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Abstract

The purpose of this report was to determine what patterns of student

transfers and performance indicators exist among selected institutions of

the University System of Georgia. The data for the report were taken from

the University System ofGeorgia Transfer Report Summary for 1980-81. The

focus was upon the differences in performance as measured by GPA between

students leaving one institution for another System institution and corre-

pondingly of student transfers into a given institution from some other

System college or university. The key findings are:

Georgia State University is the strongest magnet
for attracting transfer students from most colleges
and universities in the University System of Georgia.
University of Georgia served a less strong role as
a magnet institution while this effect was not found
for Georgia Tech, Kennesaw, and West Georgia.

Students who transfer from Georgia State University,
Georgia Tech, Kennesaw, and West Georgia tend to have
higher GPA's after transferring to another System
institution.

* Students across System institutions generally lower
their GPA's at Georgia Tech.

* Students who transfer to Georgia State University and
the University of Georgia often tend to receive lower
grades.

Those students transferring to Kennesaw and West Georgia
frequently receive higher grades after transfer.

The performance of students who transferred out of
Georgia State University, University of Georgia, or
West Georgia College was compared with the performance
of students transferring into these same institutions.
Students transferring into these institutions tend to
do better than did the outgoing transfers.

A number of implications based upon these findings were tentatively posited.
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A Review of Transfer Student Activity Among Georgia State
University and Selected Institutions of the University System

of Georgia

Transferring from one college to another is now widely practiced and

accepted behavior. Indeed, many colleges and universities actively

recruit students to transfer to their institutions. The University System

of Georgia has gone a long way to remove the barriers to transferring with

such practices as System-wide core curriculum requirements, and uniform

.grading and academic calendar formats.

Transfer students and their impact on institutions of higher education

have been widely studied (see Appendix A). While there has always been

concern about the academic preparedness of transfer students, it is now

generally acknowledged that academic performance is but one motivation to

transferring along with economic needs, changing field of study, and

maturity.

The purpose of this report is to provide information on both the

volume and performance of students who transfer to or from Georgia State

University (GSU) and selected other institutions within the University

System of Georgia. These data are intended as input into planning and

reviews of academic and admission issues.

METHOD

Data

The data for this report were taken from the University System of

Georgia Transfer Report Summary (see Appendix 8). This report contains raw

data on all University System of Georgia students who transferred among

System institutions during the period Summer Quarter 1980 to Spring Quarter

1981. The number of transfer students and their grade point averages

(GPA's) at both sending and receiving institutions are given.



Procedure

This report takes and reformats selEcted institutional data to focus

upon the questions of the direction of transfers and the performance of

these students.

Several measures of the differences in average GPA's between sending

and receiving institutions were developed to measure the degree of improve-

ment or decline of performance as measured by average GPA's. The average

GPA's of original and transfer institutions for selected System institutions

(see Appendix C) were used to calculate difference measures.

RESULTS

The group measures focus upon these institutions, listed horizonally

in the tables:

Georgia State University (GSU)
University of Georgia (UGA)
Georgia Institute of Technology (GIT)
Kennesaw College (KC)
West Georgia College (WGC).
Southern Technical institute (STI)

Net Gain or Losses of Transfer Students

Table 1 shows the net gain or loss of transfer students among insti-

tutions. It is based upon the number of students transferring out of

and into all System institutions as provided in Appendix 8. For instance,

UGA received 75 students from GSU, while GSU received 228 students from

UGA. Thus GSU netted 153 students in the exchange, and UGA lost 153 net.

Highlights of this table are:

* GSU experienced net gains from all institutions
except STI and the Medical College of Georgia.
The institutions from which GSU experienced
the most gains were Clayton Junior, Atlanta
Junior, WGC, Georgia Southern, KC, and Valdosta.

2
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* For UGA net gains were from ABAC, Gainesville Junior,
Georgia Southern, Middle Georgia, Macon Junior,
North Georgia, Gordon Junior, Albany Junior, Columbus
College and South Georgia. Net losses were experienced
to GSU, Medical College of Georgia, and STI.

* The only big net gain for GIT was from Middle Georgia;
the one big net loss was to STI.

* KC experienced its largest net gain from Floyd Junior
and its largest net losses to GSU and STI.

* STI received net gains from GIT, KC, and GSU.

* A net gain was experienced by WGC from Floyd Junior,
and net losses to GSU and UGA.

* GSU is the magnet institution for transfers within
the System, followed by UGA.

TABU 1
Net Gain or Loss in Ambers of Transfer Students

Among Selected University Systems of Georgia Institutions
1980-81

Georgia
State
University

University
of Georgia

Georgia
Institute of
Technology

Kennesaw
Collage

Southern
Technical
Institute

West
Georgia
College

Atlanta
Junior
College

Clayton
Junior
Colel

Georgia Institute of Technology 10 -8 --- 6 114 10 -3 9

Georgia State University --- -153 -10 -35 23 -51 -96 -135

Medical College of Georgia -8 -65 * -5 -1 .1 -3 -4

University of Georgia 153 --- 8 -14 14 -21 2 -19

Albany State College 6 -4 * 1 1 2 -2 I

Armstrong State College 7 7 14 4 2 -1 1 -2

Augusta College 6 -2 0 1 2 0 * 0

Colwibus College 16 22 5 1 1 2 -2 0

Fort valley State College 8 0 1 -1 * 3 1 1

Georgia College 8 19 2 3 6 2 2 -5

Georgia Southern College 38 46 6 5 15 8 -3 1

Georgia Southwestern College 7 14 -1 3 1 0 -1 !

Kennesaw College 35 14 -6 --- 32 -5 -2 -8

North Georgia College 13 35 4 6 * 1 * -2
Savannah State rollege 7 -5 -I * 2 -1 -6 1

Southern Technical Institute -23 -14 -114 -32 --. -2 -14 -11

Valdosta State College 21 17 -4 7 1 I 0 -4

West Georgia College 51 21 -10 5 2 --- 9 -13
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College 12 95 11 0 8 4 * 4
Albany Junior College 3 25 6 2 3 3 1 1

Atlanta Junior College 96 -2 3 2 14 -9 --. 3
Bainbridge Junior College 1 -3 * * I 1 * -1

Brunswick Junior College 16 3 3 1 4 4 1 8
Clayton Junior Collage 135 19 -9 8 II 13 -3 - --

Calton Junior College 2 17 3 6 5 6 * 1
Emanuel County Junior College 3 * * * * * * *

Floyd Junior College 11 -2 2 11 16 26 * *

Gainesville Junior College 17 59 5 2 10 10 * 0

Gordon Junior College 13 34 8 2 4 9 1 1

Macon Junior College 9 44 6 3 2 2 1 1

Middle Georgia College 15 46 28 4 13 9 * 1

South Georgia College 2 21 4 -1 6 1 1 0
Waycross Junior College * -7 1 * 2 2 * *

*No students either way.

3

'7
BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Transfers to Selected Institutions

The differences in average GPA's among those individuals who trans-

ferred from other System colleges to the selected institutions are provided

in Table 2. For instance, students who transferred to GSU from GIT

achieved on average .56 of a letter grade higher GPA's. Moreover, GSU stu-

dents who transferred to UGA on average have higher GPA's by a factor of

.10 of a letter grade. Highlights from Table 2 follow.

* Students transferring to GSU from the following institutions
had higher average GPA's than at their originating institu-
tions: GIT, August College, Macon Junior, Clayton Junior,
and North Georgia. Students on average had lower GPA's after
transferring to GSU from Atlanta Junior, Middle Georgia,
Brunswick, Gainsville, STI, ABAC, and Columbus College.

* Transferring to UGA resulted in higher GPA's on average
for students from GIT, Clayton Junior, and Augusta College.
The reverse was found on average for transfers from South
Georgia College and Columbus College.

* Those students who transferred into GIT from all System
institutions usually lowered their GPA's.

* Students transferring to KC and WGC generally :aised their
GPA's.

Table 2

Differences Between Transfer 6PA and GPA at Receiving Institution
1980-1981

Georgia
State

Receiving Institutions-

West
GeorgiaUniversity

Georgia
Institute of Kennesaw

Sending Institutions University of Georgia Technology College College

Georgia Institute of Technology .56 .45 -.... .93 .91
Georgia State University --. .10 -.44 .44 .55
Medical College of Georgia
University of Georgia .22 --- -.39 .46 .50
Armstrong State College. .21 .18 -.41
Augusta College .40 .27
Columbus College -.25 -.32
Georgia College -.10 .04
Georgia Southern College .02 .15 -.45 .27 .14
Georgia Southwestern College .09
Kennesaw College XIS .16 -.65 - -- .26
North Georgia College .25 AA -.14
Southern Technical Institute -.26 .14
Vaidosta State College -.19 .07 AM
West Georgia College ..07 -.II .09
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College -.26 .03 -.96
Albany Junior College -.04 .95
Atlanta Junior College -.94
Brunswick Junior College -.30 -.17
Clayton Junior College .31 .3S .10 .46
Dalton Junior College .16 .13
Floyd Junior College .00 -.05 .11
Gainesville Junior College -.27 .01 -.06
Gordon Junior College -.23 -.11 -.10
Macon Junior College .37 -.07

Middle Georgia College -.37 -.04 -.79 -.48
South Georgia College -.42

4
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Transfers from Selected Institutions

The group of average differences in GPA's in Table 3 shows how stu-

dents from the selected institutions differentially perform at other System

institutions. For instance, students who transferred from UGA to GSU had

average GPA's .22 higher at GSU. Those students who transferred from GSU

to Atlanta Junior College had on average GPA's higher by a factor of 1.33.

Highlights of this table are:

Students who transferred from UGA had increases in their
average GPA's at all institutions except GIT. The median
increase was .42.

* The median increase in average GPA's of students leaving GIT
was .90.

* Leaving GSU, UGA, GIT, or WGC to attend Atlanta Junior
resulted in a letter increase of at least 1.0.

Table 3

Differences Between SPA at Receiving Institution and Transfer SPA
1980-1981

Georgia
State

Sending Institutions

Kennesaw
West
GeorgiaUniversity

Georgia
Institute of

Receiving Institutions University, of Georgia Technology College College

Georgia Institute of Technology -.44 -.39 --- -.65
Georgia State University --- .22 .56 .15 -.07
Medical College of Georgia .22 .17
University of Georgia .10 ..- .45 .16 -.11
Armstrong State College .27
Augusta College .47
Columbus College
Georgia College .75
Georgia Southern College .38 .42 -.06
Georgia Southwestern College
Kennesaw College .44 .46 .93 -.- .09
North Georgia College
Southern Technical Institute .27 .05 .90 .15
Valdosta State College .42
West Georgia College .55 .50 .91 .26
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College
Albany Junior College
Atlanta Junior College 1.33 1.40 1.90 1.02
Brunswick Junior College
C..lyton Junior College .41 .51 .73 .19
Dalton Junior College
Floyd Junior College .45
Gainesville Junior College .66
Gordon Junior College
Macon Junior College .77
Middle Georgie College
South Georgia College
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Net Gain or Loss in GPA's

Table 4 reflects the net gain or loss in GPA's for a given institu-

tion. For instance, students who transferred from GIT to GSU had an

average GPA of 3.09 at GSU, while GSU students who transferred to GIT had

average GPA's of 2.92 at GSU. The .17 difference in GSU average GPA is

indicative of a .17 gain in GSU's favor from transfer activity.

Highlights of this table are:

* Students who transferred from GSU to UGA had a pretransfer
GPA of 2.67, while students who transferred from UGA to GSU
had an average GPA of 2.87 at GSU. The net gain for GSU was

.20. Other net gains for GSU from these institutions are:
Clayton .81, WGC .55, and KC .45.

* For the UGA the median net gain was .52.

* At GIT and KC there was not evidence of the net gain that GSU
and UGA experienced. West Georgia did not experience a net

gain with GSU and UGA. Kennesaw College experienced a very
small net gain for both GSU and UGA.

Table a

Differences Between GPA of Outgoing Students and
GPA of incoming Students

1980-1981

Grin or Loss Between incoming and Outgoing transfers

(Incoming Minus Outgoing GPA4s1

Georgia Georgia West
State University Institute of Kennesaw Georgia
University of Georgia Technology College College

Georgia Institute of Technology .17
Georgia State University ---
Medical College of Georgia
University of Georgia .20
Armstrong State College
Augusta College
Columbus College
Georgia College
Georgia Southern College .23
Georgia Southwestern College
Kennesaw College .46
North Georgia College
Southern Technical Institute .25
Valdosta State College
West Georgia College .55
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College
Albany Junior College
Atlanta Junior College .14
Brunswick Junior College
Clayton Junior College .81
Dalton Junior College
Floyd Junior College
Gainesville Junior College
Gordon Junior College
Macon Junior College
Middle Georgia College
South Georgia College

6

.16 --- -.39
.12 -.OS .04 -.07

--- -.10 -.0' -.13
.25
.78

.50
-.59

.64 .67 .60

-.33
.16

.52 -.25

.93 .66

.13
.76

.65

. 1 0



SUMMARY

The purpose of this report was to determine what patterns of student

transfers and performance indicators exist among selected institutions of

the University System of Georgia. The data for the report were taken from

the University System of Georgia Transfer Report Summary for 1980-81. The

focus was upon the differences in performance as measured by GPA between

students leaving one institution for another System institution and

correspondingly of student transfers into a given institution from some

other System college or university. The key findings are:

* GSU is the strongest magnet for attracting transfer
students from most colleges and universities in the
University System of Georgia. UGA served a less strong
role as a magnet institution, while this magnet effect
was not found for GIT, KC, and WGC.

* Students who transfer from GSU, GIT, KC, and WGC tend
to have higher GPA's after transferring to another System
institution.

* Students across System institutions generally lower their
GPA's at GIT.

* Students who transfer to GSU and UGA often tend to receive
lower grades.

* Those students transferring to KC and WGC frequently receive
higher grades after transfer.

* The performance of students who transferred out of GSU, UGA
or WGC was compared with the performance of students trans-
ferring into these same institutions. Students transferring
into these institutions tend to do better than did the outgoing
transfers.

IMPLICATIONS

This unique data set that allows comparison of student flow among

University System institutions was found to be very rich and varied. After

7
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analyzing these data, it is possible to tentatively suggest the following

implications:

* Many students who transferred from System institutions to GSU
are likely to find GSU to be tougher than their originating
college. This is true in spite of the fact that many of them
have already taken what are often the more rigorous core courses
in composition, mathematics, history, and the natural sciences.
A similar statement can be made about UGA, while GIT is unique

its high level of difficulty for transfer students. Students
who transferred to KC or WGC typically did not experience the
kind of difficulty that they might at GSU, UGA, or GIT.

* It is quite clear that when a student leaves GSU, UGA, KC, or
WGC, for any institution other than GIT, he will almost invariably
experience an increase in GPA's at the new institution. Thus
it appears that transferring from one of the universities or
Atlanta area junior colleges is to a certain degree motivated
by the promise of better grades. The most dramatic increases
in GPA's may be found for students who transfer to Atlanta
Junior, Clayton Junior, KC, or WGC. So it appears clear that
while GSU and UGA are magnets to other System Institutions,
they also serve a feeder role in allowing students to increase
their GPA by transferring to another System institution.

* Both GSU and UGA appear to be sending out their poorer students
and pulling in most other institutions' better students. This
sorting out process appears to work very efficiently and favors
GSU and ,,GA.

* GSU attracts many more students than it feeds out to other
University System institutions, and GSU's attraction is System
wide. While UGA attracts System wide also, its net gain of
students is generally smaller than GSU's. GiT does-not appear
to be a very strong magnet nor does KC, or WGC. GSU is particularly
strong in getting students from UGA, Atlanta Junior, and Clayton
Junior.

Students appear to be in an efficient market with concern to GSU. GSU

gains mainly good students and loses those who often can perform better at

other System institutions. It can be speculated that non-System institutions

such as DeKalb, Morehouse, Spelman and the like have similar patterns with

GSU. Also, it may often be the case that students regularly seek out area

institutions to enroll in courses that are found to be difficult at GSU.

8
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b

It is interesting to note that Clayton Junior students tend to do better at

GSU and UGA. Clayton Junior College appears to be doing a good job of pre-

paring its students for transfer. It is unclear from this analysis as to

whether or not the drawing power of STI is an artifact of foreign students

transferring there after receiving English language training or whether the

attraction is its applied technical programs.

9 13



Appendix A

Review of the Literature

Transfer Students

Several studies have focused on various aspects of the transfer stu-

dent phenomenon. State University of New York (1981) found that transfer

students represented 8.5 percent of the total undergraduate enrollment for

the Fall 1979 term. Furthermore, the majority of transfer students con-

tinued to come from other institutions that were part of the State Univer-

sity System.

In a study of student transfers within the University System of

Georgia, Bryson (1981) reported that 1137 students transferred to GSU

from other System institutions in fiscal year 1979, with 1022 such trans-

fers in 1980. The majority of these students transferred from the

University of Georgia, Clayton Junior College, Kennesaw College, and

Atlanta Junior College (all University System of Georgia institutions).

The largest numbers of students leaving Georgia State University trans-

ferred to the University of Georgia, Kennesaw College, Clayton Junior

College, Southern Technical Institute, and Georgia Institute of Technology.

Bragg (1982b) looked at the number and mobility patterns of Illinois

2-year college students who transferred to 4-year institutions. She found

a small decline in the number of such transfers betwgen Fall 1973 and Fall

1979. Two-thirds of the transfer students were between the ages of 21 and

24 while 17% were between 25 and 30. As might be expected, half the trans-

fers were female. Forty-one percent enrolled in a liberal arts program,

with 10% entering business programs and 19% "undeclared ". The average

pretransfer GPA was found to be 2.93. Bragg (1982a) analyzed .the rates of

persistence and achievement of over 10,000 Illinois transfer students. The

t.
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overall attrition rate for the students after one year was 21%, with a

higher proportion of students with low grades appearing to discontinue

enrollment. The GPA's declined in the first term after transfer and rose

in the second term, but not to the pre-transfer levels. Slark and Bateman

(1982) surveyed community college students who had transferred to 4-year

colleges. They found that 62% of the respondents were between the ages of

20 and 29, and 17% were. over thirty. Thirty-one percent of the students

had a GPA between 2.6 and 3.0, while 32% had a GPA over 3.0. The reasons

given most often for first attending a community college were that it was

close to home and inexpensive.

In a study of transfer and nontransfer students, Peng (1978) found

that one-fourth of the 2-year college students transferred to a 4-year

institution. Sixteen percent of 4-year college students transferred to

another 4-year institution; when compared with persisters, these students

had higher college grades and socioeconomic status, but lower ability test

scores.

Slark (1982) also looked at reverse transfer students (community

college students who had previously attended a 4-year institution). She

found that 21% of all credit students at Santa Ana College had previously

attended a 4-year institution, and that 38% of these had attended a college

out of the state or country. Seven percent were simultaneously enrolled at

a 4-year institution. Almost half (41%) of the students had left the

4-year college because they had obtained the degree they sought, while only

4% left because of academic difficulties.

A survey conducted in the Los Rios Community College District

(Renkiewicz, Hirsch, Drummond, and Mitchell, 1982) showed that almost one-



fifth (19.6%) of the respondents were reverse transfer students. One-

fourth (25.7%) had previously attended a community-college, and over half

(54.7%) had no prior college experience. Of the graduates from a 4-year

institution, 82% were employed, while almost 70% of the first time students

were employed. Financial reasons or uncertainty about their major were

reasons given most often for transferring by students who had left a 4-year

institution without a degree.

Brim and Achilles (1976) examined the performance of reverse transfer

students who later returned to a 4-year institution. These were students

who originally left the 4-year institution due to poor academic perfor-

mance. After their return to.a 4-year institution, their grades improved

with each quarter's course work.
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Appendix B

UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF GEORGIA
TRANSFER REPORT SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to provide summary statistics about students

transferring to and from institutions in the University System of Georgia during

the Summer and Fall quarters of 1980 and the Winter and Spring quarters of 1981.

The basic data provided include transfer students for which both sending and

receiving grade point averages were reported. The data are submitted in four tables

to indicate: 1) junior college to senior college, 2) junior college to junior

college, 3) senior college to junior college, and 4) senior college to senior college.

To utilize the report it is necessary to select the appropriate table, locate

the column of the sending institution at the top of the page, and the row of the

receiving institution on the left side of the page; the data are then presented

where the row and column intersect. For example, Table 1 presents data for junior

college students transferring to senior colleges. Clayton Junior College is the

sixth sending institution listed in the column at the top, and Georgia State University

is the second receiving institution listed in the left margin. Thus the second group

of data below Clayton indicates that Clayton sent 170 students to Georgia State

University and that those students had a 2.67 GPA at Clayton and a 2.98 at Georgia

State University. Where data are missing, no students were reported as transferring

from that institution to the receiving institution.

This report has been developed from information provided by representatives of

the thirtythree institutions in the System. Any questions or suggestions to improve

the report are welcomed.

Uaskin R. PocAs
Vice Chancellor for Research and Planning

Gayle E. Suchke .
Director of Data Services
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110Yeg0,4I 70161
CPA No.

IF Send be. NeCv
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i 1.40 4.00 4 2.40 3.01
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4 1.11

1.11
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ThAtsELK RATA - (continued)

Sending blur,
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Port ValleY
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Kennesaw

'forth Georgia
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Valdosta. State

Table 4

Ca. Southern Ca. S'Western Kenoenaw North Georgia Savannah So. Tech Valdosta West Ca. Total
GFA CPA CPA CPA CFA CPA CPA GPA No.

14 Send Re..v N nend Recv 14 Sr ud Reel, 11 Send Recv N Scud Rec., N Send Mery N Send Recv N Send Recv Recv
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1 1.40 2.40 1 2.50 3.00

18 2.13 2.39 1 2.60 2.90 3 2.37 2.50 2 2.50 2.50 4 2.55 2.45

8 2.47 2.72 12 2.44 2.18 6 2.60 2,19 5 2.32 2.52 4 2.22

7 2.31 2.71 1 2.70 2.60

17 1.58 1.85 4 2.62 3.15 10 2.11 1.91 21 1.88

2 2.35 2.70 4 2.82 2.82

1 2.80 3.60

19 2.41 2.64 1 2.30 1.00 53 2.15 2.50 2 2.60 1.95
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: ,
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2.53 NR 2.70 2.77 43 2.73 2.62 576

7 1.96 2.84 27

0.70 4 1.77 2.00 3 2.03 2.13 117

2.10 1 2.10 3.10 3 1.67 2.50 158

5 2.02 2.40 4 1.57 2.07 44

1 1.10 1.90 7

7 2.36 2.39 3 2.23 2.17 87

1.92 15 2.30 2.63 7 2.44 2.40 198

7 2.20 2.51 3 2.30 2.13 52

2.02 12 2.07 2.11 33 2.07 2.16 250

1 2.70 3.50 1 2.20 2.60 23

1 2.10 2.60 3 2.31 2.10 63

3 2.20 2.20 8 2.52 2.66 281

2.90 3 2.30 2.37 118

7.63 4 2.5S 3.00 130

157 183 3u115
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Table 4

UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF GEORGIA
SENIOR COLLEGE TO SENIOR COLLEGE TRANSFER DATA

NUMBER Of STUDENTS AND GRADE POINT AVERACE
1980-1981

Sending inst.

Recv. Inst.

Ga. Tech
GPA

N Send Recv

Ga. State
CPA

N Send Recv

Med. College Univ. of Ga.
CPA CPA

N Send Recv N Send Recv

Albany State
CPA

N Send Recv

Armstrong
GPA

N Send Reev

Augusta

N

CPA
And Recv

Columbus
CPA

N Send Racy

Pt.

N

Valley
GPA

Sen4Jecv

Ga. College
CPA

N Send 'taco

Ca. Tech 37 2.92 2.48 34 3.03 2.64 18 3.16 2.75 9 3.29 2.94 9 3.40 2.61 1 4.00 1.60 4 3.45 2.25

Ga. State 47 2.53 3.09 4 3.22 2.70 228 2.65 2.87 7 2.61 2.23 12 2.53 2.74 10 2.61 3.01 20 2.86 2.61 8 2.59 1.81 16 2.59 2.49

Medical College 12 3.10 3.32 67 2.94 3.11 4 3.30 2.77 3 2.50 1.40 65 2.91 3.35 4 2.87 3.05 6 3.72 3.52

Univ. of Georgia 26 2.74 3.19 75 2.67 2.77 2 3.35 2.20 1 2.i0 2.40 11 2.!1 2.91 47 2.59 2.86 31 2.84 2.52 1 2.00 2.70 38 2.60 2.64

Albany State 1 2.60 4.00 5. 2.64 2.66 1 2.80 3.60 3 2.00 2.70 2 2.25 1.75

Armstrong 4 2.25 3.62 5 2:54 2.62 1 3.20 2.50 24 2.66 2.93 2 2.00 1.80 4 3.22 2.82 4 2.50 2.27 1 2.40 2.00 2 2.10 2.20

Augusta 9 1.64 2.70 5 1.98 2.70 17 2.98 2.39 49 2.08 2.55 3 2.17 1.17 4 2.30 1.95 3 1.77 2.60 1 1.80 1.40 13 2.25 2.55

COltnibus 4 1.95 2.75 4 2.22 3.12 9 2.16 2.73 2 2.20 1.80 1 1.50 3.10 2 2.10 2.85

Fort Valley 1 0.80 3.10 2 1.85 1.90 1 1.70 2.30

Georgia College 2 1.75 2.10 8 2.44 3.16 1 3.30 3.00 19 2.14 2.89 1 2.90 2.90 4 2.30 2.47 9 1.77 2.27 2 2.55 2.45 3 2.37 1.77

Ga. Southern 4 2.35 2.60 11 2.35 2.73 1 3.40 3.70 34 2.40 2.62 2 2.45 2.50 56 2.38 2.74 14 2.19 2.65 6 2.42 2.22 11 2.61 2.57

Ca. S'Weatern 1 1.90 2.80 2 2.75 3.55 1 1.50 4.00 4 2.65 2.67 5 2.48 2.74 1 2.40 1.80 15 2.43 2.19 3 2.13 1.50 2 3.15 2.70

101~1461 17 1.81 2.74 61 2.39 2.83 60 2.17 2.63 1 1.10 3.30 4 2.12 2.77 3 2.83 3.27 1 3.40 4.00 6 2.73 3.30

North Georgia 1 2.30 2.60 3 2.43 1.13 6 2.62 2.12 1 3.00 1.90 2 2.35 2.45 1 2.10 1.40 1 3.20 340

Savannah State 1 1.60 2.30 5 2.00 2.74 6 1.90 1.98 41 2.24 2.61 1 2.00 2.00 2 2.65 1.35 2 1.90 2.90

Southern Tech 122 1.90 2.80 36 2.47 2.74 21 2.62 2.67 1 1.80 2.90 3 2.50 2.33 3 2.27 2.43 1 3.50 3.70 6 2.02 2.50

Valdosta State 6 2.53 3.17 5 2.86 2.64 1 2.70 2.00 41 2.61 3.03 6 2.23 1.83 6 2.95 3.03 5 2.92 3.34 6 2.03 1.9% 1 1.90 1.50 5 2.04 2.34

West Georgia 11 1.64 2.55 16 2.12 2.67 22 '.10 7.60 2 2.40 2.15 2 2.70 2.75 3 22_u 2267 6 2.53 2.17 3 3.17 2.67 5 2.42 2.34

Total No. Sent 255 281 33 632 80 146 178 115 ' 24 117
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CPA
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CPA CPA M
TRANSFER VGA

CPA CPA M
UGA NEw TRANSFER CII

CPA GPI N cps CPA

CII

N cps

NEw

GPI v
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cps N

tC

CPA

NUN

4P4 N
111410111

CPA

ICA

04 M
NEW

CII M

CA 1 s0 2.35 5.09 47 2.92 2.40 57 2.74 5.19 26 5.05 2.66 34 -..- --- 1.01 2.74 17 5.13 2.40 11 1.66 2.53 H a
cop ... --- 2.67 2.77 75 2.65 2.87 220 2.97 2.40 37 2.53 ).0 17 2.39 2.03 61 2.79 2.04 96 2.12 2.67 16 2.76 2.67 67
MCC 4 3.10 7.72 12 2 2.46 3.11 67 0 0 0 3 0 1

WCA 2.45 2.07 288 2.67 2.77 73 --- --- 5.03 2.66 )4 2.74 7.19 26 2.17 2.6) 68 2.63 2.01 14 2.10 2.00 22 2.73 2.62 42
Albans 7 1 1 S 0 0 1 0 2 0
4sse'res2 2.S) 2.74 12 5 2.7) 2.91 31 2.66 2.9) 24 7.16 2.79 10 a A 0 2 3

Aurests 2.41 5.01 10 s 2.39 2.84 47 2.03 2.33 69 9 9 5 2 3 3

Coleslaw 2.86 2.61 20 4 2.06 2.32 )1 9 6 a 1 0 6 4
FLAW I 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 3 0
CA Col 2.59 2.4 16 8 2.0 2.64 30 2.14 2.0 19 A 2 6 ) S 3

CA Segb 2.36 2.50 49 2.25 2.75 U 2.35 2.70 SO 2.20 2.62 34 2.70 233 10 4 1.58 1.03 17 2.14 2.38 12 2.15 2.27 13 7

CASH 9 2 2.7) 2.02 18 a 0 1 a 1 ) 3

Asanesow 2.79 2.0 96 2.39 2.85 61 2.6; 2.01 74 2.17 2.65 0 5.15 2.0 11 1.01 2.74 17 0 0 2.41 2.67 20 2.07 2.16 55

WA 2.67 2.92 16 9 2.73 2.77 AI 6 S 1 2.11 1.97 10 a 2 1

SAY 7 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 2 3

S. Tech 2.48 2.22 1) 2.47 2.74 36 9 2.42 2.67 23 8 1.90 2.80 122 1.0 2.02 21 2.35 2.90 35 6 0

Valdes's 2.80 2.61 26 S 2.70 2.77 SS 2.61 5.02 41 2 6 2.07 2.11 12 S a 3

1104 2.74 2.67 67 2.12 2.67 16 2.7) 2.62 43 2.10 2.60 22 1 1.66 2.SS 11 2.07 2.16 55 2.41 2.47 20 0 0
48110 2.72 2.46 12 0 2.67 2.70 100 S 5.2S 2.29 11 0 2 2 4 0
Albany Je. S 2 2.66 2.60 34 9 3.21 2.26 10 a 2 0 a I
44160.e 3i. 2.91 1.97 10) 1.05 3.16 7 0 1.9S 3.33 2 S 1.60 5.10 2 a 2 3 1.71 2.77 12

Saisbeldps 1 0 0 ) o 0 0 0 1 0
Sauftsalck 2.0 2.20 17 1 2.06 2.0 12 9 S 2 I 0 a 0

Cloy's" 2.67 230 170 2.17 2.50 IS 2.62 2.97 4) 2.0 2.5S 24 8 I.65 2.)0 17 2.02 2.12 10 2 2.12 2.90 37 1.92 2.11 24

Deltoe A 2 2.77 2495 2S o 3 0 6 0 2.16 2.52 14 s
Cesse01 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o

Floyd 2.77 2.77 11 0 0 2 ) 1 2.0 2.37 12 1 2.50 2.61 37 2.10 2.65 11

Caiewarills 2.89 2.62 19 2 2.75 2.74 91 1.90 2.44 32 6 1 3 1 2.31 2.25 15 )

Cot** 3.07 2.0 14 I 2.76 2.63 57 3 0 0 2 0 2.0 2.35 IS 6

Non 2.76 3.11 12 3 2.66 2.71 S9 2.06 2.8) 13 9 3 7 0 3 1

646.0 2.0 2.)1 1) 0 2.74 2.72 S) 7 5.05 2.24 32 a 4 0 2.34 Las 10 1

S.GA 3 1 2.9) 2.51 24 ) a 0 0 1 3 2

Waseca's 0 0 0 7 1 o 0 0 2 0

29 FEST COPY AVAILABLE 30



4 ..

APPENDIX D

Number of Students Sent or Received Among Selected
Institutions of University Systems of Georgia

1980-81

S.

SSUGSU UGA SIT KC WGA
Sent Rec. Sent Rec. Sent Rec. Sent Rec. Sent Rec. Sent Rec.

ATL.
JR.

Sent Rec.

CLAY -

TON
Sent Rec.

G1T 1117
GSU ... -.. 22B 75 47 37 96 61 13 36 67 16 103 7 170 35

NCG 12 4 67 2 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 5 1

UGA 75 228 --- ... 26 34 74 60 9 23 43 22 0 2 43 24

Albany 1 7 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0

Armstrong 5 12 24 31 4 18 0 4 1 3 3 2 0 1 3 1

Augusta 5 10 49 47 9 9 2 3 1 3 3 3 0 0 1 1

Columbus 4 20 9 31 4 9 0 1 0 1 4 6 2 0 1 1

Ft.Val 0 B 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1

GA Col B 16 19 3B 2 4 3 6 0 6 3 5 0 2 5 0

GA South 11 49 34 80 4 10 12 17 4 19 7 15 3 0 B 9

GASW 2 9 4 18 1 0 1 4 0 1 3 3 1 0 0 1

Kennesaw 61 96 60 74 17 11 - 21 53 33 28 4 2 10 2

NSA 3 16 6 41 1 5 4 10 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 2

SAY 0 7 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 6 0 0 1

S. Tech 36 13 23 9 122 8 53 21 ... ... 8 6 14 0 13 2

Valdosta 5 26 41 58 6 2 5 12 2 3 3 4 1 1 6 2

WGA 16 67 22 43 11 1 2E' 33 6 B --- ... 3 12 37 24

ABAC 0 12 5 100 0 11 2 2 0 B 0 4 0 0 1 5

Albany Jr. 2 5 9 34 4 10 0 2 3 6 1 4 0 1 0 1

Atlanta Jr. 7 103 2 0 2 5 2 4 0 14 12 3 .. ... 1 4

Bainbridge 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Brunswick 1 17 9 12 2 5 0 1 0 4 0 4 0 1 0 0

Clayton 35 170 24 43 17 B 2 10 2 13 24 37 4 1 ... -..

Dalton 2 4 8 25 0 3 0 6 2 7 B 14 0 0 0 1

Emmanuel 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Floyd 0 11 2 0 1 3 1 12 0 16 11 37 0 0 b 0

Gainesville 2 19 32 91 1 6 1 3 1 11 3 13 0 0 2 2

Gordon 1 14 3 37 0 B 0 2 0 4 6 15 0 1 5 6

Macon
0Nid.44
3 12

15

15
7

59
53

3

4

9

32

0
0

3

4

0
1

2

14

1

1

3

10
1

0
2
0

1

0
2
1

S.GA 1 3 3 24 0 4 1 0 0 6 0
4 3 0 1 1 1

Waycross 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
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