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For years, the University of California has sent an annval report to Los Angeles
City College (LACC) on the academic performance of its transfers in their first
semester and comparative data on all other California junior college transfers. In
1966-67, the report format was changed because of the switch to the quarter
calendar and the use of a new data processing system. These changes produced
some confusion before the process was debugged. Although some of the resulting
data (especially for 1966-67) are incomplete and some in a form difficult to compare
with earlier data, it is felt to be reliable within 57. Tables of the findings show
1967-68 comparative data for LACC and other junior college transfers by number of
entrants, GPA’s at college and university, differentials in GPA’s, number eligible and
ineligible at high school graduation; a summary of data for the past 11 years; an
analysis of transfers by campus to which they transferred; an analysis, by sex and
college major, of transfers to the UCLA campus; and academic performance of
transfers to UCLA by other selected categories. Among the nine conclusions is that,
of all California junior college transfers to the university, those from LACC made an
outstanding record. Thirty per cent made a B average or better; only 117 earned
below a C. LACC transfers had a GPA of 2.65 at the university, .22 below their college
average. The 3052 transfers from other colleges dropped their averages by .45. (HH)
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MACADEMIC PCRFORMANCE OF-L,A C.C. TRANSFERS ENTERING THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA DURING THE ACADEMIC YEAR 1967-68"

PURFOSE OF THE STUDY
o assess academic performance of L.A.C.C. transfers entering the

University of California in 1967-68 and to compare w!th past performance.

PROCEDURE COF THE STUDY

The Office of Educational Relations of the University of Catifornia
has sent for years an annual report io L.A.C.C, summarizing the academic
performance of L.A.C. ¢, transfers in their first semester at the Universi-
ty and furnish‘ﬁg comparative data for all junlor coilege transiers. Bee
glening with the 1966-67 academic year major changes were made in the forma
for reporting this information, due to "'the advent of the quarter cajender
and the availability of new data processing technology.”! The combination
of these two innovations oroduced a not entirely unpredictable situation
where some confusion relgned and considerablie 'debugging' of thae process was
nacessary. RAs & resm?t,’some of the information (espacially for 195658-67)
s tncomplete, and some Is In & form difficult to compare with past years.
usverthaless, the findings in the next section, based on these University

reports, are believed to be rsasonably relizble (within 5%).

FINDINGS
Table | presents'l967-68 comparative data for all junior {community)
college. transfers and L.A.C.C. transfers entering the Uaiversity of Call-
fornia In 1967-08, Figures glven are: number of entrants, percent earning
below a C average, percent earning a B average or above, grade point aver-
age a: junlor college (cumulatlve)D grade point average at the University
(311 courses taken during any of the three quarters of 1967-68), and the

differantlal in qgrade point averages. Figures are glven for students whn




FINDINGS (continued)
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were allgible for the Unlversity at the time of high school graduation,

for those ineligible at that time, and for the total.

Table 2 presents a summary over the last efeven years of the infor=

mat lon described abova,

Prior to 1966-67 (the beginning of the quarter sys-

tem at UCLA), U. C. grade point averages were based on first semester per-

formance only,

In 1966-67 and 1967-68, U. C. grade poini averages were

based on all courses taken during any of the three quarters.

Figures | and 2 present In gruphical form some of the eleven year

summiiry data.,

Table 3 presants data on 1967-68 L.A.C.C. ¢ransfers analyzed by cam-

ous of transfer. Table b analyzes the transfers to UGLA {88% of the total)

" according to sex and college major.

Table 5 presents soue available ine-

formation for UCLA Fall entrants only in 1966-67 and 1967-68 and for students

who attended one quartar only In 1967-68.

TABLE | ~ Academic Achlevement of L,A.C.C., Transfers and ai! Comnunity
College Transfers Entering the University of Czlifornia, 1967-68

A _C.__C, All Community Colleges®

Etfaq. Inella. Total Eliq. Ineliqg. Totval
Number of entrants 59 141 200 1842 1510 3652
% below ¢ Average 10% 1% "% 13% LA 13%
% B average or above 39% 26% 30% 28% 20%4 2h%
Community Colleges GPA 2.97 2.93 2.87 3.03 2.86 2.95
3, C. GPA 2.79 2.59 2.65 2,58 2,47 2.50
Differential -.18 -, 2k -, 22 - b5 e 45

- 05

- ERC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

* grade point averages baszd on Fall

1967 entrants only, aumbers and
.percents on all 1967-68 entrants;
all L.A.C.C, flaures on all 1967-
3% entrants




TABLE 2 - Eleven Year Sumary of Academic Performance of L.A.C.C.
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T4 : Transfers
in their First Year at the University of California |
T " Wo. of | % Below | % 8" or { G.P.A. | G.P-A, i % i
et AR 3 Transfers | e ! Above jL.p.C.Co ‘ U piff, | Eligisle 2
¢ 19671968 4 56 i V0% i 39% g 297 4 20 =0, 1 30%....u
Lo 15662130 52 . p.. V3% ¢ 5% 2,85y 2.5 ¢ =339 265 .
g O I . 's%%"‘ — '2"""‘2;3%" 2 el L 267
or 1 to0lalGES w30 i 1%y 2% 5.83 ' 2.0t =9.37 1 k%
i 5 —
o 196221923 g ' g+ 28% _t 2,96 3 2.k 3 =2.59 38% .
£ T Teivasy T 87 29 5191 2.85 R N I - A
e & ‘j'annvgbl g‘t '35_7- ; " A ; 25%- ¥ 2“ L _g“?__s_.g._ = -E):‘E;?r - :‘é’-nau—a—]
% —1959-1950 y 12 v 9% i 2% — 'g'“ 293 1257 4 = 3. 13 36%.. ..
{_ 1958=1950 5 12 CTog%, 1 2V% g 2,91 5.37 + =0.63 | _ 3€L
—ymiese fva vk i 2,98 L 2Jdnpcldelo L 36%..

: o of 1 % Below | % 'B" or | G.P,A. | G.P.A. ¢ ' S
l YyEAR . i Transfers e Above iL.A,C.Co. ! U< leferenita:l_ww_
TS EE b L% 26% 1 2.83 2.5 - -0, 2
% tg! %g«-tgm’g LY i 15% ¢ 25%h % 3,82 '% 2.,%2:. =028
i665-19%6 § 178 s 22% 1. 19% 2, 2. b _ -0, 0
v j__ Gok-1908 189y 19% 22% 53 2 k% «0.57 %
o 765,3-195h i- 209 29% .| 15;,4 2.7 2.35 1 =0,
£ y__To6z-1953 g 139 | 7%, 18% 2.8 2,01 __ 1 =0, hl
O A 17 Y i 2 =0.05 . .
i3 1 1960=190] __13%___ 1 1A O L S 2.55“"5',"'20"3* <0.57
= e e e R
l_____g.“;) w2 20. ; o H o P 2. oi{i i -__fj . |
i 3557=195 jf 217 1. 29% 16% v 2.83 3 2.2 4 =5.50 1§
e TR KV - . ’ - e ) R
g ' v zam—r §
7 T " Below | % "B Of | G.P,A, | G.P.ho — *
§ YEAR & Transfers nge i Above L.A.C.C. U s ! Differentiei
19671968 200 W% -y 30% 2.87 12,65 1 .22 -
- ‘1 igéolggz "Lu 210 i W ¢ 22% —3°87 L 255 o | 0.8
«=1966 i &% : 2.83 38 1 3.5
1 ) 1 -0.38
1 H -0. 48
] =0,
: =0, L —
T =054 o
¥ -3.52
"005_5
=059 1




Figurg § - Number of L.A.C.C, Transfers to US, 1957-1958 Page 4., g
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: Figure 2 ~ Grade Point Average of L.A.C.C. Transfers to UC, 1957-1963 |
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? TABLE 3 - Academic Performance of L.A.C.C. Transfers tntering the University §
of Californfa in 1967-68, by Campus
9 ;
: :
. . _
| Below | B Aver.or f
| i _Aver, i .__HAbove LACC uc g
__Lampus No., NG . % No. % GPA GPA Diffecentiai B
Los Aﬂge‘ @s | l}g ) 10% 18 37% 2.95 2.77 Y
E Aerkelay ) 0 0 3 60% 3.3 2.99 -, 38
Y Sants Rarbara ] ¥ 100% 0 0 2.69 1.57 § =.izZ
¥ san Diego 27 0 0 0 100% 3,12 3.3% +,22
§ vavis 2. |0 0 6 o 2.4 2.64 +,23

{rvine 0 - - e - -—— - e

“TGTAL 59 & 10% | 23  39% | 2.97 2.79 “, 18 )

o5 Angeles

Berkelay

AL T e mT RO LW A ARSI TEIRT AT s i
e PR o

San Diego

F}vDémis-

{ Irvine

Santa Barbara |

12%

10%

=2 L2

0 0

16

O bt — et )

Nzl

3k

27%
20%

2.60

2.k9 - 15
2.kl

- an L X3 3]

§ ELos Angeles

Berkeiey

ésgnta Barbara

i San Diego
)

fﬂavis

F 20

ey

ek

G

n%

7%
25%

52

2.65
2.67 -, 20

2,26

3.34
2,64
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TABLE B - Academic Performance of L.A.C.C. Transfers Entering UCLA In 1957-68
. g Accordir:g to Eflizibliiity, Sex and College Major
f Below 8 Aver or
1 C Aver, Above LACC »
. Sex N, No. % No, % t GPA G,BA. Diff,
%.ggmws _ -
] M 20 3 15% 6 30% 2.86 2,56 -.30
- L&S F 12 0 0 8 b2% ¢ 3.22 2,951 -.27
. T 3¢ 3 8% | % 36% ; 3,02 2,78 | =o2h
M 1 0 0o T 100% | 2.93 300 | +.17 -
. Fine Ares F 2 ] 33% 2 67% 3.00 3.00 +.09
S ” T ‘ g‘;‘ 1 25% 3 75% 2096 30 99 +e§3
{f - M A 4 W m o & W] ™ o - S v e s w» e W ™ - ay W ©JI G O W W ™ W ‘g’ - e e w w e ™ @ ¢ v e u & =
M 5 1 20% ¥ 20% 2,52 53 +.0%
. Englineering F ¢ - —-c - wem | e anme wuca
] T g L 20% i - 20% 2.52 2.83 +, 01
E:;-"”"-‘.-m-uo—o—'—ﬁ— oo n -- ""6"' -E—"’ ‘5% L o -3.-'-.3-{-%»- cém -znnnig- e mmm“-sz-ﬁu-un:ovén.ém—
- Total F 23% ] L3 10 3% é 3.16 2.56 -, 20
T ky '} 5 10% 18 37% ﬁ 2.95 2,77 -, 18
" *incmdes one student in Public Heaith
;N%:LIGIBLES M Sl 10 19% 8 15% 2.8% 2.50 -. 35
. L &S F LY L 8% 17 33% 2.88 2.65 -, 23
»' - A o W e W = » W o s I - d - 96- - ”i& - -I é%ﬂ L gs- - 0’2%%D [ ¥ ] g‘ §6- [ 2] ’ . (] g‘ 2'7'.! 2 : ° :9. -
M s 0 0 5 100% 2,84 3.1k +.30
Fine Arts F 9 1 1% 2 22% 2.74 2.68 «,06
f "-w e ey o = a ew W @ & @ I - ;- - .léﬂ' -y e ! o -~ z%- L) 4 Q7~ - -SﬂAﬂ 0;) g. 29‘ [ 1] i W g. §kv - .: @ 95 - -
M 7 0 0 2 20% ; 2.86 2,67 § -.19
: Eng‘ﬂe@?ing F (@ - e TS mon % »esWwes - - o &
‘ :' . T ? # 0 o g 29% - E -2;86 - e -2;62 o a-:!g - e
- M | 66 10 5% | 15 23% | 2.85 " 72,56 .29
- Total F &3 5 8% 19 31% 1| 2.86 2,65 °, 21 .
T 127 i5 2% 3 27% | 2.85 2.60 -, 25 ;
L STORENES M 7% |3 gy, | i 19 | 2.86 250 | =35
. &S F 7y & 6% 25 3% ¢ 2.96 2,73 - 232 :
) T gl‘s ‘ 7 ? 2% .39 * 27’?/:’ : ‘.2:’90 ww i e —2¢O6? o ',Uzg - "g
M 6 0 o | 6 100% | 2.8 3.2 | +.26 |
Fine Args F 12 .} 2 17% & 33% : 2.79 2,82 | +.03 ¢
[o - m - e A owm W e aT- -y -3§ - » 2- - o -~ 1'% - ‘g - . 5 é - ‘,2‘81 o ol .-2&92 - -z:}.l-gl - -
M 12 1 8 | 3 25% 2.7 2.61 | -.10
. Engineering F -0 - ——- - o | eese - woos 4
9' or W EB W &Y W W W e W .T.. wlm™ Q?% - A -‘n - w 08% w Je 2 - e 25% - ;132:071 L - 02'6' L m"é’-gg - .}5
M 92 i 15% | 23 25% | 2.8 2,57 | =.27
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JABLE & = Academic Performance of L.A.C.G. Transfersdat UCLA, Selected
Categories
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This study ana!%zes.recent academic pevformence of L.A.C.C. tramsfers
at UCLA, according to Enﬁormétion received From the University of Cali-
fornia Office of “ducazional Relations. Although some of the da;a is in~.
complete and in & form different from preceding years, the following con=
clusions appear justified:

{1) 200 former L.A.C.0, students entered the University of Callfornia
in the academic year 1967-68 and made an outstanding record: 20%
carned & B averags or above, with only 11% earning below a € avee~
age; average Univarsity of Califormia grade point avarage was 2.65,
only .22 below their Junior college average, as compuved with 2
drop of .b5 for the 3,052 transfers from all California junior
c¢olleges.

{2) The 53 students who weve eligible for admission to the University
at the time of high school gradustion earred a 2.75 grade point
average, with nearly %0% earning a B average or above. The (L3}
"ineligibles" also perfe med at a high level, averaging 2.59 with
26% earning & B average o« above.

(3) 1966-67 perfovmance of entering transfers from L.A.C.C. (the First
year of the qusrter calendar) was oniy siightly below that of 1367=
68, with a graje point average of 2,5% and & differential of -.28,

@) Only 30% of L.A.C.C. transfers were "eligibles'. as compared with
. a statewide flgura of 50%.

(5) Aithough @ new system of record keeping makes camparisons with
previous years difficult, it is clear that 1067-58 parformence is
the best in reseni years, Flgures to decument this ohservation |
include the lewest percent below a C average, the hiyghest percent
B average or ahovs, the highest overall grade paint nverage, and the
lowest differential In eleven years. Evidence to cast doubt on the
assertion is that UC performance Includes all work undertaken by
students during the three quarters of the year, while in prior
years only first semester performance was recorded, However, a tabu-
1ation of records for 1967-68 UCLA entrants who completed only one
quarter Indicates 1ittle difference In performance from that of the
total! group,

(6) 88% of the 1967-t2 transfers eatered UCLA, 2% Berkeley, with 4 other
campuses accounting for the remaining 4%,

(7) Students in ths Coilege of Fine Arts at UCLA avesrage: nearly aB
average, higter ¢han the L A.C.C. average. Engineering transfers also
performed at & high level. |

(3) Female performence at UCLA was clearly superior e male performance for
szudents in the College of Letters and Sciemce, clearly inferior in the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i EC
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS (continued)

- School of Fine Arts where all six male transfers earned a B average
or above. Overall female performances was superiov.

(9) The number of transfers in 1967-68 reprosented a drop of 17% from
1966-67, mainly in the "ineligibles' category.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




