•) 

Teachers at •Y previous c0Jlr1e 

NOT AT ALL 
lllPOllTANT 

Counaelors at •Y pre~1ous colle1e 

Friend• attend1na UIC .....•..... 

r •••• )' •e•her(s) ..••............ 

UIC alu•ni .••....•...•..•....... 

Radio, TV, ne•spapers .......... . 

Materials sent to •e fro• UIC ..• 

Collea~ cu1debook (for exa•ple, 
Pctgrsgn's Wlu.Jls.i) ......... . 

Ca•pus "isi I •... , •.. , ....••..... 

H1ah •chool teachers/counselors 

IXftDllLY 
lllPO&TAllT 

la. If you have decided on a collece •ajor, ••s this ••Jor available 
at the colle&• from which you transff'rred to l'IC? (Circle nu•ber) 

YES (GO TO lb) 
NO (GO TO lbl 

DOES NOT APPL l; I HAVE NOT 
DECIDED ON 4 MAJOR (SKIP TO 9l 

lb. Ho• iaportant •as the availabd1ty of thts aajor in )'our 
decision to transfer to ~IC? (C1rcle·nuaber) 

EXTREMELY IMPORT•NT 
VERY lllPOllTANT 

SOMl'llHAT IMPORTANT 
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT 

I. What •ere the •oat djffjcylt aspH·ta of tran1ferrin1 to 
VIC1 (Circlo oil nu•bors thot oppl1) 

I TRANSFERRING CREDITS TO UIC 
% FITTING IN AS A STUDENT HERE 
J FINDING MY WA¥ AROUND CAMPUS 

.4 OVERCOMING BUREAUCRATIC "RED 
TAPE" 

REGISTERING FOR CLASSES 
OTHER 

NOT APPLICABLE; I DIDN'T 
EXPERIENCE ANY PROBLEMS 

JO. How difficult would it bt" for you to transfer to another 
colle1e? (Circle nu•ber) 

EXTREMELY Dlff ICULT 
VERY DI ff ICUL T 

SOllEWH•T DIFFICULT 
NOT AT ALL DlfFICULT 



Appendix 7. --Continued 

II. In rhoosin& to transfer to UIC, you probably ha\le expectations 
about •hat the colle1e •111 be lake (for example, it5 social 
at•osphere or acade•ic prosra•s). Please indicate ho• h11h or 
lo• your expectations are ror eacf1 or the arras lis.led below 
b) il.!.£.Li..J!& the ap11ropriate nu•ber on the s.t:ale pro"ided. 

EXTHllELY LOW 
EXPECTATIONS 

Quality of acadt>eic procra•s ....• 

\ar1~IY or course~ and proarams 

ra,·ulll' lrach1n& ability •••••..•• 

raC'ult,\' 8'W&dabl11ty outside class 

Mt>asonaLle class size for the type 
of course .••••....••.•.•....• 

A"W"Allablllt)' of financial aid and 
scholarships ..•••••••••.....• 

Af(ordab1l1ty of tuition and f~es 

c·on"Wen•~nce of ca•pus locatio11 ... 

.\ttraclt"Weness of ca•pus facll1t1ea 
and arounds ••••••••..••....•• 

"ncial at•osphere •..••.•..••...• 

....... i1atill1t)' ur student support 
s~r"Wi<·es (ad"Wis1n1. counsel inl(, 
caret>r planninc) •••. ···: . ••. 

Fa1r11t>ss of ca•pus rules and 
tt>Kulat ions ••••••••••••••.••• 

IXTRDIELl HIGH 
£XPECTATIOMS 

12~. or tt1ose areas of the collece listed in Question 11, which 
,to ~ou feel aost inrluent'ed )our decision to &11.uUl UtC? 
Please return to the chart for Question 11, and place an ~.·· 
in front of the .1.h.E.s.l areas which •01t influenced fOUr 
derision. For e•••ple, if qualit~ of acade•it pro1ra•s •as a 
hit influence on ~our decision to come to UIC, 1our answer 
would look like this: 

X Qua) it)' of acade•ic procr••• 

12b. ~ere thrre any other factors which influenced your decision 
to transfer to UIC'? 1r so, please list the• below. 
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SECTION 11 

Set:t 1011 11 t,f the sur\ft>) focuses on the col le1•s )'OU etten­
rkd 1Lt.1..£u tran~rrrran& to I IC. The-re 1s a separatt> srction for 
ur.ch colle1e. Plf'ase start '-llh tht> collf"&l' )'OU attended IUlJ.1 
~ (lOLL[G[ I) and •ork your •a.} bacll•a,.ds, tillina out Ohf 
st>rt1on for ••ch colft>(i:t>. ror r•••Plf', 1f )Our last colles• 
brfore ~IC ••S Loyola Un1\lers1l), and before that you attended 
Triton Collece. CollP~P I would ht> Lo~ola and Colle1e II •ould be 
Triton. It 1s "eq. 1apor1 .. 11 that you 111cludf' ill WJ...s&.1.1. )'OU 
ha\.f' e"er attf'nded, f'ven 1f lht>re •f're sr\ler-al )'ears between col­
le1rs or 1f rou 011)) enrol)ed for• se•est•r or quarter. 

COLLEGE I (MOST RECENT COLLEGE ATTENDED) 

1. tl.'hat IS thf' hB•t' o( this c·ol lt>&e'? 

2. In '*hat c1t~/stalt' as 11 located? 

3. t1iha1 i.-as )our llUl coal 1n attt>nd1nR: this collece? 

TO EAR~ A~ ASSOCIAT['S OECR£f 
TO lAR' A BACHELOR'S DEGREE 
TO TAKE COl'RSES FOR TRANSFER TO •~OTHER COLLEGE 
TO TAKE SOME J08-REl.ATEO COllRSES 
TO TAKE CO~RSES FOR SELF-lllPRO\[M£NT 
NO SPECIFIC ACADEMIC GOAL 

FIRST CHOICE COLLEGF 
SECOND CHOICE COLLFGE 

THIRD CHOICE COLLEGE 
FOl'RTH OR LOO.ER CHOICE COLLEGE? 

5. ~hich of the characteristics listed below were •o•t l•portanl 
In )'Our decision to $J1.!.Rl.l A.1 this colle"e'! (Pleau• cirrle 
the nu•ber1 ot thf' I.UJ.ll MQil. IMPORIA""l characteristics) 

QUALtTY or •C•OEMIC PROGRAMS 
VARIET\ OF COtRSES/PROGRA!IS 
FACU ~Tr TUCH I SG Ati I LI TY 
AHIUBILITr OF r.cnn 

OCTSIDE OF CLASS 
REASONABLE CLASS SIZE FOR 

THE T\P[ or COl'RSE 
FAIRNESS or CAMPUS RULES 

AMD REG~LAT IONS 
CA!IPUS LOCATION 
AVAILABILITY or FINANCIAL 

AID / SCHOLARSHIPS 

•t'FORDAB 11.1 TY or 
TUTION / FEES 

10 SOCIAL ATMOSPHERE 
II AVAILABILITY OF STUDHT 

snPOllT SERVICES 
12 •TTR•CTl'ENESS or CAMPlS 

FACILITIES AND GROO!JS 
13 CHANGE OF RESIDENCE (MO\ED 

TO NEW CITY OR STATE) 
14 PERSONAL / FAMILY 

CONSIDERATIONS 
I~ OTHER 

6, •hich of the characteristics listed above, lf •i•••d n•1•ti"•l7, 
••rt' •osl i•portant in your df'cision to~ (tran&ff'r out of) 
this collt'&e'? Please return to the I ist for Questaon !; 1 anct pl act> 
an"•" in front or the J..bL..u characte-ristics •hich aost inrlu­
ence-d your deC" is 1 on 1.2 .l.t.Atl· 



Appendix 7. --Continued 

If•• I I•·.;'" I. con Ii nuf'd) 

1. •01dd ~·ou be ablP to na•r an ind1w1dual !daff or ra,·ult) •Piii­
'"'' at this collr(r who sl10.,Pcl a pt'rsonal intf'Jl"St in l'Oll 01 
•h~ l1f'lrf'd )OU with a ~chool rrlAted problr•? CCirrlr nu•h•·r) 

ti. "-a!' your ovf'r1ll irxpf'rienr• at this rollrcr (\1Jrlr 11umhr1) 

L\THMFU POSIT I VF NlGAT I 'E 
po~JTl\E [XTKEMEU 'F.GATl\'E 
A\ [k4G[ 

11. \Ito"'" .\our df'< 1~ion lo lransrrr •H•l of this col 1r&r pr 11111r 1 h 

)OLR ~N DECISION 
)Ol"R l'ARI:~TS' DECISION 
1111 COLLFGf'S DECISION, FOR ACAllDllC OR OTHER REASONS 
OTlllR: Pl[ASt" rxPLA IN 

COLLEGE 11 (SECOND MOST RECENT COLLEGE ATTENDED) 

I. "dult 1s the ria•r of this colle1r? 

1. lu 10hat cit)/state is 1t lorated? 

'\, hli11t 11oas your B.i.n coal in 1ttendin1 lhia colle1e? 

TO EAR~ A~ ASSOCUTE'S DEGREE 
TO !:AU A BACHELOR'S DEGREE 
TO TAKE COURSES FOR TRANSFER TO ANOTHER COLLEGE 
TO TAKE SOME JOB-RELATED COURSES 
TO TAKE COURSES FOR SELF- IMPROVEMENT 
'0 SPECIFIC ACADEMIC GOAL 

4. Wt1~11 you decided to attend this collece, ••• it your 

TH I RD CHO l<"E COi.LEGE flRST CHOICE COLLEGE 
SECOND CHOICE COLLEGE FOURTH Oil LOWER CHOI CE COLLEGE? 

',. "''oulrl .)'Ou be able to na•• an individual staff or faculty •e•­
l1~r at this colle1e who showed a pt'rsonal •nterest 1n you or 
"'ho tirlped ~ou with a school-rf'lah·d proble•1 

\rs 

'" 
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f:. ""t11ch of lhf' d1JH8(tf'r1~tHs l1s1f'd bt>low •t·rf' •w!d ••porl•nl 
"' )011r df't·1s1011 tc1 .tlu....sUJ tl th1.!. l'ol leet>'! (rlt>a'if' circJe 
lhf' nu•bf'rS of tl1t' Illll1J. ~ IMPORTANT cheractf'f 1st1ca) 

QI ALIT'I or ACA(J[\tlC PiCOCRAlilS 
\.\RI f:T\ Of fol'ft ~lo; /}>ROGkAM~ 
FACl'LT't T[ACHl'\C Attll IT\' 
.U'4JlADILIT\ OJ fACllll'i 

Ot:TSIOr or Cl 4.S~ 
RfASO,ABLl llA~~ Sl'lf 

ro~ THC T\P£. (If CulK~i 

l-AJRf'O[SS OF fA'ilPl ~ 
klJL[S AND Jl[Gll4.TiOJ'liS 

CU.PUS LOCAT 101\ 
AVAILAHILIT\ OF fl~A~LIAL 

AIU/ SCHOIAR~HIPS 

AfHlROA.B I LIT\' or 
ll IT I 0/11 I F t:FS 

JO SOCIAL ATMOSPHERE 
11 A\AILABILITY OF STUDENT 

SCPPORT SERVICES 
12 A..."l!RA\Tl\'f:"[SS Of CAMPUS 

fACILIT([S AN() GKot:N()S 
13 CH•NGE or RE,lllENCE (MOVED 

TO NEW CITY OR STATE) 
14 PERSONAL / FAMILY 

co~s I DEkAT IONS 
I' OTHER 

7. "l11rh of tht' 'h11rattrr1~11r.-. l1stNJ ahO"Yf', tf vle•ed neseth'ely, 
IOt'rf' •oSt lmportafl1 111 )"!•oil df'CIS!Oll lo L.L.Al.I (lranSff'f OUt or) 
this colle&f'? Plt'a~f' ff'lurn to tt1f' list ror Qurst1on 6. aod placr 
........ ln front or the !..h!..!...!. charar-lrrist1c~ 10f11rh •osl inrlu­
f'flced ) our det 1s101. l!!. ..LU!'..£. 

IL tr.as your O"Yerall t'Xfif'ru·ncl' at this col leer (Circle nu•bf'r) 

EXTREMELY PO~ITl\'C ir.t<;ATl\l 
POSITIVE 
AVERAGE 

[XTkEMEL) 'lLAT I\'[ 

9. ti.as )'our dec1s1vn tu tran'.'ilrr out of tht5 collr1r pr1a1r1h 

YOUR OWN DEC IS I 0' 
~OlJR PARENTS. nrr Is I 0' 
THE COLLEGE'S [J[C IS 10', FOii, AL,0£M IC Ok OTHER REASONS 
OTHER: Pl.EASE E\Pl.Af' 

COLLIGI 111 (THIRD MOST IECENT COLLEGE ATTENDED) 

1. What is the na•t- of this colle.i:r? 

2. In •hat cit)'/state is it locatrd? 

TO EARN AN ASSOCIAH'S llFGREE 
TO EARN A tiACHELOR 'S llEGREE 
TO TAKE COl'RSES FOR TRA'SFER TO ANOTHER COLLEGE 
TO TAKE SOME JOB-RHATEll COi RSFS 
TO TAKE COURSES FOR SELF-lllPRO\'Elll.NT 
NO SPECIFIC ACA!lf\tlf C.041 



Appendix 7. --Continued 

((ollf'K't' 111 1 con1inu•d) 

4. Whf'D you decidf'd to t>riroll at this collree, •as 1t ~our 

I FIRST CHOICE COLLFGE TtltRO CHOICF COLL£(,£ 
1 SETO ... D CHOICE COl.Lt::Gt:: FOURTH OR l~[k CHOJ("[ ro1111.r1 

'1. "-'h1ch or th• characlf'ristit'S l1strd Lf'low ""f'rf' mos! 1a11•orta11! 

111 lour dt>ci!iiOll to llLR...ll A.! this collf'&f'1 (l'ltast· ''re-If' 
lht• 11umLe1s of the lJlJiil ~ IM('ORIANI charactt>ris11c--:-.) 

'1l Al.IT) Of ACADEMIC PROGRAMS 
••Rl[Tl or COURSES/PROGRAMS 
l"Aflll) TLACHJNG ABILITY 
AVAILABlllTY or FA.CULT) 

ons JD[ OF CLASS 
KLA>O~ABLE CLASS SIZE .-OR 

THE THE OF cm:RSE 
rAIR~ESS or CAMPUS RULES 

AND REGULATIONS 
CA!IPl'S LOCATION 
4V41L481LITt or FISASCIAL 

AID I SCHOLARSHIPS 

AFfORDA.8 l l IT) OI 
Tl ITIO~ / rrES 

10 SOCIAL ATMOSPHERt-: 
11 AVAIL•DILITl or STl DENT 

SlPPORT SERVICES 
12 ATTRACT I l'E'1:ss or CA~PCS 

FACILITIES ASD GROl,ll~ 
13 CHA,GE Of R[Sll>EhC[ (M(1\'[D 

TO SEW CITY OR STATE) 
1' PERS0'4L I FAlllLY 

COSS IDERA Tl ON S 
15 OTHER 

fi. "-il11rh or the characteristics listed abovr, it vle•ed neaatJwel)', 
i.Pre •ost important 1n )'our drdsion to 1a£A.U (tran!i>lf'r out or) 
1111~ <'ollt>e•'? Plea5e rrlurn to the Hat for Question~. a11d placf' 
an "x" in front of thP. J.h..Lu characteru.tic~ •h1<'h mo~t inrlu-
t'n« rJ ;tour decision .1R ~· 

1. ~t•11l1I )ou Le able to naa• an individual fal·ulty or ~taff •r•­
l•rr at lh11 colleie •ho show.rd a personal interest 1n you or 
.. t1<1 l1rlp•d you with a srhool-related problr•'? (Circlr nuab~r) 

i r.s 
~() 

I XTRUIELt POSITIVE 
ros1Tl\r. 
Al'ERAGE 

NEGAT I WC 
EXTUlllLY 'r.GATl>C 

9. ~HS yo11r derision to transff'1· out of this coll•ce pr1•1r1ly 

HM R OllS DECI 510' 
\01111 PARENTS' DCCI S IOS 
Tllr COl.LF.GC'S DECISIOS, FOR 4C4l>EMIC OR OTHER REASONS 
OTlll"k: Pl.EASE EXPl.AIS 

II" H•ll HAVE ATTENDED MORE THAN THREE PREVIOUS COLLEGES - Pl .. '" 
I ii I out tllr insrrl "''-1rh t·o11I inu"s ..,j lh Colle1t1~ I\'• locatt>•I .. 1 
If,,. 1•1111 of th1~ surwr.)'. 
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SECTION 111 

lr1 tl11S t1nal Sf'C'I 1or1 or lt1f' SUI\. 

a fr~ backKround qurst1or1s. 

.\OU •i 11 ht" askf'ii lo answer 

I. tit.hat 1· )Our iaar1t11I statu ... ? (c ~rclf' 11u11tht"1) 

~ 1 \:(II F 
MARkl[D 

tit." IDOWfll 
01 \'OHlTO 

2. Ila~ . ..,jthrr of your part·Jol!' allr1ntrd rullf'~f' t•r rf·•f·l\.f'J a 
cullref' de.:rer? (C1rclf' uut.' n11111ht>r 10 t-a'h colua1n) 

ll1d 

Has 

ft as 

3. Was 

not at I end C"O I I t·&f' .. 

so•._. co 11 e&r t"duc:at1on .•... 

• co 11 e&«' dr&rf'P .........•• 

your individual progr•• 

COLLEGE PREPAR4TOR\ 
VOCATIONAL I ocnrnio•AL 

of study 

MOTHER FATHER 

tn hiirh srhoo I 

BUSIHSS / COll .. ERCIAI 
OTHER 

4. ~as your overall h1ch school 1rade point aweraire 

A- lo A 
B to A­
B- lo B 
C to B-

(3.5 -
(3.0 

4.00) 
3.49) 

- 2.99) ( 2. 5 
(2.0 2. 49) 

I~ THE TOP QLARTER 
IN THE SECOND Ql4RTER 

C- to C ( J. 5, 
D lo C- (1.0 
BPlo• D (O.O 

I. 99) 
I. 49) 
0.99) 

I~ TM£ THIRD QL4RTER 
I~ THE BOTTOM Ql4RTER 

6. 1r )'OU co-ute- lo and fro• ca•pus (eather rro• ho•e or fro• work} 
approxi•atel)' ho• •uch tiae (in •inutes) do )'Ou spend co-utin1 
each da)'1 

------ •inutcs 

1. What is )'our rel ic1ous preference-? (Circle nu•ber) 

C:ATHOLIC 
JEWISH 
PROTESTA'IT 

OTHER 



Appendix 7. --Continued 

Pl•••e an1•1r either Que1tlon I or Queatfon I, •hicbever t1 •oat 
appropriate to rour altuation. 

~. 1r )uu •r• f1h1ncie11} d•r•nd•r•• upon 1our par•nt(s). pl••"" 
,. I 1111ate tl1r ar1ro•f· of th• parerd(!) upon •ho .. )ou 1rt­

t1.·pt11df'11t b) c1rcl1111 tt.r f"M1f'.,:tH) tl1at ro•f'!' rlosl''-1 tu tl1r 

A"111llOI. 

IJll;~ THA' 
l 111. (lh() 
$:fl, flOO 
$JO, 000 

SI0,000 
119,000 
119,999 
SJ9,999 

s.10,000 - sc~.lf1'9 
s~o.ooo - 119,999 
stn.oon - st9.~99 
110,000 Oft A&O\( 

!I. tr :;ou arf' f111ancia)I) 1ndrr•f'T1dent fro• )OUt parl'nls, J'lra~• 
,.~, 1111atf' 1our inc.o•f' for thf' la:i;t ~f'at, b7circl111& 1t1t' 
• •111'5:.nt) that co91•• closrst to tht' a•ount. 

s 
6 
i 

U9.999 
IS9,9H 
1(9,999 

1r~s TH1t."' 
s l 0. 000 -
Sl0,000 
SJ0,000 

SI0,000 
119,999 
S'9,999 
!39,999 • 

U0,000 -
IS0,000 
U0,000 
Sl0,000 Oil ABO\£ 

f."l'lOHll OrF·CAllPl'S (GO TO 11) 
["l'l()l[IJ 0'-CAMPlS (GO TO II) 
'01 C"lRRr'Tll tllPLOl'CI> cs.rr II) 

11. 1r )'·ou circl•d ans-.•r 1 or 2 for Qu•slion Jf'. a"prci•1••t•lf 
l11io· Mar;~; t.ours do you •or .. prr •••k'! 

hours 

THA~I YOU VEat W~CH FOil toua COOPtJ.ATIONI 

l'lr•~r add •n.) additional co-rnts )OU hau• conc•rnin1 )our 
r~prr1r11c•1 a1 a transf•r stud•nt belo• •nd on th• oppos1t• P•&•· 

409 



Appendix 8. --Transfer Paths of Students Classified as "other" 

Two or Three 
Colleges 
Prior to 
UIC 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Upper-
Division >>> 

Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> UIC 

Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> UIC 

Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> UIC 

Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> UIC 

Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> UIC 

Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> UIC 

Upper-
Two-Year >>> Division >>> UIC 

Upper-
Two-Year >>> Division >>> UIC 

Two-Year >>> UIC 
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8 

8 

14 

18 

12 

8 

2 

1 

1 



Appendix 8. --Continued 

Four Colleges 
Prior to 
UIC 

High School >>>· Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> UIC 1 

High School >>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> UIC 2 

High School >>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> UIC 2 

High School >>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> UIC 1 

High School >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> UIC 2 

High School >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> UIC 2 

High School >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> UIC 2 

High School >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> UIC 3 

High School >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> UIC 1 

High School >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> UIC 2 

High School >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> UIC 1 
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.Appendix 8. --Continued 

Five or More 
Colleges 
Prior to 
UIC 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

High School >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Four-Year>>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Two-Year >>> 

Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> UIC 1 

Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> UIC 1 

Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> UIC 1 

Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> UIC 1 

Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> UIC 1 

Four-Year>>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> UIC 1 

Upper-
Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Division >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> UIC 1 

Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Two-Year >>> Four-Year>>> Four-Year>>> UIC 1 
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Appendiz 9. --Institutions Attended by Mu1tip1e Transfer Students 

Institution 

Alabama State University 
Albuquerque Technical-Vocational Institute 
American Academy of Dramatic Arts 
American Conservatory of Music 
American University of Paris 
Anne Arundel Community College 
Arizona State University 
Arizona Western College 
Aurora University 
Austin Community College 
Austin Peay State University 
Ball State University 
Belhaven College 
Bellarmine College 
Belleville Area College 
Bellevue College 
Bethany Bible College 
Bethel College 
Bishop College 
Blackhawk College 
Boston College 
Bowling Green State University 
Bradley University 
Brooklyn College 
Bryant and Stratton Business Institute 
Burlington City College 
Butler University 
California State University-Hayward 
California State University-Long Beach 
California State University-Los Angeles 
Calvin College 
Cameron University 
Campbell College 
Canisius College 
Carthage College 
Centenary College of Louisiana 
Central Mississippi State University 
Central Texas College 
Chemeketa Community College 
Chicago State University 
Christopher Newport College 
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State 

Alabama 
New Mexico 
New York 
Illinois 
Foreign 
Maryland 
Arizona 
Arizona 
Illinois 
Texas 
Tennessee 
Indiana 
Mississippi 
Kentucky 
Illinois 
Nebraska 
California 
Indiana 
Texas 
Illinois 
Massachusetts 
Ohio 
Illinois 
New York 
New York 
New Jersey 
Indiana 
California 
California 
California 
Michigan 
Oklahoma 
North Carolina 
New York 
Wisconsin 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
Texas 
Oregon 
Illinois 
Virginia 



Appendiz 9. --Continued 

Inatitution 

City Colleges of Chicago: 
Chicago City Wide College 
Richard J. Daley College 
Kennedy-King College 
Malcolm X College 
Olive-Harvey College 
Harry S. Truman College 
Harold Washington College 
Wright College 

City College of Denver 
City College of the Air Force 
Clark County Community College 
Coe College 
Cogswell College 
College of DuPage 
College of Lake County 
College of St. Francis 
Colorado State University 
Columbia College 
Concordia University 
Cornell College 
Corpus Christi State University 
County College of Morris 
Culver-Stockton College 
Curry College 
Dallas County Community College 
Danville Area Community College 
DeAnza College 
Defense Language Institute (Presidio) 
Dekalb Community College 
DeLaSalle College 
Delmar College 
DePaul University 
DePauw University 
DeVry Institute of Technology 
Divine Word College 
Drake University 
Earlham College 
East-West University 
Eastern Illinois University 
Elgin Community College 
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State 

Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Colorado 
Alabama 
Nevada 
Iowa 
California 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Coloardo 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Texas 
New Jersey 
Missouri 
Massachusetts 
Texas 
Illinois 
California 
California 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Texas 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Iowa 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 



Appendi.z 9. --Continued 

Inatitution 

Elmhurst College 
Fayetteville Technical Institute 
Flathead Valley Community College 
Florida State University 
Florissant Valley Community College 
Fort Lewis College 
Fort Wayne Bible College 
Francis Marion College 
Gateway Technical Institute 
Georgia Military College 
Glassboro State College 
Glendale Community College 
Governors State University 
Grinnel College 
Harrington Institute 
Harvard University 
Hawaii Loa College 
Hebrew Theological College 
Holmes Junior College 
Howard University 
Illinois Benedictine College 
Illinois Central College 
Illinois Eastern Community College-Olney 
Illinois State University 
Illinois Wesleyan 
Illinos Institute of Technology 
Indiana University Northwest 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania 
Indiana University-Purdue University 

at Fort Wayne 
Indiana University-Purdue University 

at Indianapolis 
Indiana University at South Bend 
Iowa State University of Science & Technology 
Jacksonville University 
Johnson County Community College 
Joliet Junior College 
Judson College 
Kankakee Community College 
Kansas City Community College 
Kansas State University 
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State 

Illinois 
North Carolina 
Montana 
Florida 

Colorado 
Indiana 
South Carolina 
Wisconsin 
Georgia 
New Jersey 
Arizona 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Illinois 
Massachusetts 
Hawaii 
Illinois 
Mississippi 
District of Columbia 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Pennsylvania 

Indiana 

Indiana 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Florida 
Kansas 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Kansas 



Appendix 9. --Continued 

Institution 

Katharine Gibbs School 
Katharine Gibbs School 
Kendall College 
Kendall College of Art and Design 
Kishwaukee College 
Knox College 
Lake Forest College 
Lane Community College 
Lansing Community College 
Lewis & Clark Community College 
Lewis University 
Lincoln College 
Lincoln Land Community College 
Long Beach City College 
Loras College 
Louisiana State University Shreveport 
Loyola University 
Loyola University of Chicago 
MacCormac Junior College 
MacMurray College 
Macomb County Community College 
Mahattanville College 
Mallincrodt College 
Marion Military Institute 
Marquette University 
McHenry County College 
Meramec Community College 
Merritt College 
Mesa College 
Mesa Community College 
Miami University 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Michigan State University 
Michigan Technical University 
Millersville University 
Millikin University 
Missouri Valley College 
Moody Bible Institute 
Moraine Valley Community College 
Morton College 
National College of Education 
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State 

Michigan 
Massachusetts 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Oregon 
Michigan 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
California 
Iowa 
Louisiana 
Louisiana 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Michigan 
New York 
Illinois 
Alabama 
Wisconsin 
Illinois 
Missouri 
California 

Arizona 
Ohio 
Florida 
Michigan 
Michigan 
Pennsylvania 
Illinois 
Missouri 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 



Appendix 9. --Continued 

:rnatitution 

National University 
New England College 
New Mexico Military Institute 
North Central College 
North Dakota State University-Bottineau 
North Iowa Area Community College 
North Lake Junior College 
North Park College 
Northeast Louisiana University 
Northeastern Illinois University 
Northeastern University 
Northern Illinois University 
Northern Kentucky University 
Northern Michigan University 
Northwestern University 
Oakland Community College 
Oakland University 
Oakton Community College 
Occidental College 
Ohio State University 
Olivet Nazarine University 
Onondaga Community College 
Oregon State University 
Palm Beach Community College 
Palomar College 
Parkland College 
Phillipine School of Business Administration 
Phoenix College 
Pima Community College 
Portland Community College 
Portland School of Art 
Powelson Business Institute 
Prarie State College 
Prarie View A & M University 
Princeton University 
Purdue University 
Purdue University Calumet 
Quincy College 
Quincy Junior College 
Rancho Santiago Community College 
Regis College 
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State 

California 
New Hamshire 
New Mexico 
Illinois 
North Dakota 
Iowa 
Texas 
Illinois 
Louisiana 
Illinois 
Massachusetts 
Illinois 
Kentucky 
Michigan 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Michigan 
Illinois 
California 
Ohio 
Illinois 
New York 
Oregon 
Florida 
California 
Illinois 
Foreign 
Arizona 
Arizona 
Oregon 
Maine 

Illinois 
Texas 
New Jersey 
Indiana. 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Massachusetts 
California 
Mississippi 



Appendix 9. --Continued 

Institution 

Rend Lake College 
Richland Junior College 
Robert Morris Col~ege 
Rock Valley College 
Rockford College 
Rockhurst College 
Rockland Community College 
Roosevelt University 
Rosary College 
Saint Leo College 
Saint Mary's College 
Saint Olaf College 
Saint Xavier College 
Sangamon State University 
Santa Fe Community College 
School of the Art Institute of Chicago 
Schoolcraft College 
Scottsdale Community College 
Shawnee Community College 
Shelton State Community College 
Sinclair Community College 
South Suburban College 
Southeast Missouri State University 
Southeastern Community College 
Southern Illinois University Carbondale 
Southern Illinois University Edwardsville 
Southern University A & M 
St. Augustine College 
St. Clair County Community College 
St. Louis Community College 
St. Louis University Main Campus 
St. Petersberg Junior College 
Stephens College 
SUNY at Buffalo 
SUNY at Syracuse 
Suomi College 
Tacoma Community College 
Texas Christian University 
Thomas Nelson Community College 
Trinity Christian College 
Triton College 
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State 

Illinois 
Texas 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Missouri 
New York 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Florida 
Nevada 
Nevada 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Florida 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Arizona 
Illinois 
Alabama 
Ohio 
Illinois 
Missouri 
Iowa 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Louisiana 
North Carolina 
Michigan 
Missouri 
Missouri 
Florida 
Missouri 
New York 
New York 
Michigan 
Washington 
Texas 
Virginia 
Illinois 
Illinois 
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Institution State 

Troy State University Dothan Alabama 
University of Arizona Arizona 
University of Arkansas Little Rock Arkansas 
University of California Berkley California 
University of California Los Angeles California 
University of California San Diego California 
University of California Santa Barbara California 
University of Chicago Illinois 
University of Cincinnati Ohio 
University of Detroit Michigan 
University of Hawaii Monoa Hawaii 
University of Hawaii-Leeward Hawaii 
University of Houston Central Campus Texas 
University of Illinois Urbana Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
University of Kansas Kansas 
University of Maine-Orono Maine 
University of Maryland College Park Maryland 
University of Massachusetts Amherst Massachusetts 
University of Massachusetts Boston Massachusetts 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Ann Arbor Michigan 
University of Minnesota St. Paul Minnesota 
University of Mississippi Mississippi 
University of Missouri Columbia Missouri 
University of Missouri St. Louis Missouri 
University of Nebraska Omaha Nebraska 
University of Nevada Las Vegas Nevada 
University of Nevada Reno Nevada 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
University of Northern Iowa Iowa 
University of Puerto Rico Puerto Rico 
University of Rhode Island Rhode Island 
University of Texas Arlington Texas 
University of Wisconsin Lacrosse Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin Madison Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin Milwaukee Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin Oshkosh Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin Parkside Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin Stout Wisconsin 
Valencia Community College Florida 
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Appendix 9. --Continued 

Institution 

Valparaiso University 
Wartburg College 
Washington University 
Waubonsee Community College 
Wayne County Community College 
Wayne State University 
Webster University 
Westchester University 
Western Illinois University 
Western Kentucky University 
Western Michigan University 
Wilberforce University 
William Rainey Harper Community College 
Winona State University 
Wright State University 
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State 

Indiana 
Iowa 
Missouri 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Michigan 
Missouri 
Pennsylvania 
Illinois 
Kentucky 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Illinois 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
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