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EDITOR'S NOTES

Hall of the students who begin college in Amenca—and an even
higher proportion of underrepresented minoritiess—matriculate at
community colleges. If the bachelor’s degree is a requisite for major
social and economic advancement, then transfer must be an essen-
tial community college mission.

Cohen, Chapter 3

The effective continuation of transfer as an essential community college mis-
sion requires attention to the changing context of transfer and articulation by
those within the community college sector and those without who recognize
the important role community colleges play in providing access to higher edu-
cation. The 1990s have presented a number of challenges in the transfer function
arena: decline in the transfer rate; increased public demand for accountability in
higher education; a broadening of student diversity in terms of enre''ment pat-
terns, educational, and career goals among those who seek both tiw:sfer and
employment opportunities; absence of a consistent definition of transfer and
lack of a consistent formula to arrive at transfer rates; serious reduction of bud-
gets in education; and an expansion of interest in assessing the effectiveness of
community colleges. Based on these current challenges, efforts to improve
transfer and articulation policies and practices are critical to maintaining trans-
fer as an essential community college mission in the 1990s and beyond. This
volume explores the issues affecting the communiwy college transfer function
and makes recommendations for future irprovemenis to the transfer and artic-
ulation process.

Chapter One is devoted to a historica! perspective of transler and articula-
tion. Kintzer discusses the rise of the transier function and how the relationship
hetween articulation and transfer became more important as two-year colleges
reccived more attention and expanded their services. In addition, the chapter
speculates on the trends in articulation and transfer leading into the next cen-
tury. With Chapter Two the volume moves to the present and the authors,
Robertson and Frier, focus on the role of the state in transfer and articulation.
The question is not whether states will be maore aggressive in promoting trans-
fer and articulation in higher education. but how soon, how much, in what
form, and for whom. Failure on the pant oi some colleges and universities to
work closely together has created a vactum that is being filled by state man-
dates, The authors discuss the reasons tor the new state commitment and the
arcnas in which states are involved in transler and articulation,

The discussion turns from the staie to the local perspective. In Chapter
[hiee, Cohen discusses the results of o <tudy that explores ransfer as a function
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2 TRANSFER AND ARTICULATION

of college activities and the perceptions held by students, faculty, administra-
tors, and staff. This chapter presents differences in college policies, history, and
stafl and student attitudes between high and low transfer rate colleges in the
same state. Laanan and Sanchez, the authors of Chapter Four, look at the con-
troversies involved in measuring transfer rates and introduce new ways ol con-
ceptualizing transfer rates. The alternative definitions of transfer they present
are designed to more accurately measure the community college’s contribution
to students’ progress toward the baccalaureate. Spicer and Armstrong, in Chap-
ter Five, explore further the controversy over transfer rate definitions and for-
mulas by demonstrating how the transfer rate can vary depending on the
criteria used to determine which students to consider in the potential pool of
transfer students.

Chapters Six and Seven return us to the importance of articulation in the
transfer function. In Chapter Six, articulation is presented in the context of the
changing transfer student population. The transfer student population has been
enlarged primarily by nontraditional students such as displaced workers, those
with career or technical training who need upgrading, welfare recipients who
require vocational skills training, and women reentering higher education after
a hiatus. These individuals deserve opportunities to transfer and Knoell argues
that a collaborative model of articulation is one viable approach to accommo-
dating these students. She presents a number of innovative approaches to col-
laboration. Palmer, in Chapter Seven, takes the argument one step further and
suggests that because curriculum is the key to articulation, collaboration
between two- and four-year institutions can be neither effective nor successful
without continual two- and four-year faculty deliberations.

In Chapter Eight | attemipt 1o expand on the preceding chapters by draw-
ing implications for the practice of transfer and articulation policy. Finally, in
Chapter Nine. Burstein draws froin the ERIC database literature 10 supplement
the text and to provide examples of the ways in which community colleges are
confronting these challenges and meeting the new needs of transfer and artic-
ulation.

In closing, [ would like to note that interest in creaung this volume on trans-
fer and articulation was spawned at a two-day conference, Transfer for the Tiventy-
First Century, sponsored by the University of Anzonas Center for Transfer
Students m February 19935, at which the majoriy of the authors in ths volume
presented their views on tansfer and articulation in community colleges—
current and future.

Tromie Rifkin
[ditor

TRONIE RIFKIN s publications cooidinator at the FRIC Clearinghouse for Commu-
nity Colleges and a doctoral candidate i higher education at the Graduate School
of Ediation and Information Studies, University of Califormu, Los Angeles.
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The author presents a history of articulation and transfcr by
highlighting the important research works for each period and
speculating on the policy trends and practices in these areas as they
have been shaped by history.

A Historical and Futuristic Perspective
of Articulation and Transfer in the
United States

Erederick C. Kintzer

Articulation and transfer have heen given many definitions. Collaborative efforts
amorg schools and colleges and mutual understanding among key leaders are
common threads dominating various interpretations [sce Menacker (1975) and
the American Council on Education Guidclines for Improving Articulation Between
Community/Junior and Senior Colleges (1983) for comprehensive statements]. The
following interpretations of the two key words, articulution and transfer, are
offered o clarify the meaning of the words as repeated in the literature. Articu-
lation is viewed as the totality of services for students transferring throughout
b ., er cducation, and transler depicts the lormulas developed 1o exchange cred-
its, courses, and curriculums. For more than twenty-eight years 1 have used the
word articulation 1o refer 1o the development of a variety of procedures designed
to provide a continuous smooth flow of students, that is, all kinds of transfers—
vertical and horizontal, from grade to grade, and school to school.

In persisting over the years with these interpretations, 1 continue to stress
the importance of attitude—commitment to the total process—"the willing-
ness or reluctance ol responsible people to enter voluntarily into cooperative
planning agreements. placing the student ahcad of administrative expediency”
(Kintzer, 1973, p. 2). As responsibility lor developing articulation and trans-
fer policies continues to expand into political arenas involving many types of
quasi-educational institutions and organizations, a positive attitude and will-
ingness to collaboraté remains critically important. Sacrificing or compromis-
ing an institutional advantage s sometimes necessary 1o maintain a fair and
flexible articulation and transfer system.

NEW DIREE FIONS POR Comse XY Confted s, no U Wintep 1996 @ Josey Bass Pablishers 3
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4 TRANSFER AND ARTICULATION

Historio-graphy of Articulation and Transfer:
The Early Decades

The story of articulation and transfer covers most of this century, beginning
with well-known personalities William Rainey Harper (as early as 1903),
Charles McLane (1913), Alexis Lange (1916), and James Angell (1917) speak-
ing and writing about the junior college as a part of the public school system.
Virtually all early scholars, except Leonard Koos, Walter Eells, and Floyd
McDowell, concentrated almost entirely on the organization of the junior col-
lege. Were these new institutions elongated high schools, decapitated small
colleges, or amputated senior colleges? By 1896, Harper had divided the
undergraduate program of the University of Chicago into senior and junior col-
lege divisions, presaging transfer. Harper, in his prolific writing and lecturing,
promoted the six-four-four plan. Angell, McLane, and other educational lead-
ers of the day also preferred the upward extension pattein. Kooss book, Inte-
grating High School and College: The Six-Four-Four Plan at Work (1946), is the
definitive statement on upper-extension.

As early as 1907, a fascinating program was started by the University of
Califorma, Berkeley to encourage high schools to provide college-level classes.
Junior certificates authorizing comnletion of the first two years at University
of California at Berkeley (UCB) were awarded. Students could complete up to
forty-five units in high school, marking the distinction between secondary and
university education. By 1915, some fifty students had transferred to UCB from
five extended ligh schools. The university continued these affiliated arrange-
ments until 1926. State legislation, dating 1921, gave legal status to this inno-
vaive program, perhaps the earliest of its tvpe.

The writings of Koos beginning in 1922 dominated the early scene. His
classic two-volume work, The Junior College (1924) strongly influenced the
development of junior-scnior college relations Research on the success of
junior college graduates moving into universities was first presented by Koos
in his written works. He found that junior college students perform ¢ _ally as
well as native university students.

[n the carly decades, the transfer function was a comparatively simple
enterprise confined almost entirely to the vertical transfer of high school grad-
uates Lo junior colleges to umversities. As clearly summarized in the recent
work of Wut, Wattenbarger. Gollattscheck, and Suppiger (1994, both the
transter and terminal objectives of the carly junior colleges were in place and
functioning. The early junior colleges were viewed from an organizational pet-
spective as extenstons of high schools—part collegiate, part vocational—and
terminal. In actual operation, the collegiate tunction was limited to vertical
transfer.

MeDowells dissertation, completed m 1918 at the University of lowa, was
the first nanonal study of jumor colleges and the collegate function. Although
reasons for the existence of junior colleges dominate McDowells research, he
stpgests that the collegrate funcuion, defined as “meeting the entrance reqire-

L0
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A HiSTORICAL AND FUTURISTIC PERSPECTIVE 5

ments of professional schools,” was rated in the middle range of responses
by public junior college administrators (McDowell, 1919, in Eells, 1931, pp.
289-318).

The early decades also saw the establishment of national commissions, pri-
vate organizations, and accrediting associations, drawing further attention to
articulation and transfer. The earliest of these influential groups was the NEA-
appointed Committee on Secondary School Studies, popularly known as the
Committee of Ten. Ornee of the most significant outcomes from the work of this
committee was the widespread adoption of the Carnegie unit that led to for-
mulas for credit transfer. In 1918, a Committee of Nine on the Articulation of
High School and College reaffirmed college preparation as a high school
responsibility.

The most important of the early national agencies created to study higher
education was the Truman Commission. Published by the Commission in
1947, Higher Education for American Democracy gave immediate attention to
the two-year college, recommending expansion of the institulion as an exten-
sion of high school. These junior colleges would offer the first half of the bac-
calaurcate degree, as well as terminal, semiprofessional courses and public
service for all citizens. This prestigious report gave immediate impetus to artic-
ulation and transfer.

1950s and 1960

The Truman Commission report set the stage for incieased efforts to establish
the junior college as a legitimate academic institution. The Servicemen’s Read-
justment Act of 1944 created an explosion of activities affecting school and col-
lege relations, and cncouraged program and academic flexibility through the
GED testing program under the American Council on Education and the
Advanced Placement Program announced in 1955 by the College Entrance
Examination Board.

The Fifty-fifth Yearbook of the National Sociery for the Study of Educa-
tion, The Public Junior Coilege (1956), was the first of several landmark publi-
cations. Birds chapter in this volue, “Preparation for Advanced Study,”
described the magnitude of the transfer function. After examining scores of
transfer success studies, Bird concluded that “junior college transfers make
records approxin.. tely the same as those made by transfers from four-year col-
lepes and by native students, sometenes excelling slightly and sometimes heing
slightly excelled by the other groups. They usually show a drop in their grade
average in the lirst term alter transfer Lut then recover that loss™ (p. 85). She
also referred to evidence that junior colleges were salvaging many stadents
who otherwise would not have opportunities for advanced studies. Because of
these observations, she called for mutual understanding and cooperation in
determining transker policics.

A year later, a national comnuttee was created by the Association of Amer-
ican Colleges and the American Association of Jumor Colleges. The following

1:
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6 TRANSFER AND ARTICULATION

year, 1958, the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions
Officers, headed by Clyde Vroman. joired the two associations to form the
Joint Committee on Junior and Senior Colleges. Under the chuirmanship of
James Wattenbarger, the joint committee created a set of transfer guidelines.
In 1959, the Joint Committee requested the University of Cahfornia, Berkeley
Center for the Study of Higher Education to develop studies on characteristics
and transfer problems of junior college graduates. Two studies were carried our
that focused on these areas and res lted in two technical reports by Knoell and
Medsker, published by the Cente: in 1963-64. A readers version, From Junior
to Senior College, was published in 1965. The research methodology used in
the Knoell and Medsker studies remains a standard for future investigations of -
those seeking o measure progress toward equal opportunity. This effort,
involving some forty-three colleges in ten states. ranks with Koos's work some
forty years earlier as the most significant research conducted on the articula-
tion and transfer phenomenon. Also, Medsker’s book The Junior College:
Progress und Prospect (1960) carries extensive references to transfer student per-
formance, retention, and problems, as well as faculty attitudes. This landmark
contribution is the only early book on the two-year college 1o make more than
cursory reference to articulation as here defined.

Early state master plans lacked information on articulation and transfer.
However, the Master Plan for Higher Education in California 19681975,
cstablishing a tripartite systen in that state, recommended policies and pro-
cedures for intersegmental transfer. The need to improve articulation services,
counseling in particular, was also strongly documented in the California Mas-
ter Plan, but implementation continued on a volunteer basis, not as a state gov-
crnment responsibility. During the 1960s, similar intersegmental volunteer
efforts were also developing in Illinois, Michigan, and Washington under the
ir ‘tiative of the major universities in those states. Developiments in {our states
rsaged greater state government attention to articulation and transfer: Florida
(1965-66), lllinois (same vear), Georgia (1969), and Texas (same year). (See
Kintzer, 1976 for details of these and other developments.)

1970s

The 1970s were a penied of prohiferation for community collepe transfer and
articulation research. By the end of the decade, college enrollments—wvhich
had risen duce to widespread hinancial aid programs like the GI Bill—would
level off at about three in eight people attending cellege. up from one in seven
in the mid-twenticth century (Cohen and Brawer, 1989). The growth in fund-
ing and student populations was matched by a growth in the interest of
researchers, and the literawure of this decade provides a fairly clear picture of
the status of articulation and transfer in the commuunity colleges for this era
A Nationwide Pilot Study on Articulation (Kintzer, 1970) was the first in a
serics of publications in this time frame devoted to arvculation and transfer.
The objective of this topical paper was to present summarics of articulation

€)
Lo



A BISTORICAL AND FUTURISTIC PERSPECTIVE 7

and transfer policies and procedures in the fifty states. A preliminary typology
of state styles was also offered. updated, and expanded in later publications.

College Transfer (Association Transfer Group, 1974}, a compilation of six
papers of the Airlie House Conference on College Transfer in Virginia, high-
lighted the first half of the decade. At this confeience the Association Transfer
Group (ATG), convened by the American Council on Education, responded to
recommendations of the Commission on Non-Traditional Study concerning
the attempts of nontraditional or unconventional students to move through
systems ol higher educatic. The six Airlie House papers were the major con-
tributions of the early 1970s. Diversity and breadth characterized the recom-
mendations. Separate sets of suggestions were directed to faculties, institutional
administrators, accrediting agencies and state agencies, legislators and federal
executive agencies, and national organizations.

Professional association and research conference discussions were primar-
ily concerned with policies and methods to assist itinerant students in entering
and reentering higher education systems. The primacy of institutions was
emphasized, and so-called third parties, beyond unilateral institutional efforts,
were urged to assist. These included regional, state, national, and international
agencies. Probably {or the first time in a national forum, the entry and reentry
of various transfer types were given scrious and exhaustive consideration.

Another sirategic publication of the 1970s is Kintzer’s Middleman in Higher
Education (1973). Part Two, “T..e Articulation Scene,” outlines statewide pat-
terns and summarizes policies in the fifty states. Understanding Diverse Students
(Knoell, 1973), a product of the continuing series New Directions for Com-
munity Colleges, is another signiflicant publication in this time period. The
focus of this monograph is “the education and guidance of students from
widely varying backgrounds and with diverse inte:ests and objectives” (p. vii).

Menacker (1975) was the firsc to deal explicitly with problems of hori-
zontal articulation: for example, curricular integration; geneial education
within a level of schooling; guidance-centered articulation as the focus of ver-
tical articulation; atypical needs of minority students; and other topics thereto-
fore mentioned by authors, but unexplored.

Credentialing Educational Accomplishment (1978), edited by Miller and
Mills, climaxed a two-year study by an American Council on Education (ACE)
task force. This is the first book to deal comprehensively with the educational
and social implications of credits, certificates, diptomas, and degrees.

The 1970s ended with the publication of “Transferring Experiential Learn-
ing,” edited by Martorana and Kuhns (1979). The cleven-i. ~-le volume accounts
for gaps in the transfer and articulation process associated with credit for extra-
institutional or experiential learning, and the increasing portability of such credit.

1980s

Several reports of national importance and the second edition of Guidelines for
Improving Articulation Between Community/Junior and Senior Colleges (1983),

i



8 TRANSFER AND ARTICUL.TION

developed by the joint task force of six national associations, were significant
contributions among a rapidly growing number of published studies found in
the literature of the 1980s. The second edition of Guidelines closely follows the
pattern of the initial 1967 publication. More attention is given in the second
edition to problems encountered by reverse transfers, interinstitutional and
intersegmental transfers, and other more recently identified groups. During
this time frame, the work of Richard Richardson also signaled the developing
interest in helping minorities achieve degrees.

Among the reports in this decade, “Improving Articulation and Transfer
Relationships™ (Kintzer, 1982) was released during a period of economic con-
straint, increasing pressure from state governments, and competition among
senior institutions to enroll ever greater numbers of transfers. Diminishing
numbers of traditional transfer age cohorts added to the restive situation. The
goal of that volume was 10 open a new era of revitalizing articulation and trans-
fer through dialogue among national leaders.

Following in the footsteps of the report just mentioned, The Articula-
tion/Transfer Phenomenon: Patterns and Directions (Kintzer and Wattenbarger,
1085) identified a typology of four state patierns of articulation and transfer
agreements, preceded by a synopsis of the iransfer situation, and followed by
a glimpse of formal and informal credit transfer arrangements in other coun-
tries. The four state patterns of tiansfer and articulation agreements are char-
acterized as follows.

Formal and legally based guidelines and policies. Legal or quasi-legal contracts
mandated by state law, state codc, or a higher education master plan in which
general education is recognized for transfer; includes an emphasis on comple-
tion of A.A. degree prior to transfer. These types of policies are evident in
approximately eight states, of which the Florida Formal Agreement Plan and
linois Legally-Based Plan are examples.

State system policies. Guidelines that concentrate more on the transfer
process and less on articulation services; there is stronger and more direct state
control. This pattern occurs in approximatcly twenty-five states: examples are
New Jerseys Full-Faith-and-Credit Policy and the Oklahoma State System Plan.

Voluntary agicements among institutions. Intormal processes or voluntary
cooperation and negotiation for which discussions often surround subject mat-
ter and concern intersegmental liaison committecs. Approximately twenty-cight
states follow this pattern; the Washington Intercollege Relations Commission
and the Cahfornia Intersegmental Articulation Commiittee Action are examples.

Special agreements on vocational and technical eredit transfer: Arrangements
made within a few states to accept designated vocational and technical course
credit. Examples are the Michigan Mandated Policies and the North Carolina
Health Articulation Project.

Finally, Cohen and Brawer’s book, The Collegiate Function of Community
Colleges (1987) is an important contribution to the literature that should be
mentioned to complete the decade. This text is a comprehensive examination
of articulation and transfer primarily from a liheral arts education perspective.

14



A HISTORICAL AND FUTURISTIC PERSPECTIVE 9

Leading into the 1990s

Several themes in articulation and transfer appearing in the 1980s literature
gained major recognition in the first half of the 1990s and merit some atten-
tion here.

Access to Higher Education for Disadvantaged Populations. The [irst
theme concerns efforts to improve the scope and individual numbers of disad-
vantaged groups with an emphasis on ethnic minorities. The Ford Foundation-
sponsored Urban Community College Transfer Opportunity Program (UCC/TOP)
led the upsurge of activities in this area. Donovan and Associates' (1987) work
Transfer: Making It Work offered innovative examples of programs to confirm that
progress in increasing minority access could be seen best by taking a look at indi-
vidual colleges. State support, in general, continues to lag for increasing minor-
ity involvemnent and for improving programmatic quality. However, progress is
still occurring in individual colleges and groups of collaborating schools with con-
siderable help from private funding agencies.

Vocational-Technical Education. Several decades ago, virtually the only
transfer avenue for vocailonal-technical credits was the university baccalaure-
ate degree. Programmatic diversification and flexible delivery schedules imple-
mented to compensate for static academic enrollments and budgets in both
two- and four-year colleges attracted career-oriented high school graduates,
and other potential graduates. Dale Parnell, the most visible single personality
in promoting cooperative vocational and technical programs, gave national
recognition to the 2+2 tech-prep/associate degree format in his 1985 book The
Neglected Majority. In Dateline 2000: The New Higher Education Agenda (1990),
Parnell continues his advocacy of vocational and technical education but intro-
duces new themes under the goal of serving at-risk populations.

Also, in Enhancing Articulation and Transfer, Prager (1988) accounts for
the intervention of private foundations, state legislation, and inierstate com-
missions, and gives particular attention to improving community college aca-
demic studies. In the final chapter of this topical volume, Prager focuses on
transfer options for occupational-technical majors. She refers to a “climate of
negativity” surrounding the limited literature of community college vocational-
ism (p. 79).

Business and Industry, the Military, and Proprietary Schools.
Employer-sponsored education, proprietary school training, and training for
the military provided externally by colleges and universities are forces severely
affecting articulation and transfer that emerged in the 1970s and gathered
strength in the 1980s. As the first two “outsiders” were granted accreditation
by regional agencies and began to form legitimate linkages with state and pri-
vate institutions, the necd for guidelines and policies became crucial. Rela-
tionships between proprictary schools and their counterparts in public
education—community colleges—remain strained. Some attempt to work
together and to exchange students can be traced to individual institutions, but
again, translcr agreements are virtually nonexistent. Several states have developed

10
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such statenients, but the courses, degree programs, and students wanting to
transfer remain virtually unrecognized.

Computerized Information Systems. Colleges and universities are still
criticized for collecting and distributing invalid and unreliable student data,
transfer data in particular. This chaotic situation confuses state commissions,
whose reports to state legislatures are often inaccurate and inconsistent.
Although all institutions and systems collect relevant information, few have
databases that provide current trausfer information on students. counselors,
and faculty, or reliable information on student tracking. The lack of common
definition and consistent reporting complicates the budgetary process and
weakens attempts to develop statewide policy.

1990s

The themes emetging from the 1980s are reflected in the literature of the
1990s. The final decade of the century opened auspiciously with an announce-
ment by the American Association of Community and lunior Colleges (AACJC)
Board of Directors declaring that 1990 would be the Year of the Transfer. Two
publications are primary references reflecting the issues of the decade: Trans-
fer, Articulation, Collaboration: Twenty-Five Years Later, by Knoell (1990), and
Bender’s Spotlight on the Transfer Function: National Study of State Policies and
Practices (1990).

The research directed by Knoell (1990) reexamines the 1961-64 Knoell-
Medsker study. The two eiforts, twenty-five years apart, were actually quite dif-
ferent. The sccond focused on state rather than institutional practices, and on
institutional rather than student data. In the statement of general principles, a
distinction is made between transfer and articulation, in part 1o accommodate
the greatly increased complexity of the process of exchanging students and
credits. Transfer is recognized “as the process of alignir.g courses and programs
that are offered by two or more institutions” (p. 78).

The second niajor work of the 1990s, Spotlight on the Transfer Function
(Bender, 1990), consists of seven papers covering state-level policies, includ-
ing a model of state-level articulation information, and case reports of suc-
cessful transfer and articulation in four states. In Part One, an idealized model
of state-level articulation information systems is described by Odum. Part Two
offers a series of case studies in three states where universities are collaborat-
ing with community colleges—New Jersey, Florida, and California.

Other projects in the 1990s have also contributed to improving transfer
and articulation, Community college centers at George Mason and UCLA were
major contributors to a twa-year college transfer project 1o define methodol-
ogy for calculating transfer rates. NCAAT personnel were responsible for
reporting various (ransfer strategics among two- and four-year institutions, how
transfer students were identified, and how transfer rates were established. The
George Mason Center for Community College Education gathered information
an processes involved in obtaining transter numbers and determining the
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validity of such calculations. The UCLA Center for the Study of Community
Colleges concentrated on defining and calculating a common transfer rate for
all two-year colleges. In a 1994 monograph, Cohen presents a convincing case
for the indispensable need for data collected uniformly across the states. One
additional work worthy of note is Eaton’s (1994) Strengthening the Collegiate
Education in Community Colleges. In this work she summarizes and synthesizes
the theoretical perspectives of the purposes and goals of community colleges.
In doing so, she builds a case for returning the collegiate function to a domi-
nant role in the community college mission. She stresses college-level compe-
tencies as a key commitment. Her definition of the collegiate function
incorporates a commitment to applied fields or career education, in addition to
the liberal arts. The college-level criterion should, in her judgment, be applied
to both academic and career (occupational) education. Her work touches on
the heart of the controversy over the collegiate function in the 1990s.

Historical Trends Shaping Articulation and Transfer

Under several time frames, I have accounted for the majo' developments
throughout the ninety-year history of published material on articulation and
transfer, describing the transitions {rom simple transfer arrangements, often dic-
tated by universities, to complex documents involving many types of transfer
applicants and a wide variety of educational and noneducational organizations.

The following statements serve two purposes: to summarize changes in
the articulation and transfer phenomenon as shown by the literature, and to
suggest trends.

State legislatures, through commissions and agencies of government, arc
endorsing, even mandating, policies and procedures to control articulation
and transfer. Public institutions are pressured for greater prescription.

State governments are continuing to mandate asscssment procedures as bases
for first admission of transfers and advance credit.

Demand is mounting for fixed formulas for reporting transfer numbcrs that are
indicators of student success. Although the need for regulanzing data is
widely accepted, the wisdom of a fixed formula and the acceptance of
announced cyuations remains under heavy debate.

Equal access for underrepresented groups continues to he a priority of com-
munity colleges.

Strengthening associate degrees has also become a national priority, as respon-
sibility for remediation has shifted in practice from universities to conunu-
nity colleges.

Relations hetween high schools and community colleges are expanding
through two-two programs, and cxtending into universities through two-
[WO-1WO arrangements.

Greater attention is being given to services for transfer students in stalewide
formulas and individual agreements.
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Informal transfer alliances with employer-sponsored institutes are rapidly
developing, but formal alliances, for example, integrated degrce programs
and other cooperative efforts, are emerging more slowly.

Except in islands of activity, proprietary school and community college col-
laboration remains virtually unattended.

Policies on credit transfer {or experiential (prior) learning are appearing, as well
as formal schooling for the military and various types of continuing education.

A closing thought from Richard Millard is directed to policy makers and
practitioners who wish to improve articulation and transfer. “Given student
mobility and the range of postsecondary opportunities available, transfer of
credit should be based not on formal institutional peer-group equivalence but
on substantive knowledge and competency attained and should be assessed in
the light of student and . . . institutional objectives in the program into which
the student is transferring” (Millard, 1991, p. 65). Need we be reminded that
a college education is no longer just a privilege? As viewed by the millions
across the land and around the world, it is a right not to be denied.
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In order to ensure that higher cducation institutions provide the most
education for the money they are allocated, it is important for states to
determine policy to encourage cooperation and reduce redundancy in
educational missions.

The Role of the State in Transfer and
Articulation

Piedad E Robertson, Ted Frier

The question is not whether states will D¢ more aggressive in promoting trans-
fer and articulation in higher education, but how soon. and how much, in
what form, and for whom. Greater state involvement is a given. The impacts
or limited state budgets, the implications for the cconomic stabitity and com-
petitiveness of the states, and the obligations of states to their citizens to guar-
antee educational opportunities are simply too urgent to delegate this
responsibility to the ad hoc, accidenal, voluntary arrangements that colleges
may or may not ¢ntertain depending on their own peculiar interests or cir-
cumstances.

The New Environment

Twenty-five years ago there was almost no state involvement in transfer and
articulation. Today, according to a Ford Foundation survey. all fifty states have
some form of higher education coordinating authority, and most are actively
involved in promoting integrated programs between the education segments
and their institutions (Knoell, 1990). Many states have enunciated lormal and
precise articulation agreements. Some have established state agencies with
statutory powers to direct transfer activities Many fund specialized services
for transfer students. Others require colleges ta collect and report perlormance
data on transler students. In some states transler remains voluntary. Others
make it mandatory:

Oregon, as an example, requires its State Board of Higher Education to
work with the State Board of Education to ensure that students passing an asso-
ciate ol arts program at community calleges mecet the lower-division general
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education requirements of four-year public institutions. Florida established a
state Articulation Coordinating Committee to ensure that students with an asso-
ciate in arts degree are guaranteed admission te and credit at the state’s bac-
calaureate institutions. The Articulation Council of California acts as a liaison
to the state’s higher education institutions to develop guidelines on program
articulation (Knoell, 1990). These are just a few examples that illustrate that
when asked to choose between formalized coordination and traditional pre-
rogatives of autonomy, states are siding with coordination. This new interest in
transfer and articulation issues is not an isolated idiosyncracy on the part of
states. The expansion of transfer and articulation agreements is occurring today
as a natural and predictable consequence of efforts by various states to reform
and reorganize their education systems to meet the multiple demands of edu-
cating a vastly larger and more diverse population for a highly complex econ-
omy in a time of limited financial resources.

The world that students are entering is radically different from that of a
generation ago. Today, the most industrious worker must have many of the
same skills once possessed only by well-trained professionals. Therefore, there
has been a growing urgency for public education systems to do better. Once
attention to public education reached critical mass, it emerged as a political
priority, pressuring public officials at all levels—local, state, and federal—to
do something to improve the schools.

Almost withort exception, individual states have responded with com-
prehensive legislation to improve their primary and secondary education sys-
tems. The best of these laws delegate much more authority to the local
level—the parents, teachers, and principais at the individual schools. Yet there
is no question that these reform measures define a larger role for the state in
local public education than in the past. The commonality between these seem-
ingly contradictory initiatives is the underlying conviction of policy makers
that the key to improving the quality of education lies in new arrangements
that unite the involvement and resources of the entire community, and ecach
segmnt of the education system. From kindergarten and high school through
higher education, public school systems are being reconfigured so that they
truly function as a unified system.

These principles of collaboration, coordination, and cooperation contained
in the cducation reform initiatives spearhcaded by the states are also the prin-
ciples that support transfer and articulation agreements in higher education.
States are developing transfer and articulation arrangements not because they
are attractive benefit programs that save students time, money, and aggrava-
tion, but because they embody the same principles that siates are employing
to improve the educational system. A course of study formulated with the joint
involvement of high schools, community colleges, and four-year institutions
will have a clearer vision of goals, a more thoughtful inventory of student com-
petencices, and a greater likelihood of suceess than any college curriculum cre-
aled without the benefit of this collaboration. A student’s progress through the
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segmenis of the education system will have a greater likelihood of success
when transfer requirements are firmly established.

The New State Commitment

As Bender, among others, has noted, the 1980s was a decade when responsi-
bility for transfer and articulation in public higher education shifted from the
local level to the state. Through state policy and the budget process, there is
an 1dentifiable shift of authority in the area of student transfer from depart-
mental faculties to state-level bodies and agencies. Certain colleges and uni-
versities have a history of supporting transfer and articulation, and state action
is not superseding those efforts. However, the failure on the part of all colleges
and universities to work closely together on transfer education and corre-
sponding articulation agreements has created a vacuum that is being filled by
state mandates (Bender, 1990).

According to Bender, “{a]ttitudes on higher education have changed in the
last tew decades as higher education is seen as more of a right as well as a
requirement for competing globally. The key players have moved from admis-
sions officers in the 1960s, to transfer/articulation officers in the 1980s, to fac-
ulty groups in the 1990s as states begin to take transfer and articulation
seriously. There is a perception in many states that students are being treated
unfairly when transferring from one institution to another. The general pubiic
and their elected representatives perceive publicly sponsored or supported
postsecondary institutions as a system of interdependent and complementary
elements that fit together as a whole, not =< duferent, competing elements.
Education is viewed as a process, not institutional forms or types” (p. 6).

In 1989 alone, thirteen states passed new laws on transfer and articula-
tion. These were prescriptive mandates for the higher education system. The
accumulation of so many new laws on transfer by so many states in such a
briel span of tiine had the effect of “communicating to faculties an intolerance
of perceived abuses to the interest of the student and the taxpayer™ (p. 5).

There are a number of reasons for this bustle of state acuvity. First, states
are better organized than they once were. When the Ford Foundation first did
a survey of transler activity in 1965, it found, not surprisingly, little in the way
of comprehensive, statewide policy in the arca of higher education. Few states
even had a central higher education agency when that survey was taken Fol-
lowing passage of the federal Higher Education Act of 197z, central coordi-
nating agencies were created in virtually all fifty states, and part of their
responsibility has been to coordinate student transfer and program articula-
tion (Knoetl, 1990),

Second, the demands on lugher education to produce graduates prepared
to meet the demands of a camplex and competitive economy have grown mas-
sively. Thard, because of these new demands on the states’ education sysiems,
the states themselves have grown more accustomed to taking an active role in
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education. The number of states that have passed. or are in the process of pass-
ing, major reform laws 1o overhaul their education systems attests to that. Most
states are predisposed to leave the details of how the product is delivered to
the professionals at the local school level, but they reserve the right to deter-
mine what is delivered,

Fourth, demographic changes are forecasting that a growing percentage of
the future worklorce, in most states, will be immigrants and minorities. Many
of these workers will need a college education il states are 10 remain compet-
itive, and it is precisely these workers who typically begin their college careers
in a community or junior college. Additionally, the changes in the economy
have created a whole new class of workers who are pursuing, or will need to
pursue, a cnllege degree. These students are nontraditional according to the
categories s. " in usc, but they are not uncommon. The nature of todays econ-
omy requires that workers change jobs, and often carcers, half a dozen times
over the course of their lifetimes. The ongoing transition from heavy manu-
facturing 1o a service and information cconomy has resulted in a substantial
new market of students for colleges and universities. Many of these new stu-
dents are older workers, with family commitments, who have no postsec-
ondary education. These are students one would expect to reenter the
education system at a local community college. perhaps repeatedly, as their
careers change.

Finally, the budgetary constraints that all statcs must contend with are a
factor in increased state involverment. Forced to stretch their dollars, states are
not prepared to see them wasted in student aid or college appropriations, when
better coordination between public institutions can produuce the same results
for less.

Distilling the experiences of the states, national educational organizations
like the American Council on Education and the American Association of
Community and Junior Colleges have offered guidelines in the following three
areas to help the states navigate these unfamiliar shoals,

Policy directions. Governors and state legislatures should give broad pol-
icy directicn on transfer and articulation, and provide general oversight, but
refrain from mandating admissions standards and transferability of courses.
The governing boards for systems of two- and four-year institutions should
adlopt policies and regulations that implement state policy and review inlor-
mation being sent to state coordinating agencics for problems in student flow
and articulation that need attention,

Special programs and services. Governors and legislatures should develop
special programs and services to suppont transfer and articulation, and should
provide tundhng for such projects on a pilot hasis. Admission with advanced
standing should not be restricted to applicants who have completed an asso-
ciate of arts degree, but instead should he open 1o any applicant who has com-
pleted an appropriate lower-division pragram for transfer.

Dissemination of transfer information. The guidelines suggest that staies
should develop systems to ensure that students are inlormed about transier
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opportunities. States should use financial support to aid students who trans-
fer. They should establish benchmarks to measure transfer success, and hold
institutions accountable for transfer success. In addition, states should expand
efforts to build academic relationships between faculty and deparuments at
two- and four-year institutions (Knoell, 1990).

The thrust of these recommendations, as Knoell has said. is “toward uni-
formity and simplicity to insure the fair and equal treatment of all transfer stu-
dents by all four-year institutions. A major objective is to motivate students to
continue their education to develop their [ull potenual by allowing them to
keep their options open and move from level to level with as little loss of time
and duplication of effort as possible™ (p. 79).

Arenas of State Involvement. The involvement of states in transfer and
articulation manilests itself in a number of arenas. It can be seen in the cre-
ation of specialized governance structures to coordinate transfer and articula-
tion activities. It is evident in the use of student aid and state budget allocations
to hig her education institutions to drive transler activities and college missions.
State interest is apparent in the development of uniform course numbering sys-
tems Lo deline course equivalencies that promote transler opportunities. It can
be seen in state efforts to create technology networks in education that are nec-
essary 1o support the administrative procedures that direct a comprehensive
transfer system. State involvement is also apparent in the development of
coherent and distinctive admission standards that help defline differences
between the sectors of higher education, refine institutional mission, and thus
direct the flow of students to and between th1e institutional sectors.

Governance Structures. Any auempt by the states 1o impose a system
on public higher education risks a formidable confrontation with history. Gov-
ernance in higher education is more honored in theory than in practice. Indi-
vidual institutions, and especially faculties and departments within those
institutions, are accustorned to uncommon autonomy in comparison to other
public service agencies. Autonomy, and the delegation of admission and cur-
ricular decisions to departments and faculty, were two factors cited by Knoell
as mitigating against enforceable statewide transfer policies (1990).

As a result, whatever transler and articulation agreements did exist in the
past were the products of institutions rather than states. In some states the
record was exemplary. Whether it involved individual department faculty in
sclected disciplines, four-year institutions and their feeder schools, or groups
of institutions, voluntary transfer and articulation agreements were arranged.

California, North Carolina, South Carolina, and 1llinois were cited in the
Ford Foundation report as offering cxamples of productive voluntary transfer
and articulation activities that progressed without legislative involvement. For
more than sixty-five years, the Articulation Council of California brought the
various systems and segments of the state higher educaiion system together to
develop guidelines on articulation. The Joint Committee o College Transfer Stu-
dents in North Carolina is a voluntary twelve-nmiember conimittee appointed by
the University of North Carolina, the State Department of Community Colleges,
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and the Association of Independent Colleges and Universities. It publishes
guidelines for transfer. The South Carolina Commission on Higher Education
has brought together the state’s four-year and two-year institutions to develop
transfer credit for students who complete the associate in arts or associate in
science degrees. The Articulation Compact of Illinois was reached through a
voluntary agreement between the state’s four- and two-year institutions. More
common than even these voluntary statewide plans were the agreements
reached by individual institutions and department faculties (California Post-
secondary Education Commission, 1990).

But voluntary agreements alone do not meet the states’ demanrls for
greater transfer opportunities for their students. Many states are taking mat-
ters into their own hands. The Ford Foundation study cited Colorado, Florida,
lllinois, Washington, and Minnesota as examples where policies on transfer
and articulation have been mandated legislatively.

Among the states, Florida has perhaps gone further than most in its regu-
lation of transfer and articulation. The Flonda legjslature has made direct statu-
tory provision for student transfer, and has created a central state agency to
ensure its implementation. In Illinois, the legislature directed the Board of
Higher Education to adopt an admissions policy that emphasized high school
preparation in academic subjects for those entering baccalaureate programs
directly, or for first-time students attending a community coliege who hope to
transfer later. Washington State recently created a Higher Education Coordi-
nating Board and gave it responsibility to direct student transfer and articula-
tion. Minnesota grants its Coordinating Board for Higher Education the
statutory authority to monitor credit transferability, but leaves the actual devel-
opment of articulation agreements to the state’s community colleges and two
state universitics,

Technology. A common dilemma endemic to all states taking more
responsibility for transfer and articulation, as Odom has said, is that there is

centralized decision making without centralized information™ (1990, p. 23).
However, recent investment in educational technology to physically link
schools at all levels permits a range of activities that support articulated pro-
grams. Student transcripts can be instantaneously exchanged, a single college
application is possible, and matching course definitions with uniform stan-
dards and prerequisites can be developed for the entire higher cducation sys-
tem. Technology permits guidance counselors at community colleges to better
advise their students with up-to-date information on what courses can he
transferred. Investment in technology has an additional benefit—it enhances
accountability, as higher education officials are able 10 give high schools reports
on student performance, and universities can report to community colleges on
the performance of transfer students in a similar manner.

Several states have even developed computerized academic advisement sys-
tems 1o aid in guidance. Floridas Student On-Line Advisement and Registration
system (SOLAR) provides community college students with an academic plan
according to their sclected mjor and upper-division institution, California

20
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appropriated funds in 1985 for the implementation of an interactive, com-
puterized transfer information system on selected community college and uni-
versity campuses known as ASSIST (articulation System Stimulating
Interinstitutional Student Transfer). This project is a joint development of a
federally funded four-state articulation project of the Western Interstate Com-
mission on Higher Education. ASSIST provides access to accurate and com-
prehensive information on transfer alternatives; a means of determining the
transferability of courses; acces:. to a student’s individual progress toward sat-
isfying requirements for transfer; and a way of identifying specific courses that
may be taken in lieu of requirements (Knoell, 1990).

Most technological systems designed to track student progress from one
educational level to another are still in their infancy. Existing databases and
networks cannot yet adequately track students as they transfer between insti-
tutions and programs. nor provide these students with the information about
courses and programs to help them make these transitions.

Beyond the administrative benefits of technology, linking higher educa-
tion institutions also aids transfer and articulation by allowing four-year insti-
tutions to offer baccalaureate instruction to remote sites and new markets via
distance learning. These technology linkages obviously enhance the educa-
tional opportunities of students already in the higher education system. But
often overlooked is the role that technology can play in connecting higher edu-
cation with secondary education. Technology can be a powertul ool for mak-
ing higher education an active participant in K-12 education reform by
allowing college faculty to assist in curricula development and teacher prepa-
ration and performance. From thesc interactions are sown the seeds of later
program articulation arrangements.

Admissions Standards. State government can also neutralize one of the
most severe impediments to transfer: competition for students. Understand-
ably, the time to interest a college or university in expanding its transfer options
15 not when the institution is squeezed by a shortage of students. When enroll-
ments arc down, institutions typically react by erecting bharricrs against admit-
ting transfer students, while simultaneously recruiting students who might be
hetter sen ed somewhere else. States can nullify much of this dest ructive com-
petition for student enrollments by developing and enforcing admissions stan-
dards that accurately reflect the distinet missions of each educational segment
and express the educational requirements and qualifications that institutions
have for their students. The need for improved admissions requirements is
clear. Many admissions policics today, says Knoell, “appear 1o be based more
on philosophy and the marketplace than on rescarch to improve the predic-
tion of who is most likely to succeed” (1990, p. 64).

Without clear and consistent admissions standards, states cannot distin-
guish with any precision the difference between the mission of a university and
that of the local community college, and, therefore, attempts to contain costs,
limit program duphcation, and indircetly promote transfer opportunities are
pointless and futile. To cnforce clear and consistent admissions standards,
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slales are increasingly adopting a standardized assessment of basic student
skills, like Florida’s Rising Junior Exam. Assessment and remediation policies
vary, “but they have in common the principle that students should not progress
to the upper division until or unless they have shown that they are proficient
in the requisite basic skills,” (Knoell, 1990, p. 27).

These tests are used both as an accountability measure to maintain the dis-
tinctiveness of each higher education sector, and as a protective measure that
cnsures that those students who demonstrate mastery of basic skills wil! not
be denied transler to upper-division programs. For students whose skills are

judged to be deficient, remedial programs can be recommended. To maintain

the distinctiveness of the institutions in higher education, many states are also
requiring that all remedial programs be offered through community colleges.

Financial Incentives. A state’s ability to create effective opportunities {or
its citizens to transfer casily among public higher education institutions resides
in the state’s financial power. As the amount of state funds for public higher
cducation becomes more limited, the states have begun taking a second ook
at acadenue programs their colleges and universities are offering and demand-
ing that the various segments and institutions refine their educational goals
and missions. In this way, states eliminatc needless duplication while permit-
ting colleges and universities to improve the quality of instruction by redi-
recting their resources toward more finite and manageable academic programs.

Though the imposition of a more streamlined approach to higher educa-
tion programs may have been launched for fiscal reasons, it has obvious impli-
cations for transfer and articulation. As state coordinating agencies, together
with state legislatures, work to ensure that public funds are used efficiently, not
wasted on duplicale programs, it becomes particularly important for states to
promote a diversity of campus missions and cooperation among institutions.
Although transfer and articulation may not be an absolute standard applied to
a state’s review of proposed or existing academic programs, researchers report
that in states where transfer and articulation are identified priorities, statewide
planning does include an examination of how those college programs will pro-
vide transler opportunitics.

Coordinating the mission of the public higher cducation system and the
missions of the individual institutions within those systems has hecoine a para-
mount responsibility of the states. By connecting budget appropriations to
these clearly articulated and limited missions, states are able to ensure that the
system functions with no unnecessary duplication in programs and services,
and that these clearly defined roles promote coordination and collaboration
among community colleges, statc colleges, and universities.

Beyond directing institutional missions through budget appropriations,
states can use other financial incentives to promote transfer and articulation.
Some states provide special state funding for progriuns to increase or facilitate
transfer and articulation, California is a good example of this. In other staies,
federal and private foundation grants are used, and special appropriations have
been made to support transfer centers at community college and university
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campuses wherc students, faculty, student services stafl, articulation officers,
and others can get information or referrals about transler and articulation.
Additionally, states have expanded transfer opportunities by constructing facil-
ities that are used jointly by two- and lour-year institutions. Under Flonda’s
Master Plan for Postsecondary Education any new public higher education
construction must reflect the state’s commitment to transfer and articulation.

Financial aid is another area where government can promote transfer
opportunities. States can encourage transfer by making more financial aid
available 1o students who transfer than to those who do not. The federal gov-
ernment could do the same by giving greater weight to “ransfer students in the
formulas used to distribute SEOG, Work Study, and Perkins Act funds (Haupt-
man, 1992).

Course Equivalencies. Statewide governance structures, comprehensive
admissions standards. distinctive missions, financial incentives, and technology
arc all integral 1o efforts by the states to expand cducational opportunities for
their citizens. However, the underlying premise of transler and articulation is
that a uniform value can be assigned 1o a specific body of knowledge, wherever
and however it is acquired. Indeced, efforts 1o promote transfer and articulation
are impossible unless common ground can he found among institutions on the
value of certain curriculums and disciplines, or the definitions of student com-
petencies. From their central position in the higher cducation sysiem, states are
particularly well placed to promote this diatogue, with carrots if possible, with
sticks if nccessary.

The ¢fforts by states to assign a commonly accepted value 1o the educa-
tion any particular student has received mamfests itself in two ways: the cre-
ation of a common course numbering system to define academic equivalencies,
and the designation of a common core of general education that can be
acquired in a varicty of settings and accepted at all public baccalaurcate-
degree-granting institutions. Many states have undertaken a thorough inven-
tory of their higher education programs, whether voluntarity or spurred on by
legislative inandates. Whether states have undertaken one or both of these
cflorts, the key to success has been the degree of faculty participation, both for
the expertise they provide during the program’s creation, and its later aceep-
tance by faculty and departments once it is created.

Conclusion

The steps undertaken by state governments to improve the transfer opporiu-
nities ol students are as varied as the states themselves, No single model has
been pursued by all states. What all states do share in common are the goals
that can only be reached through improved transler and articulation agree-
ments in their public higher education systems: direct budget savings for the
state and its citizens; reductions in academic program duplication; improved
quality of academic programs through opportunitics for greater specialization:
enhanced opportunities for students to pursue higher education; and, most
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important, the strengthened economic competitiveness of those states able to
deliver a more highly educated and highly skilled workforce. As surveys reveal,
all states are pursuing improvements in transfer opportunities to one degree
or another. At one end of the spectrum are those states that have enacted laws
compelling their public higher education institutions to work more closely
together and have defined the areas in which that collaboration will occur. At
the other end are those states that have used their offices to facilitate voluntary
agreements between the institutions themselves. In whatever form they take,
transfer and articulation in public colleges and universities are currently, and
will continue to remain in the foreseeable future, a top priority of state higher
education policy.
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This chapter examines the ways in which community college policy
makers at all levels can come to understand the diversity of statistical
information available to them. It suggests that all information must be
contextualized at the local, institutional level.

Orderly Thinking About a
Chaotic System

Arthur M. Cohen

The American compulsory education system is rationally organized. The stu-
dents must attend, and they progress annually from one grade to the next.
Courses and curriculum are designed to follow predictable paths. The faculty
are monitored; the textbooks are uniform.

Higher education, in contrast, is disorderly. It is organized in a variety of
forms: residential, commuter, and distance-learning institutions. The colleges
award numerous degrees: associate’s, bachelors, masters, and doctorates. They
are financed and governed through a variety of overlapping arrangements:
public, private, and profit-making. They emphasize research, technical stud-
ics, liberal arts, and various combinations thereof.

The students in American higher education are diverse, and they cannot
be categorized casily. They often end up in postsecondary education at their
own convenience, stopping in and out as their life circumstances dictate. Some
begin iinmediately upon graduating from high school, others delay entry for a
decade or more. Many start in community colleges and transfer 1o universitics,
some start at universities and transfer to community colleges. and yet others
begin at both types of institutions simultaneously. In addition, they attend in
sporadic fashion and switch programs repeatedly. Eventually most of the stu-
dents attain a certificate indicating that they have accumulated a certain num-
ber of credit hours and satisficd the requirements at some degree-granting
institution.

The curriculum in American higher education is confused. It encompasses
literacy studies, gencral education, core requirements, and electives. It centers
on the liberal arts, occupational studies, and studies for an individual’s per-
sonal interest. The content of what are ostensibly the same courses varies
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across institutions and often varies within different scctions of the same course
in the same institution. Some of the curriculum re«ts on a canon that is cen-
turies old; other parts of it are reformed and reviseid continually.

Instruction is chaotic. Students may be confroried -+ * a multimedia lab-
oratory in their first course in a subject area wherez- ih. succeeding course is
taught through a lecture method. One class encour: ;es students to cooperate
with each other on learning projects; in another class students are expected to
compete. Often the students are faced with different iypes of 1asks within the
same curriculum. They go through years of courses in which they are told what
papers to write and what tests to take and then in graduate school they face
independent learning situations.

Wouldn't it be easicr if higher education were orderly? 1f institutions had
distinet roles? If curriculum were composed of discrete courses, each begin-
ning where the other ended, each with mmeasurable entry and exit criteria? If
students enrolled in the programs for which they were best suited and from
which they could derive the most benefit?

But this is not the case, and because of the complexities of the higher edu-
cation system an entire stratum of middle managers has arisen. Counsclors,
articulation officers, interinstitutional representatives, instructional coordina-
tors, orientation-program managers, registrars and admissions practitioners,
and public relations olficials all attempt to bring order to the continually
reforming enterprise. This chapter on student transfer from community col-
leges 10 senior institutions is addressed to them.

Access and Community Colleges

All higher education matriculants enter somewhere. The first entry is a one-
ume event. And it is usually a local event. In the early 1990s, less than 10 per-
cent of the first-ycar students in a number of states left their home states to
attend college. The states in which this occurred included Arizona, California,
Michigan, Mississippi, North Carolina, Texas, and Washington, all distin-
guished by their having well-developed community colleges within casy com-
muting distance of practically everyone in the state. The states in which more
than 30 percent of the first-year students left home included Connecticut,
Muaine, New Hampshire, New Jersey. and Vermont—states with poorly devel-
oped comprehensive community college systems (NCES, 1995). These per-
centages show that aceess and community colleges are solidly welded.
Another way of looking at the community colleges’ importance in sus-
taining access is to compare community college envollment with the state’s
population. In ciglhteen states the proportion of community college enrollment
that is composed of Af-ican American students exceeds the proportion of
African Americans in those states” populations. A similar pattern holds {or His-
panics in forty-one states. Arizona, for example, has a population that is 9 per-
cent Hispanic, yet 19 pereent of the students in the Arizona community
colleges are Fhspanie. Comparable figures for California: 12 percent ol the pop-
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ulation is Hispanic and 18 percent of the students are Hispanic; in Florida, 10
and 13 percent; Colorado, 8 and 12 percent; Texas, 15 and 23 percent; and
Illinois, 4 and 10 percent (Cohen and Brawer, 1996). Clearly, Hispanics are an
underrepresented minority that uses the community college as its point of
access to higher education.

Higher education can serve many purposes. It can prepare an individual
to enter a professional career. one that otherwise denies entry to people who
do not possess credentials awarded by higher education institutions. It can
help people address their own interests, providing courses and programs in a
variety of arenas, all leading to self improvement. It can connect people with
ideas, peer groups, and institutions with which they may be proud to affiliate
for a lifetime. Communities, oo, take pride in their colleges, pointing to them
as contributors Lo the economy as well as to the local culture.

Because the baccalaureate degree is the most venerable in American higher
education it is often perceived as the minimum requirement to be sustained
by an individual. The various attempts to have the associate’s degrees and occu-
pational certificates granted by community colleges recognized as valuable
awards have borne little fruit. Many commentators contend that unless stu-
dents receive the bachelors degree they may be considered to have not com-
pleted college. The data on earnings obtained by pcople who have been to
college show that receipt of the baccalaureate is indicative of a considerable
boost in earning capacity. According to the National Center for Education Sta-
tistics, in 1992 the earnings advantage of a person with a bachelors degree was
more than double that of a person who attended only some college. For every
dollar earned by a twenty-five- to thirty-four-year-old worker with twelve ycars
of schooling, those who had from one to three years of college earned $1.17,
but those with the baccalaureate or higher degrees earned $1.57 (Smith and
others, 1694).

The fact that the earning capacity of people who have baccalaureate
degrees is greater than that of people who do not puts the community college
in a peculiar position. Half the people who begin college in America and an
even higher proportion of the underrepresented minorities matriculate at com-
munity colleges. 1f the bachelors degree is a requisitc for major advancement,
then these people must transfer to another institution if they are to be consid-
cred successful graduates. This makes transfer, only one of the community col-
leges major missions, an essential component. Measuring transfer rates is
important becanse it relates to the institution’s passing s students through to
the baccalaureate.

Transfer

Any defininon tor calewlating transfer rates is imperfect because it excludes
some pertinent data. For example. the measure must be based on some group
of students: an entening set, an exiting set, or some subset within a larger group.
Which group to choose? The data must be available: it s a sterile exercise 1o
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define a way of assessing the number of transfer students if the data cannot be
acquired uniformly and consistently across the nation. Even though students
are theoretically potential transfers until they either show up at a university or
die, some finite time period must be specified in the rate calculation.

In 1989 the Center for the Study of Community Colleges set out to com-
pute transfer rates nationwide. Determining at the outset that the definition
should be valid, readily understandable, and based on data that are feasibly
obtainable, the Center settled on the following formula; all students entering the
community college in a given year who have no prior college experience and who
complete at least twelve college units divided into the number of that group who take
one or more classes at an in-state, public university within four years. The formula
does not include student intentions, the year that the student graduated high
school, students taking only academic courses, full-time students only, associ-
ate’s degree recipients, or students who had completed the freshman year. It
does include all students taking any type of college-credit course, including
occupational courses; students who complete twelve units, which equates to
one term of full-time enrollment or one course a year for four years; a four-year
span between community college entrance and transfer, because few students
matriculate and then move on within only a couple of years; and transfer to
in-state public universities, because the independent universities in most states
provide data inconsistently and data on out-of-state transfers arc even more
difficult to obtain.

The staff began the project by inviting samples of the nations community
colleges 1o participate in the Transfer Assembly. Subsequently, in 1992, the
Transfer Assembly began seeking the data from the state agencies as well as
from the colleges.

Soliciting the requisite information from the state higher education agen-
cics proved considerably more fruitful. A few states have coordinated student
information systems and were able to generate community college and uni-
versity student information from that source; New York, Kentucky, and Col-
orado are examples of such states. Other states have centralized community
college databases that could be matched with centralized public university
databascs; Illinois and North Carolina are examples of such systems. And in
others there is a centralized public university student information system
against which matches can he run if the data on entering students who receive
twelve units can be obtained from the community colleges; Texas and Califor-
nia are examples of such states, the latter having two central data systems, one
for the California State Univeisity system and the other for the University of
California system (see Table 3.1).

By soliciting data [rom state agencies the number of colleges increased each
ycar. In the fall of 1989, these colleges served as the point of first entry to
higher education for 450,371 students; 228,813 of these students received at
least twelve credhits at the college they entered. By 1993, 48,601 of the latter
had transferred to a baccalaureate-degree-granting institution. Included in the
272 colleges that provided data on their 1990 entrants were all or most of the
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Table 3.1. Transfer Assembly Rate of Transfer by Year

Pereent

Number of Year Percent Receiving Trunsferring
Purticiputing Students Number of 12+ Credits Within Within Four
Colleges Entered Entrants Four Years Years

48 1984 77903 50.5 237

114 1985 191,748 16.7 23.6

153 1986 267,150 46.7 234
366 1987 507,757 46.9 22.6

395 1988 522,758 455 221
374 1989 450,371 45.1 21.2
272 1990 407,782 50.3 218

public comrunity colleges in California, Colorado, Florida, Ulinois, Kentucky.
Louisiana, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, North Carolinz, Oklahoma,
Rhode Island, Texas, and West Virginia, plus a few colleges from other states.

The year-to-year consistency in both the percent of entering students who
received twelve or more credits within four years and the percent who transferred
is notable, especially because the sample of colleges increased cach year. Still, the
national transfer ratc of 21 percent masks many differences between institutions
and between states. [n California, for example, the overall transfer rate for the sixty-
five community colleges that participated in the study was 18.1 percent, but the
range was from 3 1o 32 percent. Sinilarly. even though the transfer rate in most
states with comprehensive community college systems clustered around the 22
percent national mark, individual state transfer rates ranged from 11 10 40 percent.

Minority Student Progress

The difference in high school graduation. college participation, and college
graduation rates exhibited by members ol various cthnic groups is reflected in
the transfer-rate data. White and Asian students transler at a rate higher than
the norm, whereas African American and Hispanic students are, predictably,
below the norm. These findings parallel studies of minority student progress
in other sectors of higher education. As reported by the American Association
of State Colleges and Universities (1994), the six-year graduation rate lor white
[irst-year students entering in 1986 was 44 pereent, whereas the rate for black
students was 28 percent and for Fispanics, 30 percent. Clearly, the different
rates of progress are not exclusively a community college phenomenon. More-
over, the national averages mask differences among individual colleges. For
example, the Center study found that in colleges with transfer rates above the
national norm, the African American students transferred at a rate consider-
ably above their group norm and the Hispanic students transferred at a rawe
higher than their national norm. A comparable effect was scen in low-transfer-
rate institutions; the rate for minority students dropped helow the national
norm {or cach ethnic group (Table 3.2).
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Table 3.2. 1995 Transfer Assembly: Mean Transfer Percentage Rates
for Students (n = 239)-

Ethnic Groups

Black Hispanic White Astan Total

All colleges 12.5 12.4 234 236 21.2

Top quartile 19.7 237 32.2 273 31.6
(58 colleges)

Bottom quartile 6.1 5.7 9.8 0.4 8.3

(38 colleges)

*239 15 the number of single colleges for which ethmie dara are available. The remaming 135 colieges
are not included because their transfer rates are reported as a collapsed ransfer rue for parucular staes,
distncts, or state centers

Thus, a high-transfer-rate college is a high-transfer-rate college; all groups
participate when the college orientation is toward transfer. Very few students
in the colleges with exceedingly low transfer rates make the move into uni-
versities, regardless of cthnicity.

Policies and Programs

Why do transfer rates vary as much as they do? Some reasons for the wide
between-state disparity are obviously related to state-system structures. In
states where the two-year institutions are organized as branch campuses of the
state university, the transfer rates are high. In states where the colleges are orga-
nized as technical institutes that emphasize trade and industry programs, the
transfer rates are low. This is not surprising; but deviations from the compre-
hensive-college norm appear also in states where mandates restricting college
growth are imposed. Enrollment caps eventually elevate the transfer rate
because the colleges tend to react by cutling the programs that attract adult,
part-time students: that is, those programs that attract students who arc least
likely to transfer.

A few rescarchers have tackled the question of between-stare ditferences.
Orfield and Paul (1992) contended that in states that relied heavily on com-
munity colleges as access points, the baccalaureate attainment rate was
depressed. and they concluded that the states” higher education system was at
fault. Mabry (1995) found that variations in transfer rates could be predicted
by whether a state’s community colleges were more centered on technical than
on comprchensive programs, but was unable to determine definitively that
population characteristics, state structures, or state policies were influential. In
states that have both comprehensive and technical colleges, Mabry's (1995)
hndings apply. However, in states where the colleges all ostensibly provide the
same types of programs, the rcasons for disparities in transfer rates must be
traced to local conditions. Some conditions, such as community demograph-
ics and the college’s proximity 1o a university campus, are immutable. Others,
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such as local employment or economic conditions, are beyond codege control.
When these powerful forces are factored out, the influence of staff-generated
practices pales.

Because the within-stale differences are greater than the between-state dif-
ferences, the Center stall and the National Center for Academic Achievement
and Transfer set up a project to investigate discernible differences between high-
and low-transfer-rate colleges in the same state. College policies, history, and
staff and student attitudes were assessed by interviewing college administrators
and surveying a saimple of students and faculty in one college selected from tile
highest and lowest in each of eight states. Over three thousand students on low-
transfer-rate campuses and four thousand students on high-transfer-rate cam-
puses were surveyed. In addition, 244 faculty members participated in the
survey.

The findings revealed few differences between high and low colleges in a
number of areas: articulation agreements; common course-numbering systems;
the attitudes of faculty advisors or counselors; the presence or absence of hon-
ors programs and honors societies; the regularity of visits from university stafl
members; jobs for students on campus; faculty exchange between two-year
and four-year institutions; mandatory orientation policies; and the types of
course syllabi in use. However, a few characteristics did differentiate. High-
transfer-rate colleges had a visible and vigorous transfer center staff, an acces-
sible university with low grade-point averages for transferring students, a staff
with expectations regarding transfer, and a history of high transfer cven as the
population of the district shifted. In addition, these campuses featured high
school advanced-placement courses and a greater use of institutional research
data.

The student data also revealed some differences. Students in the high-
transfer-rate colleges were more likely to indicate truansfer as their academic
objective. Students from low-transfer-rate colleges more often wished to gain
skills for immediate employment. Similar patterns were seen when students
were asked what they considered to be the colleges” major emphases. The
majority of students from high-transfer-rate colleges felt that their institutions
cmphasized transfer preparation: those from low-transfer-rate colleges indi-
cated that both preparation for transfer to a four-year college and preparation
[or immediate employment were their colleges’ primary emphases. One inter-
esting finding was that the majority of students in both high- and low-transfer-
rate colleges felt that preparation for transfer should be the major emphasis of
their college (59 percent and 43 percent, respectively).

Despite differences in the degree to which transfer is emphasized in high-
and low-transfer-rate colleges, at least 61 percent of students on hoth high-
and low-transler-ratc campuses rated the assistance they received in the trans-
fer process as either “somewhat or very helpful.” Over 77 percent of students
on hoth types of campuses gave similar evaluations to professors who assisted
with the transfer process. In addition, students on these campuses were gen-
erous in their assessiuent of how thewr colleges affected them. Most students in
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both high- and low-transfer-rate colleges felt that the college “provided locus
and direction,” “gave [them] confidence,” and “informed [them] of alterna-
tives.” Not surprisingly, students on the low-transfer-rate campuses felt their
employable skills were better developed. By small margins, students on low-
transfer-rate campuses also reported that the college increased their self-
awareness and increased their desire for further education. More students on
high-transfer-rate campuses received information about transferring to four-
year colleges, whereas students on the low-transfer campuses received more
information about employment opportunities. Most students on both types of
campuses projected that they would be enrolled in a four-year college or uni-
versity within three years of the survey:.

The faculty at both low- and high-transfer-rate colleges gave similar
responses when asked about their colleges’ goals, emphases, and strengths.
These faculty agreed that mastery and understanding, preparation for formal
education, and being able 1o apply their skills and knowledge were the most
important goals for students on their campuses. They were also most likely
to indicate that being able to gain “knowledge and interest” within sur-
rounding communities was a goal of little 1o no importance for their students.
In addition, the faculty at both low-transfer-rate colleges and high-transfer-
rate colleges believed in the importance of helping students transfer to four-
year institutions. The faculty disagreed with statements that their students
were “not academically qualified.” As might be expected, high-transfer-rate
college faculty placed somewhat more cmphasis on transfer assistance than
did low-transfer-rate college faculty. Faculty in both types of colleges felt that
their campuses should create stronger ties with baccalaurcate-degree-granting
institutions. Faculty from high-transfer-rate colleges rated this as important
most often.

Perhaps the faculty participating in this stuely invoke a realistic approach
to the education of their students. Although they firmly believe in helping stu-
dents attain admission to four-year colleges, they also believe in the importance
of assisting students with career training and job placement. Faculty in both
types of colleges stated that community colleges should emphasize developing
programs to help students autain jobs after college. Understandably, more low-
transfer-rate-college faculty felt this was an important emphasis—69 percent
versus 48 percent in the high-transfer-rate colleges.

One hundred three administrators at these sixteen colleges were also inter-
vieweel about their colleges” policies affecting the transfer rates of their stu-
dents. Their responses indicate similarities in the beliefs and pereeptions of
stalf members at colleges with both high and low transler rates. For example,
administrators at both colleges were aware of financial aid sources available o
students, and were able to describe programs such as ransfer days and artic-
ulation agreements with four-year institutions.

Adnumstrators at gh-transfer campuses, however, were able to enumer-
ate special organizational cultures and orientations that help to augment the
goals and processes tor transfer education. One administrator said that the
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“institutional mindset” of the college is the beliel that they are a transler col-
lege for their slate’s university system. At another college, the administrator
indicated that a "general attitude of transfer prevails” on campus. Another
administrator indicated that students receive institutional suppert for their
transler goals with the help of a college scholarship team that competes with
other colleges, the assistance of counselors to help them define their own goals,
and “articulation agreements signed in blood.” Still another noted that upon
arrival students are asked to namc their academic major and the four-year insti-
tution to which they intend to transfer. At one campus, administrators were
proud of faculty visibility, office hours, and offices located near classrooms,
[acilitating a strong, positive faculty-student interaction conducive to the trans-
fer process. Administrators noted that many general education community col-
lege course credits are automatically transferable, which helps students move
quickly 1o [our-year institutions.

At low-transler-rate colleges, administrators interviewed cited fewer spe-
cific programs and policies that encouraged students to transfer to four-year
institutions. One administrator stated that students who received honors in
high school could take community college courses during the summer months
without a fee. In addition, one community college had established a program
with a four-ycar institution where the student who had earned an associate’s
degrec could have a baccalaureate degree program tailor-made to match his or
her interests. The low-transfer-rate colleges were distinguished by discrepant
responses Lo the interview questions, a diffused effort with many different pro-
grams, and an opportunistic awitude, especially when it came to retrieving
cxtramural funds for all sorts of programs. They placed blame on outsiders,
and made such comments as “the university doesnt want our students,” and
“the students’ families are not interested in transfer.” Many held the pereeption
that transler is just another function and exhibited no great concern one way
or another for the transfer rates.

Administrators at both high- and low-transfer-rate campuses agreed that
more could and should be done to assist students in meeting their transfer
goals. Suggestions made by those interviewed included mandating common
course numberings throughout all state institutions. in addition, stronger artic-
ulation agreements, more financial aid, and concurrent enrallment at both two-
and four-year campuses would he of benefit. One person interviewed suggested
that universities should accept most or all community coliege courses for trans-
ler eredit. At the very least, improved understanding and agreement hetween
two- and four-year campuses should he established in order to decide what will
he aceepted for transler 10 a universiy

Summary

These dataon transler rates are useud for those who would assist students in
navigating a chaotic system: ‘iransler, to use the example detaled inthis chap-
ter, does not happen awtornatically but ts a function ol college activities and
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the perceptions held by students and staft members. Student flow is a local
responsibility; it seems only tangentially related to state policies.

Higher education operates with a great deal of internal inertia. Stasis in
curriculum and role expectations, and the heavy hand of tradition act to retard
the pace of change. The students’ prior learning, the funding that comes {rom
extramural sources, state mandates for interinstitutional articulation and for
uniform graduation requirements, and federal goals for student-body repre-
sentativeness all intrude. But one who would understand college outcomes
should look to the single college as the unit of analysis. Easing student move-
ment from one institution to another within a disorderly system presents a
challenge.

References

American Assoctation of State Colleges and Unwversities. AASCU/Sallic Mae Nutional Reten-
tion Project: 1993 Swivey Results. Washington, D.C.: American Associauon of State Col-
leges and Universaties, 1994. (ED 380 &19)

Caohen, A, M., and Brawer, . B The American Community College. (3rd ed.) San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1996.

Mabry, T. N. A Study of the Differences m Transfer Rates Between Community Colleges und Four-
Year Colleges in Fifteen States. Unpublished dissertation, Graduate School of Education
and Information Studies, Universuty of California, Los Angeles, 1995.

National Center for Education Statistics. Digest for Education Statistics 1995 Washingion,
D.C.: U.S. Departnient of Education, 1995.

Orfield, G., and Paul, F. G, "State Higher 1 ducation Systems and Collese Compleuon.” Final
Report 1o the Ford Foundation, November 1992, (ED 354 041)

Smith, T. M., and others. The Condition of Education 1994. Washington, D.C : National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, 1994, (TD 371 491

ARTHer M. Conen s divector of the 17" Clearinghouse for Community Colleges
and professor of higher educunon at the niversity of California, Los Angeles

34



This chapter examines the discussion surtounding a reliable transfer
rate measure by outlining the major arguments advanced by scholars
and researchers in the field. Several traditional methods of calculating
transfer rates are discussed and new ways of conceptualizing transfer
rate definitions are introduced.

New Ways of Conceptualizing Transter
Rate Definitions

Frankie Santos Laanan, Jorge R. Sanchet

Measurement of the llow of student transfer from two- to four-year institutions
is often used as an indicator of the community college’s ability to fulfill its
transfer function. Currently, there are many ways of defining a transfer rate and
no deflined methodology for calculating transfer rates. Few argue about the
purpose and value of measuring transfer rates: to calculate the extent to which
community colleges contribute to the educational progress of students en route
toward the baccalaurcate. However, agreeing on what constitutes a transfer rate
is another matter.

Dilemmas of Calculating Transfer Rates

In simple terms, the caleulation of a transfer rate involves decisions about which
students to put into the numerator and denominator of a fraction. The numer-
ator includes the number of students who have transferred to four-year institu-
tions; the denominator is the number of students who could potentially transfer.
The debate over which measures to use for the numerator and denominator in
the transfer rate caleulation is impontant because the outcome of the calculation
is often used 1o represent the extent to which community colleges are produc-
tive and cffective educational institutions. Fonte (1993) posits that any defini-
tion of a transfer rate would be sulficient if it were viewed only as an arithmetic
measure of student movement between two segments of higher education.
However, it is precisely because the transfer rate is used as a way to measure the
cffectivencss of community colleges that the definition becomes critical.
Efforts to estimate two-year college success in propelling students toward
university entrance (or transfer) continues to be a challenging task among,
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researchers in higher educauon (Cohen, 1991; McMillan and Parke, 1994).
According ta Cohen (1991), transfer rates have been reported from various
sources and they rarely match because the data are inconsistent and the for-
mulas used to calculate those rates vary. Similarly, Hirose (1994) argues that
there is insufficient empirical data that accurately measure the transfer func-
tion. Problems of measurement include issues such as the inconsistent meth-
ods of transfer data collection among institutions and a lack of consensus on
the definition of the formula employcd to calculate student transfer (Cohen,
1991; Hirose, 1994; Palmer, 1986). Cohen (1991) found that the variety of
forinulas used to calculate transfer rates resulted in findings that ranged from
3 percent 1o 84 percent. In a more recent effort presented in this \olume,
Spicer and Armstrong suggest that there are eleven possible definitions of the
transfer rate {sec Chapter Five). Basced on their evaluation of these eleven def-
initions, they maintain that because of the multiple options for defining the
denominator in a transfer rate equation, researchers will derive different ratios
ol what constitutes transfer cohort success.

Overview of Traditional Transfer Rate Models

Transfer rates are impontant because they provide an answer 1o the question,
What is the community college’s contribution to its students’ progress toward
the baccalaureate? (Cohen, 1993). Nunerous attempts have been made to
measure the community colleges contribution to its transfer mission. These
studics have been conducted at the national, regional, state, and individual col-
lege levels. Each of these efforts has as its common objective to credit the com-
munity college for cach student who effectively makes the journey from a
community college o a four-year college or university, To date, the popular
mcthod of doing this has been to focus en tracking an entering student cohort
through to the senior institution in order to determine the number who suc-
cessfully transfer. The following is a synthesis of the traditional methods that
nave been used to caleulate the number of students who transfer.

An carly study conducted by Adciman (1988) used transcripts of students
who partiapated in the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class
of 1972 as a method of caleulating transfler rates. He estimated that 20 percent
of the students who received bachelors degrees had attended a community col-
lege at some pomnt in their academic careers. Another method of caleulating
transter 1s derved from a study conducted by Flaherty (1989). He defined
transfer as the number of students transferring to an Hinois four-year college
or university divided by the total enrollment in pre-baccalaureate programs
durmg the previous lall. By lis calculations the transfer rate was less than 12
pereent for MHinois community colleges. At the same ume as Flaherty con-
ducted his study, the Chancellars Office of the California Community Colleges
(1989 calaudated a transfer rate exceeding 42 pereent by dividing the number
of students transderning in 1988-89 by the number of Cahifornia high school
graduates who entered community colleges three years prior to transfer.
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Another transfer definition measures the leavers from community colleges
(Berman, Weiler and Associates, 1990). Working closely with the National
Effectiveness Transler Consortium (NETC), the model defines the potential
transfer cohort as the number of students exiting the community college (num-
ber of leavers times one hundred). This method surveys students who enroll
in a community college in a given term, complete at least six units there, and
do not return to the community college the following fall. This definition
excludes students who are enrolled concurrently in a four-year college or who
possess a bachelor’s degree. The time frame limits transfer 1o the period imme-
diately after exiting the cominunity college. The data collection process entails
a follow-up survey of leavers or contacting cooperating four-year colleges
directly. Berman, Weiler and Associates (1990) found that 26 percent of those
who {it their definition matriculate 1o a four-year college or university.

The Ford Foundation Transler Assembly, conducted by the Center for the
Study of Community Colleges (CSCC), uses a different methodology for cal-
culating transfer rates. Developed by Cohen (1991), this method tracks an
entering student cohort. Now in its seventh year, the project has defined a valid
way of calculating transfer that can be applied nationwide and has encouraged
colleges, universitics, and state agencies to report data according to that for-
mula (Cohen, 1993, 1994). The overall intent was 10 build a consistent way
of estimating the cominunity college’s contribution to its students’ progress
toward the baccalaureate. The CSCC model defines a transfer rate as “all stu-
dents entering the community college in a given year who have no prior col-
lege experience and who complete at least twelve college-credit units, divided
into the number of that group who take one or more classes at the university
within four years™ (Cohen, 1994, p. 73). For the last six years, the CSCC has
yielded a national transfer rate average of 22 percent.

Most recently, McMillan and Parke (1994), from the llhnois Community
College Board, adapted the NETC and Transfer Assembly models 10 calculate
transfer rates for students enrolled in the Hlinois public community college sys-
tem. In their effort to operationalize the entering (Transfer Assermbly) and exit-
ing (METC) cohort models {or the Hlinois transfer rate study, McMillan aned
Parke made two modifications. First, although the CSCC modc! includes all
first-time students regardless of enrollment program, the Nlinois study limited
the definition to enrollments in baccalaureate-transfer, occupational, or general
associate programs. Scecond, although the NETC model uses six credit hours as
a mmimum. the Illinois study raised the threshold from six to twelve, the cred-
its were hmited to college-level hours, and the cohort was limited 1o the same
three programs as the entering cohort. McMillan and Parke’s (1994) analysis
revealed two rather different outcomes. The modified CSCC overall transfer rawe
wis 20,1 pereent, whereas the modificd NETC overall fall transfer rate was 14.9
percent Furthermore, when the rates were caleulated by college-level programs,
the findings showed dilferences in transfer hehavior by program arca For exam-
ple, four out of five students enrolied in the baccalaurcate-transler programs
actually transferred o asenior mstitwtion. Variation in transfer rates by program
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supports similar findings in other studies (Fonte, 1993; Grubb, 1991; Illinois
Community College Board, 1990, 1992).

Strengths and Weaknesses of Traditional Rate Models

The studies just mentioned reveal considerable variation in the transfer rate
depending on the formula used. In the transfer equations, there is no common
denominator ar set of students being tracked. In addition, some calculations
do not use the same numerator or subset of the original group being tallied
over a specific period. This results in very different transfer rates, creates con-
fusion, and raises questions about the meaning these rates have for commu-
nity colleges and the public. An examination of the strengths and weaknesses
of the traditional models further emphasizes the concerns about transfer rates
and their reliability. :

Although the U.S. Department of Education report (or Adelman’s study)
is useful and informative, it provides one transfer rate for a cohort of students
within one particular time frame. Transler rates {rom additional ycars beyond
the 1472 cohort were not calculated. Both the Flaherty (1989) and California
Community Colleges (1989) studies used cross-sectional measures instead of
tracking students from the community college to the four-year institution.
Because cach used a different method of measuring the cross-sectional cohort,
the resulting transfer rates were drastically dilferent. A serious flaw in the
Berman, Weiler and Associates study is that by measuring leavers it does not
take into account that a student may be a leaver more than once and therefore
may be counted more than once as a transfer (Cohen, 1991, Hirose, 1994). In
contrast, the Transfer Assembly project collects longitudinal dawa in order to
track students over a four-year period. Longitudinal studics like the Assemblys
entering cohort model have been found to have greater validity for determin-
ing transfer rates than cross-sectional models like the lcaver approach used by
Berman, Weiler and Associates (Garcia, 1991). Not only docs the Assembly
model permit community college transfer behavior to be tracked, ivalso pro-
vides a measure of stuclent persistence.

Given the strength of the Transfer Assembly model, some of the limitations
should not be overlooked. The model onits studeuts who do not transfer
within the four-year time frame. A study conducted by Garcia (1992) shows
that extending the titne frame three or four years beyond the four-year limit
adds up to 5 percent. Also, the model excludes private university transfers and
out-of-state transfers. Because most data are collected from public institutions,
the transfer rates will likely be depressed in states that have laige numbers of
students translerring Lo in-state private institutions (for example, New York).

In their adaptanon of two national methodologies, McMillan and Parke
(1994) found that two major dillerences in the transfer rate resulted when pro-
gram of study and student intent were considered. Specifically, among enter-
g and fall exiting students, those intending to transfer achicved the highest
overall actual transfer rate atabout 31 percent. In fact, when student intent
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and program areas were combined, data yielded the highest rates in the study
in each program area. That is, transfer rates for students intending to transfer
yielded higher overall rates within each individual program arca. Thiere is wide-
spread agreement in support of the idea that student intent is important when
deciding which individuals to include in transfer rate calculations (Clagett and
Huntington, 1992; Fonte, 1993; Walleri, Seybert, and Cosgrove, 1992). How-
ever, researchers agree that gathering consistent and accurate data on intent to
transfer can be problematic. For example, Cohen (1993) maintains that not all
colleges ask students about their intentions. In addition, the way in which the
question is framed severely biases the responses. Finally, students may alter
intentions over time. However, despite the apparent weaknesses in consider-
ing student inient, McMillan and Parke, as a result of their study, suggest that
adhering to one transfer definition may be limiting. They maintain that mul-
tiple transfer rates are necessary in order to help community colleges more
effectively convey information on their diverse student populations.

Nontraditional Transfer Rate Medels

The idea of using multiple transfer rates to convey information about student
transfer and community college effectiveness has prompted some researchers
to look at new ways of conceptualizing transfer rates. Boese and Birdsall (1994)
presented their initial findings of a pilot study where they attempted o define
the concept of transfer eligibility. They contend that “transfer rate measures to
date have focused on the number of students who actually transfer—an out-
come which is much more in the control of four-year institutions” (p. 11).
Their presentation proposes a nontraditional approach to calculating the trans-
fer rate and presents operational definitions of transfer cligibility and transfer
intent that can be used by community college rescarchers with data from their
own institutions. Boese and Birdsall defined the transfer cligibility rate as the
ratio of transfer-eligible students to transfer-intent students. The focus is on
the degree to which a group of first-time students with no prior college expe-
rience who indicate transfer to a four-year college or university as their edu-
cational goal are prepared by the community college to meet their objective.
Working from Birdsall and Boescs (1995) pilot work, Rasor and Barr
{1995) developed an institutionally useful definition of students who reach
transfer eligibility status. They propose a transfer cligibility rate that can be
derived using transfer cligible as the numerator and transfer directed as the
denominator. Rasor and Barr (1995) define transfer eligible as “students who
carlier met the definition of transfer directed, and who also successfully com-
pleted hity-six or more transfer-level units (or quarter unit equivaleru) within
a specificd period of time, with a cumulative GPA of 2.0(C) or higher in those
transter courses.” Transfer dircuied 1s defined as “new freshman students, with-
out prior college units, who at any time during a specified enrollment period
at the college, successfully complete ("C™ or higher, using any grade of record)
a transler level English writing, course (¢.g., English 1A or ESL equivalent) as
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well as a transfer level math course, both of which satisfy the general cduca-
tion requirements in the California State University system” (p. 1).

From composite data for Falt 1987, 1988, and 1989, Rasor and Barr identi-
fied 10,782 students who enrolled at their colleges as first-year students with no
prior college experience. Of these identified students, 1,667 (15.5 percent of the
initial 10,782) successfully enrolled and completed both transfer-level English and
math within four ycars of their initial enrollment. Only 1,114 (10.3 percent ol the
nitial 10,782 studems) were able to complete fifty-six or more transferable units
and maintain a grade point average of 2.0 or higher. Thu. the transfer eligibility
rate {or the composite three-year cohort would be 66.8 percent (1,114/1,667).

As a result of the aforementioned research, California community college
institutional rescarchers proposed a transfer readiness rate as an appropriate
measure of community college elfectiveness (The Research and Planning
Group, 1995). They contend that the use of current transfer rates, which focus
on the actual number of students who transfer, underestimates the college’s
effort 1o ready a cohort of students to transfer. Their discussions have focused
on measuring the colleges ability o prepare students for transfer, rather than
measuring those who do transler. Transfer readiness rate is defined as the num-
ber of students who successfully complete specified transfer eligibility require-
ments, divided by the number of all transfer-directed students within a given
time frame. This rate is intended to measure how well community colleges are
preparing students to transfer.

An approach that considers transfer cligibility or transler readiness as one of
several measures formulated to indicate the success of community colleges in
preparing students for transfer is presented by Baratta (1992). He developed a
fraimework referred ta as the Transfer Tracking System (TTS) in order to take a closer
look at the transler process and the role community colleges play in that process.

Baratta identified six types of transfer students. The first four transfer types
are similar to the four transfer student cohorts (traditional, returning, reverse,
and concurrent) defined in a study by Garcia (1992), What makes Baratta’s
study unigue is the addition of two transfer types, one of which is an exampie
ol one form of transter eligibility

Taditional transler (type one): first-year student at a community college

Returning transfer (type two): first-year student at a community college who
transferred to a four-year mstitution, but then returned 10 a community college

Reverse transfer (type three): first-year student at a four-year institution who
later enrolled at a commuunity college as an undergraduate

Concurrent transfer (type four): undergraduate who is attending a fowr-vear
institution and a community college simultancously

Other transfer (type five): student not falling into any of the above categories
usually because of incorplete information

Transfer ehgible admited (ype six) student who tivst enrolled in a Contra
Costa Community College Pistrict (CCCCD) college, known o have beeome
transfer eligible and admied mto a four-year system, but who for some rea
son did not envoll at the four-year system
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The TTS identified 36,576 students who were served during the 1982-83
to 1989-90 period by both CCCCD and a select four-year institution: Univer-
sity of California (UC), California State University (CSU), or St. Mary’s College.
According to Baratla, 58.4 percent (or 21,354) were traditional transfers; 10.8
percent (or 3,954) were returning transfers, 12.9 percent (or 4,709} were reverse
transfers; 14.0 percent (or 5,120) were concurrent transfers: and 3.9 percent (or
1.439) were other transfers who could not be classified because of incomplete
record information.

Since the fall of 1989, Califernia community colleges have been using a
statewide management information system for lederal and state reporting and
accountability purposes. This information system, in conjunction with UC and
CSU information systems, is capable of classifying the transfer types identified
by Baratta (1992), which would allow community colleges to consider trans-
fer eligibility and rcadiness as one of several measures of success depending on
the question the community college is asking about the success of its t. nsfer
function. If community colleges obtained information on an annual basis about
the number of accepted transferable units per student; that is, the number ol
units that count toward fulfilling lower-division work, there would be a greater
understanding of the effectiveness of community colleges in making students
cligible and ready to enroll in further study if they so choosc. [t is not only
individuals who transfer, but the work they have accomplished that transfers.
too. If the coursework does not articulate, the student cannot transfer.

Conclusion

There is a growing interest on the part of institutional rescarchers in investi-
galing innovative ways to measure and understand the community colleges’
contributions in transfer education. The studies mentioned carlier provide evi-
dence of the discussions and efforts being put forth by rescarchers in an
attempt to move beyond the traditional models of transfer and 1o investigate
new ways to account for the ultimate contribution of community colleges.
There is a need for community colleges and four-year institutions to under-
stand the heterogeneous student population. By identifying different transfer
types, community colleges can measure different forms of effectiveness that are
often masked by the traditional transler raie models.

The issucs surrounding the transfer rate debate continue to attract lively
discussion in higher education. Specifically, the methodology of developing a
reasanable and appropriate method of caleulating student wransfer is in ques-
tion. Although instuutional rescarchers and state agencies continue 1o develop
new delinitions ov build from existing defimuons, the probleny still exists.
Becausce of the lack of a defined methodology of caleulating transler rates, dif-
[ering rates continue to he generated and used o make inferences that are
sometinies contradictory and often confusing to the public and the media.
Because no one dehinition can possibly be universal, using “multiple indica-
tors of institutional effectiveness™ (American Assoctation of Commumty Col-
leges, 1992) or "multiple transler rates™ (McMillan and Parke. 1994) has
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received popular attention and support. The underlying policy implication for
employing more than one measure is the notion that the diverse populations
served by community colleges require multiple measures of success.

References

Adelman, C. “Transfer Rates and the Going Mythologies: A Look at Community College
Patterns.” Change, 1988, 20 {1), 38-41.

American Association of Community Colleges. Policy Statement on Institutional Effectivencss.
Washington, D.C.: American Assoctation of Community Colleges, 1992,

Baraua, F. Profile of District Transfers to the University of California, California State Univer-
sity, and St. Mary's College. Contra Costa, Calif.: Community College District, Office of
District Research, 1992. (ED 920 457)

Berman, P., Weiler, D., and Associaes. Enhancing Transfer Effcctivencss: A Modcl for the
1990s. Washington, D.C.: American Association of Community and Junior Colleges,
1990. (ED 324 050).

Birdsall, L., and Boese, L. {(1995). “Transfer Eligibility: Further Refinements and Further
Directions.” Paper presented at the Califormia Community Colleges 1995 Annual Con-
ference, San Diego, Calif., March 1995,

Bocse, L., and Birdsall, L. (1994). “Measuring Transfer Eligibitity: Delinitions, Procedures,
and Inutial Findings.” Paper presented at the annual conference of the California Assoct-
ation of lnstitutional Rescarch, San Diego, Cahf., November 1994.

Californta Community Colleges. Community College Transfer Performance. Sacramente, Calif.:
Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges, 1989.

Clagett, C. A, and Huntington, R. B. (1992). “Assessing the Transfer Function: Data
Exchanges and Transfer Rates.” Community College Review, 1992, 19 (4), 21-26.

Cohen, A, M. (1991). A Model for Deriving the Transfer Rate: Report of the Transfer Assembly
Project. Washington, D.C.: American Association of Community Colleges, 1991,

Cohen, A. M. "Analyzing Community College Student Transfer Rates.” Paper presented at
the anual meeting of the Amenican Educational Research Association, Atanta, Ga., 1993.
(ED 354 940)

Cohen, A. M. (ed.). Relating Curniculum and Transfer New Directions for Community Col-
leges, no. 86. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1994,

Flaherty, R. "2-Year Colleges Fail Test.” Chicago Sun-Times, Nov. 12, 13, 14, 1989,

Fonte, R. "The Transfer Rate Debate: Toward a Reasonable Measurement of Transfer Fhiec-
uveness.” Journal of Apphed Research in the Community College. 1993, 1(1), 11-24

Garcia, P. Operationalizing the Transfer Function. Los Angeles California State University,
Qffice of the Chancellor, Divison of Analytic Studies, 1992, (ED 344 652)

Garen, P. Transfer Rates: Seme Contrasts. Unpublished paper., Division of Analyuc Studies,
California Staie University. Sacramento, 1991,

Gtubb, W N, "The Decline of Community College Transter Rates: Evidence from Nationai
Longitudinal Surveys.” Jowrnal of Higher Education, 1991, 62 (2), 194-217.

Hirose, 5. M. "Caleulating Student Transfer Rates: The Transfer Asservibly Project.” Com-
muntly College Review, 1994, 22 (1), 02-71.

HMinms Commurnty College Board. A Study of Fall 1980 [tines Community College Freshmen
Earning Buccalaurcate Degrees from Winois Public Universities (1980-1988). Springhicid, 111
hnois Community College Board. 1990.

(lhnes Communny College Board. Fall 19986 Farst- Time Commumiy College Student Transfer
Study. Springhetd, UL Hlinois Community College Board, 1992, (ED 344 624)

McMillan, V. K., and Parke, S. }. "Calculating Transfer Rates: Exanmuning Two National Mod-
¢ls in Hhneis.” Community College Review, 1094, 22 (2), 69-77

Palmer, J. " Sources and Information: The Soctal Rote of the Communiy College "In LS.
Zwerling {¢d), The Communmty College and Bs Critics. New Directions for Community Col-
feges, no 54, San Francisco: Jossey-Biss, 1980

4! .
/ J
«



FS
by

CONCEPTUALIZING TRANSFER RATE DEFINITIONS 43

Rasor, R. A., and Barr, J. E. "The Transfer Eligible Rate: Longitudinal Results of a Compan-
ion Mcasure to the Transfer Rate.” Paper presented at the annual conference of the
Research and Planning Group for the California Community Caolleges, San Dicgo, Calil.,
March 1995,

Research and Planring Group f{or California Community Colleges. "Transfer Readiness Rate:
A Prototype Model. A New Approach to Measuring the Cominunity College Transfer
Function.™ The Research and Planning Group Policy Paper, Oct. 1995, pp. 1-3.

Walleri, R. D, Seybert, ). A, and Cosgrove, J. J. “What Do Students Want? How Should
Intentions Aflect lnsutunonal Assessment? Community, Technical and Junior College Jour -
nal, 1992, 62 (4), 29-31.

FRANKIE SANTON LAANAN 18 rescarch associate at the Center for the Study of Com-
munity Colleges and o doctoral candidate in higher education at the University of
California, Los Angeles.

JORGE RESAxa 2 s directon of institutional tesearch at Coast Community College
District and u doctoral student in ligher education at the University of Culifornia,
Los Angeles,

S L



The authors demonstrate the disparate and highly political variability
of the seemingly objective statistical measure of community college
student transfer rates.

Transfer: The Elusive Denominator

Scot L. Spicer, William B. Armstrong

As important as the transfer function is to the community colleges, there
remains a lack ol consensus on a definition of a transfer rate (Banks, 1990,
Cohen, 1987). Although it is generally agreed that the transler rate is the ratio
of students who transfer (numerator) to the potential number of transfer stu-
dents (denominator), there is little agreement on what constitutes a potential
transfer student, the denominator of all models. Suggestions as to the denomi-
nator have ranged from a college’s total headcount, to those students complet-
ing at least a minimuim numbet of units, to those students certified as transfer
ready (that is, completing college- or university-specified lower-division gen-
cral education requirements tor the baccalaureate).

Although debate continues over the instructional priorities and effective-
ness measures of the colleges, indicators of transfer effectiveness will most
likely be integral to any state community college accountability system. For
example, a recent report published by the Community College Roundtable of
the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC), entitled Core Indi-
cators of Effectiveness in the Community Colleges, included student 1ransler as one
of the thirteen core measures of effectiveness. The final report of the Joint
Commission on Accountability JCAR), entitled A Need Answered, also included
community college transfer rates as an essential accountability indicator. fn
California, the state model accountability system for community colleges
ncludes student transfer as one of the mandated indicators of effectiveness.

Transfer Rate as an Indicator of Effectivencss

To be uselul, a transler vate indicator should provide a performance henchmark,
he readily understood by a broad audience, be feasible in terms of time, cost, and
expertise required to collect the information, and be a reliable statistic. However,
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agrecing on a valid definition and a practical method of collecting reliable data
has been among the most problematic aspects plaguing the adoption ol a uni-
tary transfer indicator (Claget and Huntington, 1992; Brawer, 1991).

To further complicate the issue, not all transfer rates are equal. According
to Kaagan and Coley (1989), the uscfulness of an indicator rests on s aiility
to show what happens over time, what it can say about the perforrance of a
college compared to another, and how the condition it measures compares
with societal needs or expectations. Defining a transfer rate that meets these
criteria has been difficult.

Defining Transfer: Same Questions, Different Answers

Underlying the broad interest in defining and describing student transfer is the
question asked by lawmakers, journalists, and the public: how many commu-
nity cotlege students transfer to four-year colleges and universities? Although
the question tends to be consistent, the answers can vary tremendously, as
noted by Cohen (1990bY, This is due to the varation in how transier is defined
and the availability of data to support the definition and answer the question.

Transfer data frome California illustrates the problem. In California,
although the state has three well-regarded postsecondary education systems
(the Umiversity of California, California State University, and the California
Community Colleges). there is little coordination on the issuce of tracking stu-
dents across the three segments. In 1990, the Califormia Postisecondary Edu-
cation Commission (CPEC) attempted a cross-sectional model to address the
issues of transfer rate and delining the denominator. CPEC used the denomi-
nator options of total enrollment, total credit enrollment, full-time crecit
enrollment, and used firsi-time college students with in-state transfer for the
year as the numerator. The data in Table 5.1 show how the potential transfer
rates vary (from 3.7 pereent to 17.7 percent) as the denominator is manipu-
lated, with the numerator staying the same. Using these various definitions,
the first column of the table, fabeled transfer pool, refers to the number of stu-
dents considered ehgible for transler, and although the number of transfers for
that year remains constant, the transter rate varies depending on the vatue of
the denomunator.

The datam Table 5 1 suggest the difficulty of interpreting the meaning of
atransler rate when there has been no agreement ona common definition. It
also highhights the political problem of pereeived low rates when broad cross-
sectional approaches are used. The fulure to agree on a unitary definition of
transfer has made monitoring the community college contribution to student
progress toward the baccalaureate problematic.

Onee the pool of potential transfers has been wdentificd, the question
turns to how 1o caleulate the transfer rate. For example, should the rate be
cross-sectional tooking at agiven group at one point in time), or longjtudi-
nal (ollowing a cohort of potential transter students from entry 1o transfery?

The problem does not end with delining a transfer raie indseator. Onee
delmed, obtainimg the (Ilulu)lo compute the rate has also been clusive (Brawer,
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Table 5.1. Cross-Sectional Measures of Transfer Rates for California
Community Colleges, 1982-1983

Transfer Pool Transfers Rute Denominator

Total enrollment
1.35+.949 50537 3.7% Credit and noncredut,
' new and continuing students

Credit enrollment

1.164,195 30337 +.3% Credit. new, and continuing
students

Full-time credn

303,584 50,537 16 6% Fall-time credut, new,
and cominwng students

First-time freshmen

283108 50,537 17.74% Credit, first-ime stidents

Setttee CPEC Reporg 90-230

1991). For example, most current data collection practices in higher educa-
tion rely on cross-sectional data, such as the number transferring in a given
year from community colleges to senior institutions, rather than longitudinal
data. According to Garcia (1991) and Adelman (1989), longitudinal data have
greater validiy than cross-sectional models when determining transfer rates.
The current reliance on cross-sectional data makes meaning(ul and consistent
transfer rate indicators difficult to define. The problem is described by Palmer
and Eaton. "Few colleges array student data longjtudinally to provide insights
into the progress students make in college; where such tongitudinal data sets
are available, they are rarely tied to the information systems of {our-year col-
leges and thus rarely provide information on cither the proportion of students
who transter or their subsequent progress toward the baccalaureate. As a result,
ctforts to masimize transler opportunities for nunoritics and others who use
community colleges as an entrance to undergraduate higher education are
based on untested assumptions rather than on evidence of what actually
works™ (1991, p. 2+4).

smmilar questions were addressed in a report published in 1992 by the Cal-
ifornia Intersegmental Coordinating Council (1ICC). This group, comprising
representatives from the three public segments of Californiahigher education
(the University ol California, Cahfornia State University, and California Com-
munity CollegesY examined and compared several dilferent transter vate mca-
sures to recomimend for adoption statewide. Among the cross-scectional
appraaches examined was the one developed by Berman, \Wetler, and Associ-
ates (1990) and used by the National Effecuve Transfer Consortum (NETCY.
This method vses a nometarnimg group of students eavers) ina given term
m the denommator and the number of translers i the numerator (that is,
number of translers divided by number of leavers times one hundred). The
NETC approach relies on surveys of nonreturning students to sdentily the per-
centage transferring, to seador institutions. This method is thus highly depen-
dent on student responses to follow-up surveys.
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Various longitudinal approaches to calculating the transfer rate were also
assessed by the ICC. These included the Transfer Assembly approach described
in this article, and also a method developed by Lee and Frank (1990) in a study
of transfer students at the City University of New York. Although the ICC did
recommend some modifications, the Transfer Assembly definition was judged
the most useful of the several transfer rate methods examined. This was pri-
marily because of its reliance on a longitudinal approach to calculating transfer.

Definition questions of how best to count the transfer students have hin-
dered efforts at arriving at a consistent rate. For example, in reviewing the
ERIC database studies, Cohen (1990b) found transfer rates that ranged from
5 to 84 percent. The lowest rates were found in studies that divided the num-
ber of transfers into total college enrollment, and the highest rates were found
where the number of transfers were divided by the number of students who
had entered the colleges with intentions of transferring and had achieved some
intermediate outcomes such as completing an associate’s degree.

In addition to the general debate on the denominator, there have been spe-
cific objections to the various definitions. The inclusive nature of most denom-
inator definitions has led many local campus leaders to request additional
analyses that include only certain students in the denominator. For example,
some belicve that including students in the transfer-eligible pool who did not
state transfer intent upon enrollment at the college was artificially lowering the
transfer rate. However, others suggest that institutional practices might cause
students to identify themselves as potential transfer students even when this
was not their intention. This might occur in cases where students are not
informed about the requirements and time it takes o transfer. Also, in some
cases financial aid policies encourage students to indicate an intent to transfer
to be ehgible for aid. On the other hand, some institutions do not collect an
cducational intent from students. Uthers believe that student hehaviors
demonstrate intent and that the institution needs to have an adequate oppor-
tunity to mediate and inform the student’s statement of intent before the stu-
dent can be included in the transfer-eligible pool. Generally, however,
comnmunity college leaders have been uncomfortable with studies to this pomt
hecause their transfer rates were rather low numbers. To outside analysts, pol-
wy makers, and journalisis, the reaction of community college leaders has been
defensive on the topic of calculating and reporting transfer, because without
some benchmark, no one could be sure how to interpret the numbers. This
study attempts to clarify the importance of the denominator definition by
comparing options suggested and thus providing the readers with an under-
standing of how denominator manipulation affects rates.

Mecthodology

sice 1988 the Translfer Assembly has been collecting and reporting data on
conmunity college transfers fron a number of states across the country, Using
a dita-matching approach, participating community colleges prepare dat files
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according to a specified definition developed by the Transfer Assembly and val-
idated nationally over the last eight years. The cohort of students identified for
matching with university enrollment files is defined by the Transfer Assembly
as the number of students with no prior college experience who enter the com-
munity college and complete at least twelve credit units there within a four-year
period. Using this definition, the CSCC has found that on average, of an enter-
ing cohort of first-time college students, nearly cne-half complete at least twelve
credit units, and of this group completing at least twelve credits, about one-
quarter transfer within four years of their first community college enrollment.

This definition yields a transfer rate that has remained stabie over time on
a national level and on a state-by-state basis. This was found even with a dra-
matic increase in the number of participating colleges: from forty-eight in 1988
to over four hundred in 1995. These data have been found to provide both a
well-recognized and a consistent indicator of student transfer, and were the
basis for this study.

The source of the data for this study was the 1994 Transfer Assembly data
for two community college districts. For the 1994 Transfer Assembly, both dis-
tricts preparcd data files that met the data elements and definitions required
for participation in the data matching conducted by the CSCC. The four col-
leges included in the two districts were among the 395 community colleges
that participated in the 1994 Transfer Assembly. A data tape of student 1D
numbers for the fall 1988 first-time cohort who completed twelve or more col-
lege credit units was matched against enrollment files for all of the California
State Universities and University of California campuses by the CSCC. These
matched files were returned to the respective districts under special agreement
for this project where further analyses of the cohorts were conducted. The
matched files gave cach district transfer outcomes for specific students repre-
senting a large majority of their in-state transfers

Choosing the Definitions

Denominators chosen for review initially cae from models and approaches
identifying student development and success found in the ERIC databases and
other hiterature, a review of recent legislative mandates. and current discus-
sions among, rescarchers in the California community colleges about the
absence of rehiable transfer numbers. These denominators can be grouped into
four categones. In the first are standard historical enrollment models (all new
students, first-1ime college students, first-time students with a degree goal). In
the second are those derived as policy exploration (Transfer Assembly, Student
Right-to-Know). The third group of delinitions were developed [rom discus-
ston among California community college researchers frustrated by the lack of
a rehable staustic focused on student hehaviors (three possible versions of a
transfer readv delinition). Finally, the authors combined some of the historical
maodels with ohservations of enrollment paterns and student owrcomes. The
cleven definitions are listed in Exhibit 5.1,
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Exhibit 5.1. Possible Denominators for Calculating Transfer

Group A All students new to the institution
Group B All first-ime college students
Group C All first-time college students with a degree (AA. AS, cernficate. bacealau-

rcate) goal
Group TA  All fust-time college students who camed at feast twelve units 1n a four-
vear period (Transfer Assembly delinttion?

Group D All first-ume college students with a transfer goal

Group E All first-time college studenis with a transfer goal and whe carned more
than zero units

Group F All first-ume college students with a transfer goal and who earned twelve

OF moere units

CGroup SRK  All first-time college students with a degree goal who attempted full-ume
anits n thar first term Student-Right-to-Know defimien?

Group G All firsttime college students who are transfer-ready wompletng freshman
Fnghsh composition and mathematics courses transferable 1o four-year
colleges and umversities)

Group H Al first-timie callege students with a transfer goal and who are wransier
ready
Group | All first-nme college students wuth a transfer goal whe are wransfer ready

and who have completed at least fifty-six unns

Each of these defimtions was applied to a group of transfernng students
identificd in the Transfer Assenibly data matching with the state enrolliment
fites. This cnabled companson and evaluation of cach of the proposed trans-
fer definitions. Although the Transfer Assembly data do not include the states
private colleges and universities, they are the best data available to this date tor
Cahfornia communtity colleges. Consequently. though imperfect. these data
sull lughlight the issuc of defining the denonunator.

Transfer Ready

There has been a growing interest on the part of communuy college
rescarchers. administrators, and taculty in deternuning the transfer clighhiluy
rate for student cohorts. 1t 1s suggested that as a consequence of the changes
in public policy toward higher educauon and fluctuations in regianal
cconomics, the dependent or eriterion variable of student transfer to a four-
year mstitution has become increasingly unstable from year to year. Thus, same
supgest that community colleges can best commurnicate and document their
success with students by analyzing the rate at which they prepare students 1o
be ready to transfer, regardless of whether they actually transfer or not. s
suggrested that this is an area over which the institution has control, and is
more independent of the transfer pohaies, fee structure, or available seats at
the local four-vear college or unmiversity. Thus, 1t 1s more ol a proximal rather
than distal ndhcator Communuy college vesearchers (Birdsall and Boese, 1995,
Rasor and Barr, 1995 have proposed several transfer-ready models to evalu-
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ate the transfer function of community colleges. These models suggest that a
transfer eligibility rate be calculated with a numerator of students who have
demonstrated commitment to transfer by such actions as completing a trans-
fer-level course in mathematics or English, by completing fifty-six or more
translerable units, or by achieving a grade point average of 2.00 (C) or beuter
{Groups G, H and 1).

Transler readiness as a concept appeared attractive because it was seen as
an independent measure of community colleges’ preparation of students for
transler not dependent on data from outside the community college. On the
other hand, the transfer-readiness approach dees seem to asswme that all stu-
dents will complete a similar set of requirements for transfer—this has not
been validated by any of the proponents. In fact, the authors of the present
study would conclude that students transfer to four-year institations without
completing two years of lower-division course work and without fulfilling
some transfer requirements of the senior institwtions depending on their enroll-
ment needs at parucular times. Thus, for purposes of this study only actual
cnrollment in a four-year institution is included in the numerator.

Student Right-to-Know/A Change in the Numerator Too

The authors of this project made a conscious decision to focus on the issue of the
denominator in calculating transfer rates to evaluate the impact of vanous denom-
inator definitions. One of the definitions 1o be evaluated is the federal Student
Right-to-Know (SRK) lormula, which in ali likelihood will become an important
henchmark. SRK reparting, however, initiates a somewhat broader interpretation
of success than the restricted definition, enroliment in a four-year institution, that
has been previously proposed in transfer definitions. SRK includes in its numer-
ator those enrolling at a four-year institution, those who transter to any other insti-
tution, those continuing enroliment, and those completing a (community college)
degree or centificate at the initial institution. For purposes of this study, although
we have included the SRK denominator definition, we are including only actual
enrollment at a four-year institution in our numerator.

Findings

As has been discussed throughout this report. the transfer rate can vary con-
siderably when conditions are applied 1o include particular students in the
potential pool of transler students. Figure 5.1 dramatically illustrates how the
transfer rate increases with various conditions applicd to the initial cohort or
denominator Although the transfer rate increases, however, the proportion of
the initial cohort of stuclents included as transfer cligible can decrease so much
that a large majonty of the mstitution’s students are not included. Conse-
guently, the use of & more specific transfer-rate definitton may beg the public
pohicy question we started with
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Figure 5.1. Cohort Size and Transfer Rate

100.0%
O0.0% - oo e
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60.0%

50.0%
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20.0%

13 0%

O Q%

Cohort group

[n the precedimg example., the transfer rate varies from 3.3 percent 1o 61.3
percent for District T and from 3.6 percent o 40.4 percent for District 2. In cach
case, the lowest rate is with a denominator of ull new students (A) and the high-
est rate came with the most exclusive transfer ready definition (1. For the most
part, cach district had an increasing, transfer rate across the definitions, as ordered
by the authors, corresponding to a declining propaortion of the entering student
cohart in the denominator. For example, whereas definition A—all new stu-
dents—includes 100 pereent of both districts” initial cohorts, the SRK definition
includes 4.6 pereent of the mitial cohort from Distriet 2 and 14.0 pereent of Dis-
triet s initial cohort. Similardy, the transfer-ready denominators (G and H) only
capture between 1.2 and 3.6 percent of the initial cohorts of the two districts.

Several other quitks become apparent as we look at the data. For exam-
ple, other than the all new students (A) definition, none of the definitions cap-
tured more than half of all the transters for District 2. District 1, on the other
hand, had no fewer than 88 pereent of their transfers captured in definitions
B CoDE and E Further, 66 percent of all District 1 transfers were captured
by the SRK denominator definition, whereas only 15 pereent of District 2%
translers were captured by the SRK denomimator defimition.
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The secondary question raised by this study, after understanding the
impact of the denominator in a transfer rate formula, is, what definition best
represents an institutional transfer rate for each district? Although some
express dissatisfaction with models that included all students as potential trans-
fers regardless of intent, inclusion of student intent to transfer as a condition
for transfer eligibility seems to be less important than actual transfer-related
behaviors such as completion of transfer-level English or math courses. Clearly
there has been value added to the student as a result of successful completion
of college-level English and math, particularly when preparing for employment
in our increasingly information-based economy. The question then becomes
more difficult. The data [rom this study suggest there are important questions
to consider when we restrict entry into the denominator of a transfer-rate for-
mula. Although we increase our transfer rate dramatically by restricting entry
to only the most serious students, we risk a cynical response by legislators, the
media, and community groups by severely limiting the potentially eligible pool
of transfer students. Herein lies the fine art of policy making regarding
accountability. Even the SRK definition (all first-time college students with a
degree goal who attempted full-time units in their first terms), because it
misscs so many of the eventual transfers in one district, would not be a good
singular choice for policy making for that district. Transfer rates, as with other
educational indicators, are difficult to usc both as a program accountability tool
for external audiences and for local planning and program review purposcs.
Local college leaders need 1o review the various transfer-rate formulas and
determine for themselves which best describe the role of their colleges in
preparing students for transfer. For whom should the college take responsi-
biluy for transferring? The answer to this question seems to lic somewhere
hetween the all-inclusive transfer-eligible pool and the most restrictive defini-
tions of transfer-ready presented here.
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Current events deeply influence educational institutions. New
colluborative articulation and transfer programs between two- and

four-vear institutions may be required to best meet the educationa

needs of students.

Moving Toward Collaboration in
Transfer and Articulation

Dorothy M. Knoell

Attempts to provide a national perspective in which to propose changes in
transfer and articulation are limited by the wide diversity of types of two-year
mstitations in the hity states, and by ongoing changes in their mission (Adel-
man, 1992; Witt, Wattenbarger, Gollattscheck, and Suppiger, 1994). This lim-
itation is compounded by a lack of information about transfer students that
gocs beyond the computation of rates of transfer (Cohen, 1993; Grubb, 199 1.
Furthermore, there are a number of trends that are probably aflecting the size
and nature of pools of potendial transfer students, including: improved high
school preparation for four-year college admission; questions about the pro-
pricty of affirmative action and other outreach programs to assist students who
have been historically underrepresented in higher education; higher university
admission standards: higher university costs, together with uncertainty about
the availability of student financial aid; and increasing cmphasis on vocational
and technical education at the high school and community college levels,
inchuding new school-to-career programs.

Approaching the Twenty-First Century

Three or so decades ago, the typical community college transler student was a
recent high school graduate whose goal was a baccalaureate degree, but who
cnrolled in a two-year institution for one or two years after high school. ov until
he or she completed lower-division work (Knocelt and Medsker, 1965), Such
students usually had decided an their major ficld of study and the institution
to which they mtended to transfer by the time they began work in what were
then junior colleges, and made steady progress in a two-plus-two program so
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as to transfer at the upper-division level and complete their baccalaureate-degree
program in two or three years.

This traditional transfer group has been enlarged and diversified by affir-
mative action programs with the goal of achieving educational equity—more
studeruts from low income families, none of whose members had college expe-
rience: more Asian, black, Latino, and Native American students, many of
whom graduated from low-performing schools, with families whose educa-
tional attainment was low; and students with limited or no English-language
skills (Richardson and Bender, 1987).

Now, as the twenty-first century approaches, the potential transfer pool is
being further enlarged by other types of what might be called nontraditional
students, including the unemployed, displaced workers, and those whose skills
need upgrading; welfare recipients who are required to go to school or work
as a condition of receiving further benefits; women reentering higher educa-
tion after a hiatus for homemaking and child-rearing, inany of whom will be
seeking employment for the first time; and some who might be called inter-
rupted scholars with diverse interests, objectives, and ceducational backgrounds.
Speculation about their interest in and potential for earning a baccalaureate
degrece, and the projection of numbers who will need access to transfer oppor-
tunitics, are at best a challenge for planners for the next several decades.

The Need for New Opportunities to Transfer

One potentially large transfer population that is not now well served, if it is
served at all is the cohort of adults with an associate degree or its equivalent
in a career or technical field who have been in the workforce and need
upgrading, retraining, or simply validation of the skills they have learned on
the job as they move up their career ladders. Their necds may now be met
by community colleges in noncredit classes or contract ccducation programs
that employers arrange and fund. or by training provided by employers in
which higher educavion institutions may not participate at all. However, there
is nOw reason to suggest that new upper-division programs need to be devel-
oped to meet the special carcer advancement needs of working adults with
less than a baccalaureate degree, whose carlier coursework in a community
college was not intended for transfer. They have graduated from and been
employed in various technical fields, and arc now necded in and wish to
move into middle-management jobs that require new kinds of skills and
knowledge. The potential payolf is both to the workforee, which needs nian-
agers who have had work experience as technicians and education in man-
agement, and 10 workers who are ready for advancement into supervision
and management.

Another justilication for an merease in opportunities at the baccalaurcate-
degree Tevel derives from pressures on community colleges to expand their
credit-course oflerings beyond the two-year associate’s degree without them-
sclves becoming four-year colleges New instructional technology now makes
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it possible for baccalaureate-degree-granting institutions to provide students
with access to upper-division work without their having to transfer physically.
It frees students and faculty from the rigidities of time and place that are asso-
ciated with on-campus instruction, where class scheduling is tied to the clock
and the calendar. Technology facilitates distance learning, thus enabling work-
ers to take courses at sites, including both the workplace and nearby commu-
nity college campuscs, and at times that are convenient to them, alone at their
OWN pace, or in cooperative learning groups.

Community colleges themselves could benefit from a still different kind of
transfer opportunity, which would prepare their graduates to become faculty
and staff in high schools and two-year institutions, particularly in the tech-
nologics. What is envisioned is a new two-plus-two-plus-two program, which
begins in a community college, leads to transfer, and continues on to an appro-
priate master’s degree for teaching. It would include work experience for credit,
built into the program at either or both the point of transfer and the point of
entrance into the master’s degree program. Cutbacks in state funding have led
to the downsizing of traditional baccalaureate-degree programs that prepare
high school and college vocational instructors. This downsizing has created
problems for those who need at least a baccalaureate degree to teach, but it
also provides an incentive for colleges and universities to develop new
approaches to preparing community college faculty for technical programs.

School-to-work programs, which are being developed in secondary
schools under the federal School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994, will need
new kinds of stall. These may well be people who earn an associate’s degree in
a career field, gain significant work experience, and then complete a new kind
of baccalaureate degree. It would be designed 1o prepare them to work coop-
cratively with schools, business, and industry in establishing school-to-work
programs for high school students who may possibly continue their career
cducation in a community college.

The federal government has been providing tunds through the Carl D.
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Act to develop two-plus-two-plus-
two (six-year) carcer education programs that begin in the junior and senior
years of high schwool and lead through the community college to a baccalaure-
ate degree (Rancho Santrago Research Center, 1991 California Postsecondary
Education Comiaission, 1987, 1992b). Programs being developed should but
often have not included models that make provision for students to stop out for
related work experience at various transition points during the six-year edu-
cational experience, ideally with degree credit granted for such experience.
New emphasis on high school-through-community college tech prep programs,
which are funded under the same federal act, may lead to decreased interest
in six-year programs leading to a baccalaurcate degree, particularly for experi-
enced workers (Parnell, 1985). The issue remains ol how best to seive adults
in the workforce who possess less than a baccalaureate degree, but who need
and are capable ol achieving higher levels of collegiate education that would
advance them in (or change) their careers.
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New Approaches to Articulation: A Collaborative Model

The traditional approach to articulation involves faculty and staff in four-vear
institutions reviewing courses and programs from feeder community coileges,
tin order to make a judgment about their transferability and the haccalaurcate-
degree requircments they might meet, either as clective credit or in satisfaction
of particular general education or major requirements. The community college
may be asked 10 submit course syllabi or other information about the nature
of the courses they offer, and may be permitted to appeal a negative decision
about the wransfer status of particular courses. Typically there is a limit of
between sixty and seventy semester units on the amount of credit that may be
transferred from a community college, and courses generally meet only lower-
division requirements tKnoell, 1990a).

The pracess works best for recent high school graduates who enroll in
only one community college and transfer without a significant lapse in time,
but it may impede the progress of the increasingly diverse pool of potential
community college transfer students, because of its ngidity: Enrollment m sev-
erad community colleges in the course of completing a transfer program, con-
current entollment in either two community colleges or in both a community
college and a four-year institution, stepping ot to work from time to time, and
course-taking in a proprictary school all create artculauon problems for siu-
dents that the raditional approach does not currently solve.

Statewide common course numbering by community colleges, or by four-
year mstitutions and their feeder community colleges. is one approach to sim-
plifying the articulation ol courses. but 1t 1s a complex, expensive process that
does not obviate the need for the articulation of specific programs (California
Postsecondary Education Commission, 1984, The development of common
course numbers requires some degree of collaboration among facutties from
the various discipiines i which the courses are to be articulated, but the num-
her of faculty members who can be thus mvolved is limited by cost and the
need to maintam teaching schedules while serving on statewide commuttees to
develop such numbers Furthermore, such a process tends to discourage fac-
ulty from making major (anges in the content of, or m the way they teach,
the courses that are in the common course numbering system

For students who do not fit the tradivonal tanster-student model, a bet-
ter collaborative model 18 one that involves the students, ther faculty from the
two- and four-year mstitutions, and their employers, workmg together to
cnable students to move toward then deree and career goals with case
between and among these institutions and the workplace. The coneept ol col-
laboration as an mtegral part of transfer and aruculation was used in the report
of a nanonal study that the ord Foundation tunded several years ago (Knoell,
1990bh). Evaduation of some type of portolio or detailed resume appears o be
more uselul than simply an analy sis of transenpts, partucularly for students
whose enroltment and wark expenence extend over a tonger penod ol time
than that of more tradinonal students.,
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Whereas a portfolio or resume would include such transcripts, it might
also contain information about employment since high school and an account-
ing by the student of us or her life experiences that appear to be relevant o
the individual’s educational and career goals. Acceptance {or transfer) into an
upper-division program may also require a formal assessment of skills that are
critical 1o success in the program, for example, writing, oral communication,
computer literacy. and mathematics skills. Collaborative articulation then takes
on a kind of holistic quality, as faculty members evaluate how far the candi-
date has progressed in achieving his or her goals and objectives, and what he
or she has vet to do in order to qualify for a baccalaureate degree. The pre-
scription might include an internship or additional work experience, as well
as course work that would either broaden his or her general education or sat-
isfy graduation requirements in a major field. Where appropriate, some of the
additional course work might be taken at a community college, at the work-
place, or by distance learning, as well as on the campus of the institution that
awards the degree.

This collaborative approach to articulation 1s student- rather than institu-
tion-centered, and is likely 10 be more efficient and effective than the more tra-
dittonal process, at least from the student’s point of view:. [t assumes that people
learn from diflerent kinds of experiences, at different rates, and in varying com-
binations of education and work. 1t needs 1o be a dynamic process. as students
progress toward their goals, with adjustments made as experience is accrued.

Other Possibilities for Collaboration Among Faculties
and Institutions

The discussion of collaborative articulation has dealt thus far with a process
lor moving individual students through thenr college enrollment and career
experiences, toward the achievement of a baccalaureate degree. There are other
possibilities [or collaboration between two- and fowr-year mstitutions tha
should benefit potential transler students, some of which are best suited 1o stu-
dents who enter college divectly after high school. The first involves joint
admission o both a community college and a four-year institwtion, with trans-
fer guaranteed to those who complete a lower-diviston transler program with
satisfactory grades. Such a policy nnght also mclude the joint awarding of asso-
clate’s and bachelors degrees It enhances the reputation of the communuy col-
lege s ananstitution of higher education wimong, parents and students alike,
and gives assurance ol aceess when the foursyear institution 1~ faced with a nm-
iation on carollment

A sceond area of collaboration mvolves agreement on the assessment ol
utwre students” verbal and mathematical skills, with both types of institations
agrecing to the same assessment mstraments and standards for determimimg readi-
ness lor college-fevel work. This joint activity presupposes agreement among fac-
alties on the kinds and Tevels of skills that are essential for suceesstul college
worle, and the involvement of secondary school teachers in incorporating them
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as objectives in their college-preparatory courses. ldeally, the assessment is con-
ducted while potential college students are still in high school, with the intent
that they may overcome any deficiencies before entering college. Collaboration
among faculties is also called for as remedial instruction is designed and then
offered 1o students who need it.

Collaboration in establishing general education requirements for gradua-
tion is still another way to facilitate articulation and speed the progress of trans-
fer students toward the baccalaureate degree. This is in lieu of the traditional
approach whereby faculty in four-year institutions virtually dictate what the
general education program of the community colleges should be. Such col-
laboration is most effective when all public institutions in a state are able to
agree on the nature of a majority of these requirements, the need for commu-
nity colleges to teach them at the lower-division level, and the specific com-
munity college courses that will satisfy each of the requirements.

Fiscal constraints are making it increasingly difficult for students to enroll
in one institution for all the courses they need in order to make steady progress
to the degree. Thus collaboration may take the form of agreeinents for con-
current or cross-registration of students in community colleges and four-year
institwtions. Although community college courses will not usually qualify for
uppcr-division credit, upper division students often are able to find commu-
nity college courses that satisfy graduation requirements, either in regular or
summer sessions. Still another aspect of this kind of collaboration involves the
provision for high school juniors and semors to earn college credit that
advances them toward an associate’s or bachelors degree, either in a College
Board Advanced Placement program ot in college courses, which may be
olfered in the high school or on a college campus. Collaboration among fac-
ulties 1s important here because students are most likely to enroll at a conve-
niently located community college, with an expectation that the institution
they will later enter as a livst-year or transfer student will accept the college
credit thus earned (California Postsecondary Education Comnussion, 1992a).

Fiscal constraints may also promote collaboration that involves the joins
use of facilities and staff by nearby two- and four-year institutions (California
Postsecondary Education Commission, 1992h). Examples of facilitics that may
be suitable for joint use include hibraries, laboratories, athletic facilities, and
facilities for the performing arts. Examples of stall who might be used jointly
are instructors in remedial and English-as-a-Second Language programs, coun-
sclors, stalf im outreach programs to high schools and the community, and
other student services personnel. Staff such as articulation officers may be
jointly employcd, and the services of others, such as instructors in remedial
programs, may be obtained under contract with the employing institution.
Although budgetary conditions may be the motvanon for such collaboration,
increased contacts among faculty and stalf in diflerent types o institutions may
be beneficial to transler students as well.

A sixth arca of collaboration 1s the jomt development of courses that are
tatght in what may stll be regarded as nontraditional modes i order to
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increase the likelihood that institutions will award regular credit w students
who enroll in them. Available instructional media are expanding beyond tele-
vised courses and media computerized instruction. Collaboration among fac-
ulty in both developing and teaching courses under conditions other than
lecture hall instruction may increase their quality and should increase their
mutual acceptability in meeting degree requirements.

Finally, professional development programs offer an opportunity for col-
laboration among faculties, which is tikely to improve both teaching and learn-
ing, and articulation aad transfer between two- and four-year institutions. In
traditional programs, faculty in four-year instituuions impart their knowledge
and skills 1o community college instructors in a mentor and mentee relation-
ship. In others, a community college offers a program for its own faculty, bring-
ing in owside experts as needed. A collaborative program views the two
laculties in a peer relationship, with common needs for staff development o
improve teaching and learning, and the potential for making difterent kinds of
contribwtions to the process. Examples of foci for collaborative activities that
have potential to improve articulation are weaching and learning styles, cur-
riculum content and sequence, and assessment of outcomes.

Governmental Developments of Concern

AL present there is o considerable degree of uncertainty about the future of var-
ious governmentally funded programs that affect opportunitics for transfer, at
least indirectly. Such programs include affirmative action and outrcach, student
[mancial aid, workforee education and training, and welfare. At issuc is both
their level of funding and the commitment or opposition of legislators and oth-
ers (o them. Some potential actions might be expected o promote transfer,
whereas others could hinder it or discourage enrollment in college at all.

Affirmative action. Pressures to end or mend affinmative action in the admis-
sions practices of institutions of higher education may result n the diversion of
students of color {rom four-year institutions to community colleges with open
admission policies. One factor that would contribute to this diversion is a pro-
posed ban on admissions to baccalaureate institutions based on racial and cth-
nic factors, which would aflect both qualilied apphcants who are competing for
a limited number of spaces and the small number who are now admitted 1n
exception to requirements. A second lactor would likely be reduced cligibility
for regular admuission 10 baccalaurcate insinutions as a result of new limiis on
the olfering of special programs to reach out to and prepare high school stu-
dents from groups that have been historically underrepresented i higher edu-
cation. Finally, the probability of success for those who may «till enroll would
e reduced by a ban on specially targeted support programs and services, and
the eventual elimination of remedil mstruction i four-year mstitutions.,

I these actions occur, the probable volume of diversion o or transfer from
community colleges for those who would be demed adnussion as freshmen to
four-year mstitutions cannat be projected with much certainty. Community
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colleges will be no more able than four-year institutions to offer special pro-
grams {or disadvantaged students of color, and thus their potential for trans-
fer may be lessened. Another option for some of these students is enrollment
in a historically black institution, but the least favorable option is not to go to
college at all.

Student financial aid. As noted earlier, uncertainty about the future avail-
ability of federally subsidized financial aid, together with increasing costs of
attending public universities, may affect transfer in several ways. Students may
be more likely to aitend a community college as freshmen, because of uncer-
tainty about financial aid; they may also be less likely to transfer, if federal
grants and loans are not available on favorable terms. Finally, financial aid pro-
grams that have been specially targeted to racial and cthnic minorities may be
climinated as part of a larger movement to ban affirmative action.

Workforce education and training. Prospective changes in federally funded
workforce education and training programs are likely to affect transfer and
articulation in ways that arc difficult to predict at this time. New federal legis-
lation may combine funding for ail workforce education and training into one
block grant for states to distribute 1o providers, as each state sces fit. If com-
munity colleges increase their already strong role in workforce training as a
resull of this move, then the transfer function may well become less dominant.
If. on the other hand. they were to lose the federal funding they now receive
under the Perkins Voc.ional and Applied Technology Act and other federal
training programs, then emphasis on the transfer lunction might increase as a
means of maintaining enrollments. In any case. increased collaboration among
cducational institutions at all levels, as well as collaboration with business and
inclustry, will be necessary to ensure the development of a world-class work-
force.

Welfare reform. Whatever form wellare reform takes in the various siates.
the education and training of wellare recipients for employment s likely to be
prominent As in the case of workforee education, the future role of commu-
nity colleges in performing this function is still uncertam. There is almost no
hkelihood that welfare recipients would be funded for more than two years of
cducation leading to employment. However, some recipients may well be able
to demonstrate their academic potential in a two-year program and should be
able 1o transler into a baccalanreate-degree program at some time in their
career.

Conclusion

A good education for all Americans 1s xmong the naton’ highest priorities, to
ensure not only that the country will have a first-class workforee, but also that
cach mdividual will have an opportunity for education to achiceve his or her full
potential. Comnunity colleges have done much to achieve this goal, without
tegard to an individuals sociocconomic status, racial or ethnie backgrne nd, or
goender Much remains to be done 1o ensure that the needs ol both the workers
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and the workforce are being met. A major thrust of this chapter has been to
make a case {or broadening the concepts of transfer and articulation, so as to
make new opportunities available 10 new pools of potential students in the
workforce that will enable them to enroll in appropriate baccalaureate-degree
programs as they move up the career ladder.

This opening up of opportunities to complete a laccalaureate degree
should not mcan a lowering of standards or a lessening of the value of the
degree. Instead, through increased collaboration among faculties and institu-
tions, and with business and industry, it should mean a broadening and diver-
sification of opportunity that will better serve the needs of the ever more
diverse population of this country. The success of the transfer function should
not be judged by volume or rates of transfer but, instead, by movement toward
a vision of a future in which individuals who have successfully completed two
years of postsecondary education or its equivalent will have an appropriate
opportunity to continue their education toward a higher degree.
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Deliberations between feculty at two-year and fowr-vear colleges can
do much to articulate carricuia, thereby enhancing transfer
opportunities for community college students. But facilitating these
deliberations will require radical departures from the traditions of
classroom isolation that too often characterize fuculty veork.

Transfer as a Function ot
Interinstitutional Faculty Deliberations

James C. Palmer

Community colleges play several roles in baccalaureate education, that com-
ponent of the educational continuum that links secondary education with
graduate school and that leads to the award of the bachelors degree. Provid-
ing access 1o undergraduate study is obviously one role. Conveniently located
within commuting distance of most citizens, community colleges are a rela-
tively tow-cost alternative to the lower division of the university, and they are
often the only point of entry for students whose academic backgrounds make
them ineligible for university admission. By the same token, community col-
leges serve as a screen for the university, allowing society to keep the doors of
undergraduate study open without requiring universities to abandon selective
admissions; universitics can be universitics largely because of the system ol
community colleges that surrounds them. Finally, community colleges aug-
ment the university curriculum for many students who, though matriculated
at the university, take one or two community college courses to fill out therr
programs of study.

Given the significant community college role in undergraduate education,
Eatons (1990) call for an acadenic approach to student transicr and curricu-
fum articulation is mghly practical. Studerit movement booween colleges makes
the two-year and four-vear sectors interdependent the work of the former
affects the work ol the Tatter and vice versa. The academic approach thus
requures “collaborative work beiween two-year and four-vear college facalty al
the point of course development so that curriculum content and performance
expectanions are understood by both institutions and do not constitute unin-
tended barriers to nansfer” (Palmer and Gaton, 1991, p. 39). A key assump-
ton ts that faculty m both sectors will view the development of undergraduate
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education as a shared task. Rather than relying solely on articulation agree-
ments and counseling services to help students move between institutions that
construct undergraduate curricula internally and autonomously, the academic
approach views curriculum itself as a key unifying factor and hence joint cur-
nculum deliberations as an important articulation task.

How should these deliberations proceed? As a practical matter, they will
necd more structure than the deliberations of national blue-ribbon commis-
sions that, as Kimball (1990, p. 95) points out, “avoid facing difficult trade-
offs™ by recommending “everything that any member believes is important”
and that emphasize laudable and recurrent ideals, such as the need to improve
student literacy skills, inculcate multicultural values in students, build a sense
of community on campus, encourage a sense of student involvement, offer
more coherent curricula, and enhance the importance of teaching within the
university. Rather, the deliberations should structure the work of faculty mem-
bers who carry out the undergraduate program. With this end in mind, two-
year and four-year college educators might focus their deliberations around
threc themes: the formal structure of the undergraduate curriculum—that is,
the types and arrangement of courses that students are required to complete;
course content and learning objectives, both in terms of disciplinary knowl-
edge and general education: and faculty roles and responsibilitics. Decisions
madc in each of these arcas will affect the character of the undergraduate pro-
gram and the respective roles played by the two-year and four-year college.

The Formal Curriculum

At one level, undergraduate education can be studied as a system of courses.
Veysey (1990, p. 175) cails this “formal™ curriculum “a highly complicated
serics of structural arrangenents, embodying many separate kinds of routine
understandings.” [Uis these understandings, he notes, that make the college
experience famliar to us. Students take courses that are sponsored by acade-
mic departiments, offered for set periods of time (quarters or semesters), and
culnunate in grades and the award of credit, There are protocols for the num-
her of courses required for the baccalaurcate and for their distribution, some
tuthiling the requirements of the major, some fulfilling general education
requirements, and others taken as clectives. Although this outward structure
says little about academic substance and quality, it has been a relatively stable
part of American ligher education since the emergence of the university—from
whuch it arose—in the 1890s. Veysey obscrves that whereas colleges and uni-
versitics have changed considerably since 1900, the skeletal design of the
undergraduate curriculum has not,

Articulation and transfer have been well served  this consistency. The
peculiarly American idea of discereet courses for which students earn trans-
portable semester-hour credit facilitates student mobility between institutions,
making the community college as college possible. And although transfer stu-
dents sometimes find their progress impeded by discrepancies between the for-
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mal curricula of the community college and the university, both institutions at
least share a common currency of exchange and a comamon language of nego-
tiation. These shared understandings are reilected in articulation agieements.
The transfer admission agreements (TAAs) for community college students
who plan to auwend the University of California, Davis, are an example. As
Knoell (1994; p. 133) explains, cach “TAA 1s a formal, writien agreement that
outhnes the courses a student must take beiore transferring, states the GPA a
student must earn, and lists specific requirements for limited access majors.
After a TAA is written, the student signs the agreement, along with . . . a Davis
campus representative. These signatures guarantee that the student will be
admitted to Davis in the major and for the term of choice, provided the stu-
dent fulfills the agreement.”

[n constructing these agreements, two-year and four-year college educa-
tors help shape the structure if not the substance of the undergraduate expe-
rience, Sometimes small but irritwting problems require attention. Some of the
projects funded by the Ford Foundations National Center for Academic
Achicvement provide illustrations. For example, faculty inembers from Geor-
gia State University and Adanta Metropoelitan College compared their mathe-
matics curricula, attending to differences between the two institutions in the
ways courses were sequenced from developmental mathematics through cal-
culus. Because of these differences. Atanta Metropolitan students sometimes
lost creditif they transferred 1o Georgia State prior to completing the full
scquence (Najee-ullah and others, 1993).

But in other cases, larger, perennially-debated issues are addressed. One
is general education. Here ongoing discussions about which courses fulfill gen-
eral education requirements are moved from the institutional arena to the
intermstitutional arena. A sccond issue deals with prescription and the gues-
tion of whether students should be required or urged to complete two years of
study at the comn .nity college before transferring to the university.

General Education. Some interinstitutional deliberations are ininated to
identify courses that meet commonly agreed upon curricular goals, particularly
in general education. The Hiinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE), for exam-
ple, has begun a statewide articulation initiative involving faculty from wwo-year
and four-year colleges in the development of model lower-division curricula.
The first product of the initiative, a transferable general education curriculum,
was released for comment in 1993 and endorsed by the IBHE and the [linois
Community College Board in 1994 (1llinois Board of Higher Education, 1994
It delines the purpose of general education, specifies a thinty-seven to forty-one
semester-hour sequence of course: n five areas (communications, mathemat-
ics, humanities and fine arts, soctal and behavioral sciences, and physical and
life sciencees), and delimeates the competencics students are (o demonstrate in
cach (See Exhibit 7.1.).

More than 100 two-year and lour-year college faculty members from each
ol the hve disciphnary areas represented m the model curricalum contributed o
its development through a year-long process of insk-loree deliberations. Colleges
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Exhibit 7.1. 1llinois General Education Core Curriculum Requirements

Comimunications Three courses (nine semester credits), including a two-
course sequence 10 writing (six semester credits) and one
course (three semester credits) in oral communication

Mathematics One 10 two courses (three 1o six semester credits)

Physical and Lile Sciences Two courses (seven 10 eight semester credits), with one
course selected from the life scicnces and one course
from the physical sciences and including at least one lab-
OraloTy Course

Humaniues and Fine Arts Three courses (nine semester eredits), with at least one
course selected [rom humanies and at feast one course
from the hne arts

souvial and Behavioral Sciences Three courses (nine semester credns). with courses
selected from at least two disciphines

Total Twelve w thirteen courses (thirty-seven to forty-one
semester eredits)

Soreree Hinas Board of Higher Lducauon 1994 p 3

are expected to identity courses within their curricula that lead to the specified
competencies; it is expected that students who complete these courses and trans-
fer to another inois college or university will not be required by the receiving
institution to complete additional general education courses at the lower divi-
sion.

The Hlinois articulation initiative was significant in that it formalized dis-
cussions hetween two-year and four-year college faculty members who had
heretofore interacted on an occasional basis. 1t is an open question, though,
how far participants in these types of deliberations are willing to go 1o restruc-
ture the undergraduate experience. For example, the Illinois general education
sequence outlined in Exhibit 7.1 does not mention interdisciplinary courses
or other alternaives to the familiar approach af fulfilling general educaton
requirements by completing elective courses. Although it is conceivable that
individual colleges might structure mterdisciplinary courses to meet the core
requirements, the specification of courses in individual disciplines does little
Lo promote experimentation with transferable forms of general education that
depart from the narm.

Prescription. Another broader issue that might be addressed in deliber-
ations about the formal curnculum les in the question of prescription. Within
individual colleges, deliberations about prescription center on how much lee-
way students should have in designing their programs of study (Veysey, 1990).
Deliberations bepween instnutions may add the question of whether students
should be allowed to transfer at any point during their community college
expernience, or whether they should be encouraged to complete a specified poi-
ton of the undergraduate curriculum belore transferring.

Articukation policies often lean to the latter. State policies in both inois
and Flonda, for example, tie articulation to the completion of the associate’s
degree, guarantecing juruor status to community college students who carn
credentials i collegiate arcas. The ellects vary. In Florida, whae articulaton
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guidelines are written into the state’s education code and are augmented by a
common course-numbering scheme and other articulation aids, approximately
69 percent of the students transferring from community colleges to the state’s
university system in the late 1980s did so with associate’s degrees (Belcher and
Baldwin, 1991). In lllinois, which has an articulation compact that colleges
and universities adhere 10 voluntarily rather than by legal mandate, the pro-
portion of transfer students in the late 1980s who held associate’s degrees was
only 44 percent (lllinois Board of Higher Education, 1992).

More recently, some states have tied articulation to transferable general edu-
cation or liberal arts modules that represent system-wide expectations for lower-
division achievement short of the associate’s degree. The lllinois general
education module discussed above is an example. In Virginia, the State Board
for Community Colleges has joined the Virginia State Council of Higaer Edu-
cation in endorsing a transfer module consisting of thirty-tive semester hours
of specified arts and sciences courses to be offered throughout the Virginia
Community College System and accepted for credit by the state’s tour-year col-
leges (Virginia State Council of Higher Education and the Virginia State Depart-
ment of Community Colleges, 1991). Both represent a recognition that many
community college students who transfer do so without the associates degree.
A recent study of community coltlege transfer students at randomly-selected uni-
versities in thirteen states revealed that only thirty-seven percent auained asso-
ciate’s degrees before moving on to the university; the number of semester-hour
credits carned by the students before transferring ranged from one to over 100
(Palmer, Ludwig, and Stapleton, 1994).

At issue in discussions of prescription is the role of the community college
in baccalaurcate education. Because community college studerus may transfer
without completing an associate’s degree, the act of transfer itsell does not nec-
essarily signify that the student has met a specilic standard ol achievement,
Although there are vartations among states and disciplines, on the whole the
community college contribution to undergraduate education varies {rom stu-
dent to student. On the one hand, this reflects the role of the community col-
lege as an institution of convenience, offering courses that students may take
as they see fit to meet idiosyncratic ends. The cost of this convenience, though,
may he wariness on the part of receiving four-year colleges that remain unsure
of the qualifications ol those community college students who come knocking
at their doors.

Curriculum Content

Though the components of the formal curriculum have remained stahle over
time, the content of the curriculum has not. Ways ol knowing and the knowl-
cdge hases within disciplines are constantly heing challenged. And because
undergraduate education serves as a capstone period of schooling lor indivil-
uals who do not pursue postgraduate study, assumptions about the ends ol

general education and about the relative ments of the pedagogical methods
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used 10 pursue those ends also come into play. Without substantive delibera-
tions between institutions, the undergraduate offerings at two-year and four-
year colleges may diverge considerably despite an outwardly similar
curriculum structure. Even if they do not, a perception of differences; espe-
cially on the part of receiving four-year colleges, may thrive in the absence of
first-hand knowledge gained through ungoing faculty discussions. University
faculty and their departments have been known to go their own way. bypass-
ing articulation agreements to impose their own transfer criteria when the
product of the community college is distrusted (see, for example, Bowles,
1988). Upper-division general educauon requirements constitute a predomi-
nant example.

Deliberations about content 1ake several forms. Some are the product of
state imuauves; the faculty deliberatuions that led 1o the Hlinois general educa-
non sequence (discussed above), for example. Others represent the occasional
attempts of two-ycar and four-year college educators o speak with one voice
about expectations coneerning the skills of entenng students. For exaniple, the
academic senates of the California Community Colleges. California State Uni-
versity, and the Lhaversity of California have outlined English and mathemat-
ics competencies expected of high school graduates upon matriculation as
freshmen (Academic Senates, 1982). Disanlinary organizatious have also
played a role. In Hllinors, for example, two-year and four-year college faculty
belonging to the lilinois Speech and Theatre Association met dunng the 1980s
“to define the outcomes expected of the general education speech communi-
cation course required by most colleges and universities and. then, to define
the appropriate content for the lower division coursesin . . . various speech
majors” (linots Board of Higher Education, 1992, p. 18). Finally, facuity from
incdividual four-year and two-year colleges sometimes weet o discuss specific
problems (such as a difference of opinion concerning the programming lan-
guage to use 1 introductory computer seieice courses) or 1o examine more
intangible matters. as in the case of teachers of Spanmish examming the mean-
ing and measurement of foreign language prohaiency (Gill, 1992; Grossbach,
[991).

The impacts of these deliberatons have not been assessed. To date, the lit-
crature yields more description than analysis. An intangibic beneht appears to
be the intellectual stimulus derived from the opportunity 1o converse with col-
leagues about the usually private world ol icaching. Faculty members who
have engaged in these debberanons often comment on this phenomenon.
Reflecting on his work in convening faculty from the Community College of
Philadelphia wath faculty from two receiving institutions, Grossbach (1991, p. 7
notes that “most {partictpants| had not had an opportunity o talk with faculty
from other colleges in any sustained way. In fact, the seminar provided an
opportunity for some faculty from the same school to meet one another!™ He
goes on to note that attending cach of the faculty mieetings was one of the most
intellectually stimulating things he had done in years. This bespeaks the char-
actenstic isolation of undergraduate teaching and suggests that many faculty
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merabers would welcome an opportunity to think aloud with colleagues abouwt
the work of ciassroom teaching.

More concrete results may also emerge. In some cases, for example, cur-
ricula are aligned in small but important ways. The Borough of Manhattan
Community College worked with a receiving institution to develop a joint six-
credit mathematics sequence for students majoring in elementary education
(Eaton, 1992). Sometimes, common teaching methodologies are explored. Fac-
ulty at the Houston Community Colleges and the University of Houston devel-
oped joint curriculum teams in English, mathematics, and history. These teams
"met on a monthly basis to develop [instructional} goals . .. |, to prepare
instruction bascd on these goals, and to decide on classroom research tech-
niques that could be used 1o assess their effectiveness™ (Eaton. 1992, p. 36).

In other cases, ambiguities and hidden barriers in course-by-course artic-
ulation agreements are clartfied or exposed. An illustration comes from Mont -
clair State College (New Jersey), where department chaire have reviewed
cwrricula at sending community colleges in order to identify those courses that
should be aceepted for credit. This college-wide approach to articulation,
which involved discussions with faculty and chairs at the two-year colleges,
was undertaken in response o the [ear that transfer bridges offered hy insti-
tutional articulation agreements may be illusory if disciplinary requisites aie
not recognized. "It is entirely possible, for instance, for a mathematics course
ar a two-year college to be equivalent to a corresponding mathematics course
at a four-year institwtion and yet be unacceptable in fulfilling the designated
mathematics requirement of a particular program™ (Weinman and Dutka,
1993, p. 39).

These are modest gains that bespeak the nascent character of faculty delib-
crations between two-year and four-year colleges. A more substantial goal
rarely achieved within mstitutions, et alone between them, might be  set of
principles delineating purpose and methoed in undergraduate educanon—
cither as a whole or within specific disciphnes. Such principles might draw on
the work ol disciplmary organizations. For example, a joint task force of the
Mathematical Association of America and the Association of American Colleges
has offered a sct of goals and principles for undergraduate mathematics (Steen
and others, 1990). Or they might draw on proposed structures lor general edu-
cation, such as the “utopian” general education model proposed by Arthur
Cohen and Florence Brawer. Under this model, general education within the
college is admimstered by a separate academic department whose faculty
devote themselves sulely to general education and who become expents in con-
ceptualizing disciphinary knowledge in ways that make it useful to nonspe-
cialists (Cohen and Brawer, 1989). The model may be too radical for full
mplementation, but it at least offers a way of conceptualizing genceral educa-
tion and thinking about the weaknesses of most general education programs,
which are administrauve orphans within the academy,

Other illustrative, alheit not strictly replicable, models lor educational
guidelines can be found at the K-12 level. The Report of the Committee of Ten
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on Secondary Schools (1893) is the most famous; it delincated a structure for
secondary education that endures to a large extent today. More recently, educa-
tors that belong to the Coalition of Essential Schools have sought to structure
the high school experience around nine principles that emphasize students’ abil-
ities to perform complex cognitive tasks rather than to regurgitate facts. The
interesting aspect of these principles is that they are guidelines for action—for
structuring the work of the school—and not simply restatements of ideals. The
first principle, which is strikingly similar to Eaton’s (1994) call for a reaffirma-
tion of the collegiate function at community colleges, states that high schools
“should not attempt 10 be ‘comprehensive’ if such a claim is made at the
expense of the school’s central intellectual focus™ (Sizer, 1986, p. 41). Principle
nine ties this focus to the budget, noting that services often provided to students
in comprehensive schools may have to be reduced or eliminated in order to
keep the pupil-teacher ratio at a level that will sustain rigorous teaching (Sizer,
1986, p. 41).

Principles such as these are not ends unto themselves; they are what edu-
cators make of them and can too casily hecome platitudes that mask inaction.
A notable limitation lies in their tendency to focus « = process rather than out-
comes. Nonctheless, they have the potential to expand the coimmon language
of faculty deliberations, adding to the shared understandings about curricu-
lum structure a shared understanding about the purpose of undergraduate
education.

Faculty Roles

Clearly, any joint principles developed by two-year and four-year colleges
would have to consider faculty work, for a key assumption of the academic
approach—and of pronouncements generally about the reform of undergrad-
uate education—is that faculty members {rom the two-year and four-year sce-
tors will attend to the undergraduate curriculum, not simply teach courses.
They need to view themselves not only as disciplinary experts, but as peda-
gogical experts who build and evaluaie curricula, determining the ends and
means of undergraduate study. They also need to view themscelves as collcagues
in a shared enterprise.

Realization of these ideals will require educators at both four-year and two-
year colleges to reconsider the traditional isolation of the classroom teacher,
The lingering reality of teaching as a private and idiosyncratie task rather than
as a rechnology that can be studied and discussed offers a haphazard frame-
work for dehberations. Despite ongoing attempts to improve undergraduate
teaching, it still lacks—on the whole—what Rau and Baker (1989, p. 166) call
“the publicly validated system of 1echnical expertise and evaluation found in
research.” In contrast to rescarch, which is guided by studicd methodology.
consultation with colleag | and rigorous peer review, teaching is often con-
ducted alone, guided only by ones experience and by the occasional advice of
others (Baker, 19860). Without a shared technical vocabulary, ficulty members
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in both the two-ycar and four-year sectors arc individual artisans, not a com-
munity of professionals who collectively study teaching and learning at the
undergraduate level. The sense of shared understanding that facilitates dis-
cussions of the formal undergraduate curriculum is more difficult to achieve
in discussions of what and how to teach.

Faculty in both sectors will also have to reconsider their disciplinary work.
For example, interviews with some four-year college faculty participating in
NCAAT projects reveal that reward structures emphasizing research and pub-
lication discouraged professors (especially those without tenure) from invest-
ing their energies in curriculum development activities (Callan and Reeves,
1994). Uniil teaching and curriculum development are considered legitimate
scholarly contributions within disciplines, as suggested by Boyer (1990), this
reluctance will be hard 1o overcome. Tts alleged affects on the guality of under-
graduate education have long been deplored. Eble (1990) has harshly com-
mented on what he sees as the “degradation” of undergraduate education at
four-year institutions.

As for the two-year institution, a tradition of faculiy detachment trom dis-
ciplinary conununities will have to be questioned. The academic model of
articulation runs counter to the long-held bediel that strong tics 1o the disci-
pline discourage attention to the institwtional focus of the community college:
students and their development. The deprecation of disciplinary ties, a con-
sistent theme in the writing of many junior and community college leaders
(Palmer, 1992), has most recently been voiced by Baker, Roueche, and Gilleut-
Karam (1990), who asscrt, “A major challenge {or the leadership of comnu-
nity colleges is 1o cause the faculty members 1o see themselves first as members
of the college community and sccondly as members of their specific profes-
stonal community” (p. 291). This viewpoint obviously distances the commu-
nity college from academe, perpetuates four-ycar college skepticism of the
two-year college enterprise, and causes those working on articulation to fall
back on interinstitutional agreements rather than on collegial work toward
shared ends.

The picture of universities as hostile cuvironments for the lower division
and of the commumnity college as an adisaplmary cnd insular instituion should
not be overblown. It is too casy to resort Lo stereotype, ignoring the many
exceptions in which faculty have excelled as undergraduate educators
Nonctheless, faculty need o determine how their accustomed roles help work
toward or mitigate against their full participation in the work of constructing
and assessing undergraduate curricula,

Conclusion: The Radical Implications of the Practical

Deldiberations about the structire of the curnientum, about the content of
courses, and about faculty roles have the potential to offer a cohesive under-
graduate expertence for the many students who use community colleges on
the way to the bachelors degiee. Facilitating these deliberations also recognizes
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the fact that what facuity do in one sector affects the work of faculty in the
other. Clearly, community college instructors must recognize the requisites of
entry into upper-division courses and teach accordingly And as Grossbach
(1991, p. 7) has explained, four-year college faculty have an interest in the
courses taught by two-year college faculty not only because they affect the skill
levels of students, but also because what happens in introductory courses in a
particular discipline often determines whether students will ever take another
course in that disciplinc.

But however practical, the view of articulation as a function of faculty
work in shaping undergraduate education is radical, for it ties articulation to
what Meyer, Scott, and Deal (1981) call the institutions “core technology"—
faculty teaching. The academic approach challenges education’s long history
of shielding this institutional core from potentially disturbing demands ema-
nating outside the college or school. Rather than leaving the faculty undis-
turbed in their classrooms through reliance on student services and articulation
agreements, the academic approach asks faculty to make transfer and articu-
lation part of their responsibility for determining purpose and method in
undergraduate education.

As such, the academic approach to articulation joins a host of other
reforms whose proponents are struggling to involve faculty as key plavers.
Tinto (1993, for example. has called for increased faculty involvement in col-
leges efforts 1o improve student retention; but these efforts, as he notes, are
usually the responsibility of student services personnel. The so-called outcomes
asscssment movement offers another example. 1ts proponents sce faculty involve-
ment as highly desirable and suggest that at a minimum the task of formulat-
mg institutional goals and objectives for learning will spur fuculty interest in
talking about and improving their teaching (Banta. 1991). But the formulation
of tests used to assess the effects of the curriculum as a whole (as opposed to
tests used 10 sort students in the cli-sroom) is often led by outside professional
test makers, such as the American College Testing Program (Palmer, 1993, pp.
52-53). The outcomes assessnient movement has not yet been able to buck
the entrenched American tradition of separating test development from cur-
riculum development. Hence the teacher in his or her classroom remains rel-
atively undisturbed.

The curious separation of the work of faculty from larger efforts to build
and assess the curriculum poses a challenge to almost all reform efforts, trans-
fer included. In the end, it becomes easier o talk about reform in the ahstract
or to build ediftees on the periphery of the academy that demonstrate institu-
nonal concern with and eftort in the effect of desired changes. Meyer, Seott,
and Deal (1981, p. 156) have noted this tendency in the schools arguing tha
their "organizational structures are decoupled from the technical work of edu-
cation and many of its vagaries and problems.” But there 1s nonetheless enough
cvidence that at least some faculty members are dismayed by this isolaton and
would welcome a chance to shape the programs that their students go through.
The work of these faculty members should be studied and encouraged.

Pra
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This chapter discusses the underlying implications of transfer and
articulation policy on the activities that take place at the local level—
the individual community college.

Transfer and Articulation Policies:
Implications for Practice

Tronie Rifkin

Since the early philosophical discourse on the community college movement,
transfer and articulation practices in community colleges have expanded into
a complex enterprise involving national organizations, legislators, federal agen-
cies, accrediting bodies, state agencies, and administrators and faculty from all
education sectors. The overall community college effort dedicated to transfer
and articulation, however, has waxed and waned over the years because of
struggles over the community colleges purpose as an institution. Because com-
munity colleges are multifunctional institutions, there are constant tensions
hetween the community college as an educational center, occupational insti-
tution, or liberal arts and transfer institution (Eaton, 1994). Yet, the transfer
function has remained critical because of its role in the realization of equat
apportunity in American higher education. Despite the apparent commitment
to transfer education, current conditions within the higher education envi-
ronment are challenging cxisting policies and practices. These conditions are:
declining enrollment coupled with economic recessions at the statc and
national levels; significant changes in the composition of the student body with
regard to age, ethnicity, soctocconomic status, and academic and career orien-
tations; increasing competition among pubhic agencies for hmited state
resources; major shifts in the priorities of public policy from access to achieve-
ment; and the increasing vocationalization of both community colleges and
haccalaurcate-granting institutions (Ahumada, 1993; Barkley, 1993).

The chapters in this volume have presented current transfer and articula-
tion policies and practices as well as the influences of the changing environ-
mental conditions under which they operate. The purpose of this chapter is to
identify trends from the preceding chapters and to discuss the underlying

NUW DIREC LSS TOR COMMUSTTY Cot ol o St Wanter JO%6 83 Juseey Thase Publisheis /7

t

.



A5
&

78 TRANSFER AND ARTICULATION

implications for practice of policies that are intended to mamntain a viable com-
munity college transfer function that will better serve the institution’s educa-
tional goals and the educational goals of this nation into the twenty-first
century.

Role of History

In order 1o undersiand a phenomenon more fully, one must understand its his-
torical context. Kintzers (Chapter One) historiography reveals the develop-
ment, emergence, and growth of transfer and articulation policies and practices
from the beginning of the nincteenth century through the 1980s. Over the
decades, transfer and articulation practices have adopted different patterns and
directions among community colleges and between states. By the 1980s, sev-
eral articulation and transfer issues emerged as central to assessing the future
of community colleges.

One such issue is the expanding role of the state in developing transfer
and articulation policies. In what ways are states becoming more involved?
What are the areas in which the states are involved and how does that involve-
ment impact existing transfer and articulation practices? Though the role of
the state is ever more present, how the mandates and legislation are translated
at the community college level may very well depend on the culture of the par-
ticular community college and the interests and attitudes of its constituents.
For example, the needs of a small rural community college may be quite dif-
ferent from the needs of an urban community college.

Second, the transfer rate is important as a measure of how many students
pass through two-year colleges on their way to baccalaureate nstitutions. For
most of the 1980s, few community colleges had the technological capability
to collect valid and reliable student data. Transler rates were not reported with
any precision or consistency across staies or institutions. Today, many institu-
tions can collect relevant information on students and maintain databases that
can provide reliable information on transfer students and their enrollment pat-
terns. Despite the greater amount of data available, there 1s a lack of any sys-
tematic means of assessing institutional transfer rates. As a result, 1t1s difficult
to determune whether past problems of access and articulation have been
solved, whether changes have occurred in the demographics and related inter-
ests of community college students that have led w an increased emphasis on
occupational education over transfer, or whether the mstutution has been eflce-
uve in implementing its transfer mission

A third issue concerns the changing student population and equal access
tor underrepresented groups. The transfer student population 1s changmg to
melude not just ceent high school graduates, but vocational and technical stu-
dents and adult learners as well In addinon, efforts to improve minortty aceess
to community colleges began with programs hke The Ford Foundation Urban
Communuty Collepges Transler Opportunity Program (UCCTOPY. C urrently.
these efforts are threatened by the aurrent political Cimate opposing affirmative
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action. Thus, the question is, How can wransfer and articulation processes
accommodate the changing student population and a greater representation of
minority students? Another consideration is how to improve the articulation
process so that students can experience a cohesive undergraduate education,
including not having to repeat courses. Suggestions include curriculum delib-
erations involving faculty and collaboration between community colleges and
their four-year transfer institutions. Public accountability for higher education
combined with reduced funding levels has made it imperative that community
colleges and four-year institutions communicate, collaborate, and cooperate in
the delivery of higher education.

State Influence Versus Local Community College
Activities

The influence of the state is an important aspect of the transfer and articula-
tion process. In 1985, Kintzer and Wattenbarger asserted that more formalized
state articulation and transfer policies assure better transfer opportunities for
students statewide. Today, Robertsen and Frier (Chapter Two) suggest that the
purpose of state involvement is not only 10 assure better transfer opportuni-
ties for students but to improve the quality of education by coordinating the
resources and participation of the entire community and each scctor of the
education system.

Palmer and Eaton (1991}, in their policy statement on transfer education,
assert that quality in higher educatic . is dctermined by the extent to which
students moving from two-year to four-year schools are prepared 1o meet the
collegiate expectations of the four-year institutions, the case with which swu-
dents are able 1o move from one institution to another, and the rate of bac-
calaureate degree attainment armong transfer students compared to that among,
students native to the four-year institutions (p. 4). Clearly defined admissions
standards, including standardized assessment that reflect the educational
requirerents and aualifications expected of its students, are devices with
which some states begin the process of ensuring that students are prepared to
progress toward the baccalaureate degree. Also, mandates 1o centralize infor-
mation concerning student transfer such as student progress course prereg-
uisites, and transferability of courses are designed to iniprove student flow
from high school to community college to public four-year institutions in the
state. The push by states for community colleges to make use of available tech-
nology and construct large information databases on students will provide
mstitutions with a means of determuining the rate at which students transfer
suceessfully. In these respects state inflluence can lacilitate transfer, Other
rescarch on facilitating transfer has reccommended and even encouraged siate
mvolvement. For example, Banks (19949 11 a study of the environmental
miluences on transfer, recommended pressure from the state to establish a set
of care courses within community colleges that would transfer to local insti-
tutions 1 order to improve transler achivity at some community colleges. She
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also suggested that state initiatives can ollset negative environmental condi-
tions that affect transfer such as local unemployment and community income.

Though states are taking a more active role in the community college
transfer function, the locus of transfer and articulation activities take place at
the local level—the individual community college. As Conen’s comparative
policy study of high and low transfer rate colleges reveals, “transfer is a func-
tion of college activities and the perceptions held by students and staff mem-
bers” (Chapter Three). The differences between high- and low-transfer colleges
was evident in the degree to which the particular community college empha-
sized transfer as an academic objective through transfer assistance programs
and services such as transfer centers, faculty and stalf pu. ticipation in devel-
oping transfer programs and services, academic visibility and interaction of fac-
ulty with students, and an attitude among administrators that transfer is one
of the top priorities of the institution. Thus, although states mandate definite
admissions policies, course equivalencies, implementation of technology in
order to centralize information, and collaboration between all sectors of the
education system, ultimately the future effectiveness of transfer is the degree
to which the individual community colleges view transfer as an academic
objective. Even though financial incentives and accountability measures may
encourage institutions to promote transfer, if the responsibility and authority
within an institutiol is not so directed and motivated, the impact is likely to
be minimal. However, it should be noted that the emphasis on transfer should
not be at the expense of other educational missions of the community college.
The point is more that state involvement can help facilitate transfer success,
whereas the desired outcome can only be achieved by the community college
and its members.

Transfer Rates—A Measure of Success?

While states can facilitate transfer by legislating certain program and policy
changes, how will the success of these changes he measured? Transfer activity
is measured by a transfer rate. The problem is that there are several different
definitions of transfer ratc and the formula used to calculate it. As is evident
from Spicer and Armstrong’s chapter, the issue is over the definition of the
poten' al pool of transfer students, or, in other words, the denominator in the
transter rate formula.

As Laanan and Sanchez point out, there arc the traditional transfer rate
models that consider the eligible pool of transfer students to consist of all first-
time college students who have carned some combination of credits within a
specified period of time (Cohen, 1991; Berman, Weiler, and Associates, 1990,
McMillan and Parke. 1994). There also arc emerging alternative models. The
results of a study assessing transfer activity in community colleges across the
nation conducted by the American Associauon of Community Colleges
(AACC) and the National Center for Acadermie Achievement and Transfer
acknowledeed that transfer rate and transfer effectiveness are separate issties
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(1992). The study defines effectiveness by comparing the number of students
who do transfer to those who intended to transfer when they entered college.
Following the AACC study, several other educators have attempted to specify
alternative ways of measuring transfer activity that differentiate between dif-
ferent transfer types and that consider transfer eligibility or readiness as a key
factor in the definition (Boese and Birdsall, 1994: Rasor and Barr, 1995;
Baratta, 1992). Laanan and Sanchez argue that these alternative transfer defi-
nitions measure different forms of transfer effectiveness that may provide a bet-
ter indicator of the community college’s contribution to higher education.

Spicer and Armstrong demonstrate how both traditional and nontradi-
tional transfer rate formulas produce quite a wide range of outcomes, all
dependent on how the pool of eligible transfer students is defined. This
demonstration simply returns us to the original question. What is a reliable
and relevant measure of iransfer success? As mentioned by the authors of both
Chapters Four and Five, each model has its own strengths and weaknesses.
Perhaps the goal should not be to determine one standard measure of transfer
but to determine which measure of transfer should be used when and for what
purpose. In their conclusion, Spicer and Armstrong suggest that transfer rates,
like other educational indicators, “are difficult to use both as a program
accountability tool for external audiences, and for local planning and program
review purposes” (Chapter Five). Hirose (1994) has also argued that once col-
leges calculate and report their standard transfer rate, campuses can use their
own data “to modify the definition and examine their own categories of stu-
dents by examining factors such as student aspirations, gender, ethnicity, age,
socioeconomic status, disabilities, courses taken, and participation in special
activities™ (p. 68). Similarly, Palmer and Eaton (1991) have suggested variables
to include in testing hypotheses about transfer rates: strength of the liberal arts
curriculum, transfer arrangements with four-year colleges, and matriculation
and guidance practices. Because it can be said that no two community colleges
are alike, and because of the diversity in the academic background, educational
goals, and enrollment patterns of community college students, it seems that
one transfer rate may not provide the most complete picture of the transfer
activity at any given community college (Laanan and Sanchez, Chapter Four).
Therefore, rather than arguing about which transfer rate to adopt as the stan-
dard, state policy makers, higher cducation officials, and local community col-
lege leaders need to review the various transfer defimtions and formulas and
determine which rates are acceptable for national and state program account-
ability purposes and which represent the community college’s effectiveness in
preparning students for transfer.

Articulation and the Changing Student Population

Community college students who declare an nterest m transferrmg to four-year
mstitutions are quite different from the high school graduates who enrolled
in community colleges thirty years ago. Today, potental transfer students,
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according to Knoell, include the “unemployed, displaced workers, and those in
need of upgrading employment skills; welfare recipients; women reentering
higher education after a hiatus; and “interrupted schoiars’ with diverse interests,
objectives, and educational backgrounds™ (Chapter Six). Barkley (1993) notes
the phenomenon of swirling as another change in the transfer student popula-
tion—those students who attend one or more colleges during their enrollment
at . varticular community college. Grubb (1991) also asserts that many students
who pursue transfer are as likely to have vocational or technical degrees as aca-
demic degrees. As the student population giows more diverse in academic back-
grounds, educational goals, enrollment patterns, and socioeconomic status and
ethnic heritage, colleges are faced with student tracking challenges, coordina-
tion of programs, and articulation of individual courses.

Knoell argues that community colleges need to recognize the variety in
their student bodies and seek new opportunities for them such as expanding
course offerings beyond the two-year associate’s degree, prepare graduates to
become facully and staff in high schools and two-year institutions, and place
new emphasis on high school-through-community college tech-prep programs,
among others (see Chapter Six). The way these new transfer opportunities can
be achieved is by implementing a collaborative model of anticulation that does
not follow the traditional faculty and staff review of community college courses
and programs in order to make judgments about their transferability to a four-
year institution. Knoell proposes evaluation of student portfolios that include
work and life experience, joint admissions to both a community college and a
four-year institution with transfer guaranteed to those who successfully fulfill
certain predetermined criteria, agreed-upon assessment instruments and stan-
dards for determining transfer cligibility, joint use of facilities, opportunities
for high school juniors and seniors to earn college credit, joint professional
development opportunities for twe-year and four-year faculty, joint develop-
ment of courses, and two-year and four-year faculty cooperation 1n establish-
ing general education requirements. Because collaborative efforts of this nature
arc labor-1ntensive and require commitment to the process from faculty, staff,
and students, community colleges are not expected to consider all of these
approaches. Howcever, it is nunperative that they explore the possibihities of
implementing one or more.

There are many reasons for institutions to initiate cooperative arrange-
ment.. Some arrangements are motivated by distance considerations, others
grov from historic and demographic connections between the two-year and
four-year institunions, and others are constructed for economic or political rea-
sons. In this volume, Palmer (Chapter Seven) raises another reason: to encour-
age faculty participation in and responsibility for determining form and content
in the curriculum, therehby generating discussion about the purpose and
mcthod of undergraduate educavon. Interinstitutional faculty involvement 1n
determining the course sequences, format, and content is particularly critical
taday when the need to educate, tram, and provide advanced educanon for an
increasingly technical work foree 15 growing. With this growth will come an
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increased need to articulate the technical and vocational programs at the bac-
calaureate level and to design programs that build upon the applied science
degree (Prager, 1988; Barkley, 1993). The framework for a discussion of the
technical or career student transfer phenomenon has not been positive. Typi-
cally, the debate centers on a concern that any vocational emphasis is likely to
lead to a decrease in a liberal arts and science emphasis and a subsequent
decrease in critical thinking skills. However, Cohen and Brawer (1989) main-
tain that the pursuit of career curricula may have greater intrinsic value than
has been considered. 1. may cultivate an interest in career mobility and in turn
stimulate student aspirations beyond the associate’s degree.

Given the diversity in the academic and career aspirations of the commu-
nity college student, interinstitutional faculty deliberations surrounding the cur-
riculum are key to the implementation and eventual success of any of the
approaches 1o articulation described by Knoell {Chapter Six). In addition, as both
Knoell and Palmer maintain, collaboration is an essential element to any anticu-
lati n effort whether it takes place at the community college or the state level.

Conclusion

Drawing implications and foretelling the future of transfer and articulation pol-
icy from history and current state and institutional practices are not easy tasks.
However, some elements appear more pervasive than others. Clearly, there is
a growing interest in facilitating the transfer and articulation process from the
state through initiatives concerning admissions standards, course equivalen-
cies, database building, and financial incentives. State interests are also evident
in policy debates over what is a meaningful measure of student transfer, and
state influence is reflected 1n articulation practices. Although the transfer and
articulation process is a state concern as well as a national issuc, the actual real-
ization of policy initiatives always takes place at the local community college
level. Evident throughout the chapters in this volume, what takes place at the
institutional level is ulimaiely what determines the effectiveness of transfer
and articulatizm practices. Cohen’s stucly (Chapter Three), in particular, shows
how the commumty college culture is exemplified by an institution-wide
emphasis on transfer through programs and services, and adminmistrator, fac-
ulty, and staff interest and involvement in ¢reating this culture Also, decisions
regarding which transfer rate to use that best describes the individual com-
munity college’s contribution to transfer can only be arrived at by the mem-
bers of the institution. Likewise, when it comes to implementing collaborative
models of articulation, the discussions over curriculum content, educational
purpose and methods, course prerequisites, and transferability of courses will
inevitably take place at the insututional level, even if the discussions are
directed by state mandate. 1t is, thus, probable that transfer and articulation
policies and practices will continue to represent a struggle between state
demands for public accountability and serving the acadene and career aspi-
rations of community college students.
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Since the 1900s, transfer and articulation have evolved into a complex sys-
tem. Over the decades, progress has been made to improve the process within
individual community colleges, between education sectors, and within and
between states; and improvements to make the transfer function more effec-
tive will continue as long as community colleges are willing to confront, grap-
ple with, and manage these issues. As Kintzer states in Chapter One, “I
continue to stress the importance of attitude—commitment to the total
process. . . . As responsibility for developing articulation and transfer policies
continues to expand into political arenas involving many types of quasieduca-
tional institutions and organizations, a positive attitude and willingness to col-
laborate remains critically important.” The authors of this volume have
presented recommendations for current and future transfer and articulation
policies in an artempt to expand the discourse and thereby enhance the abil-
ity of community colleges to meet their many goals.
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Because of the unique mission of community colleges, transfer and
articulation practices influence student success us well as the quality of
education provided at those colleges.

Sources and Information: The Transfer
Function and Community Colleges

Matthew Burstein

One of the central elements of the mussion of community colleges is preparing
students for uppcr-division-level course work at a four-year institution. This
transfer function involves providing students with a level of education com-
parable to the first two years of education at four-year institutions as well as
information about upper-division programs and an institutional atmosphere
that supports college transfer students. In addition to the programs at indi-
vidual colleges, interinstitutional cooperation, articulation agreements, and
transfer programs designed to case student transfer efforts are important ele-
ments of the process. In many ways, institutional programs and state-wide
articulation agreements play as much of a role in the success of student trans-
fer as the quality of the colleges’ education.

The following publications reflect the current ERIC hiterature on trans-
fer programs and articulation agreements. Most ERIC documents (publi-
cations with ED numbers) can be viewed on microfiche at over nine
hundred lioraries worldwide. In addition, most may be ordered on micro-
fiche or on paper from the ERIC Document Repreduction Service (EDRS)
by calling (800) 443-ERIC. Journal articles are not available from EDRS,
but they can be acquired through regular library channels or purchased
fron. “he University Microfilm International Arnticles Clearinghouse at (800)
248--0360.

The Impact of Policy on Transfer

These articles all discuss how the programs and nsttutional chmate impact
the transfer rates of community college students,
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Timmerman, L., and others. Transfer Success Work Group Report. Austin: Commu-
nity Colleges and Technical Institutes Division of the Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board, Texas Association of Junior and Community College
Instructional Administrators, 1995. (ED 381 212)

The Transfer Success Work Group was established by the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board (THECB) and the Texas Association of Junior
and Community College Instructional Administrators to investigate the effec-
tiveness of the state’s public community college transfer function and to make
recommendations for improving transfer efficiency. The Work Group identi-
fied common barriers to transfer from national research and examined trans-
fer outcomes for Texas public community colleges as of 1994. The work group
also conducted a survey of seventy-five instructional administrators and stu-
dent support personnel at fifty-three institutions in the state, revealing that
although an effective system to track transfer students and outcomes was rated
as the third most important factor in transfer success, it ranked twenty-seventh
among factors actually in place. Finally, the work group developed fifteen rec-
ommendations for state community colleges and the THECB related to the
need to track and follow-up on student goals, retention, progress, completion,
and transfer and to promote increased cooperation between two- and four-year
colleges.

Creech, ]. D. Helping Students Who Transfer from Two-Year to Four-Year Colleges.
Atlanta, Ga.: Southem Regional Education Board, 1995. (ED 379 015)

This report describes policies and practices that can help administrators,
facuity, and states improve the rate of transfer between two- and four-year col-
leges. Sections of the report include, “Helping Students Who Transfer from
Two-Year to Four-Year Colleges,” focusing on the importance of transfer pro-
grams and opportunities in southern states;, “How Do We Know if Transfer
Policies and Practices Are Working?” describing ways of measuring transfer
activity: "Who Atlends Two-Year Colleges?” offering a profile of students at a
typical public two-year college 1n the southern region: “What Do Two-Year
College Students Study?" and “What Policies and Practices Are Likely to Help
Students Transfer?” focusing on transfer admission policies, carly access to
accurate transfer information, transferability and applicability of credit, insti-
tutional agreements, statewide agreements, general education care courses,
common courses and course-numbering systenis, and credits from vocational
and technical programs; and two examples of comprehensive statewide guide-
lines and practices in North Carohna and Flonda. The final section summa-
nzes steps to a successful approach to developing transfer policies and
practices.

Richardson, R, C., i, "Faculty in the Transler and Articulation Process: Silent Part-
ners or Missing Link™ Commumity College Review, 199321 (1), 41-47

—
» 4

C
[ XN



a5
i

SOURCES AND INFORMATION 89

This article describes the ways in which the particular duties and orienta-
tions of two- and four-year college faculty tend to remove faculty from the
transfer process. It suggests the importance of an increased faculty role in the
transfer process through such means as faculty advising of students and
increased two- and four-year faculty interaction.

Turner, C.S.V. "It Takes Two to Transfer; Relational Networks and Educational
Outcomes.” Community College Review, 1992, 19 (4), 27-33.

This article reviews literature describing the complexity and difficulty of
two- to four-year college transfer. It describes a comparative study of the trans-
fer process for Hispanic and white students in three California community col-

leges and discusses the impact of interinstitutional linkages and networks on
articulation and transfer.

Ludwig, M. J., and Palmer, J. C. Guiding Future Research on the Community College
Transfer Function: Summary of a National Seminar (Washington, D.C., Septem-
ber 21-22, 1992). Washington, D.C.: National Center for Academic Achieve-
ment and Transfer. American Council on Education, 1993. (ED 354 973)

In September 1992, a small group of experienced researchers met to iden-
tify areas of research and specific research hypotheses to guide further inquiry
into transfer. Specifically, participants examined transfer as it relates to inst-
tutional mission, institutional organization, and access to education and iden-
tified various premises upon which hypotheses might be structured.

Ignash, J. "Curricular Trends in Community Colleges: Implications for Transfer.”
Paper presented at the annual research conference of the Research and Plan-
ning Group for Califorma Communuty Colleges, Tahoe City, Mar. 3-5, 1993,
(D 354 050)

In 1991, the Center for the Study of Community Colleges (CSCC) in Los
Angeles conducted the seventh in a senies of studies of trends 1n liberal arts
course offerings in community colleges nauonwide. During 1992, CSCC devel-
oped a taxonomy for non-liberal arts courses, and completed a course section
tally using the same 164 community colleges participating in the 1991 study:.
Findings were combined with results from CSCC5 ongoing Transfer Assembly
Project to examine a number ol rescarch questions including areas of change
in the community college curriculum, the relationship between curricular
emphases and transler rate, the percentage of non-liberal arts courses that are
transferable to four-year institutions, and the relationship between institutional
characteristics (such as size and location) and curncular oftenngs, The study
found that a total of 104,565 course sections were tallied, of which 45,360
(43.4 pereent) were non-liberal arts conrses, while course offerings in agn-
culture and engineering have shown considerable decreases between 1978 and
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1991, English-as-a-second-language course sections have increased dramati-
cally during this same period, representing over half of all foreign language
enrollments in 1991; and in California, close 1o two-thirds of non-liberal arts
courses are transferable to comprehensive state universities. A detailed break-
down of course offerings by discipline area, a descnption of the taxonomy used
for the six liberal arts discipline areas and the ten non-hberal arts discipline
areas, data tables, and references are included.

Cipres, E. L., and Parish, C. L. "Transfer and Articulation: Gaining Institutional
Support and Developing Regional Relationships.” Paper presented at the 2nd
International Conference for Community College Chairs, Deans, and Other
Instructional Leaders, Phoenix, Ariz., Feb. 17-20, 1993. (ED 354 031)

At Mount San Antonio College (MSAC) in Walnut, California, a full-time
classified position of Articulation Specialist was created in 1989 1o help the
college’s articulation officer establish the necessary articulation agreements for
facilitating, the transfer of MSAC students to four-year institutions. The MSAC
Transfer Center, one of twenty state-funded pilot projects operated coopera-
tively with the University of California and California State University. provides
resources and services to assist students in formulating their transfer goals and
developing a plan to achieve them. The five external factors that have the great-
est impact on a college’s articulation and transfer efforts and that are generally
beyond the control of the college are cconomics, student demographics (which
affect allocations of outside funds), community involvement, the proximity of
primary transfer institutions, and the financing structure and state policy: Inter-
nal tactors which alfect aruculation and transfer efforts incdude college nussion
and goals, organizational structure, administrative environment, and district
funding. Achieving and maintaining financial and administrative support are
the greatest challenges facing a colleges” transfer and aruculanon efforts,

Gill, R K. "Articulating Programs between Two- and Four-Year Institutions by
[dentitying Course and Program Competencies.” Unpubhshed doctoral dis-
scriaton, George Mason Unuversity, 1992 (ED 354 026)

Copies of this paper are not available from EDRS, but copics may be
obtained from University Microfilms, 300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Mich |
48106 order number 92-22351).

Research indicates that program articulation between two- and {our-year
msututions hegins when facuhy at both levels idenuty and vahdate the com-
peteneies that students should have A study was conducted to develop a
model methodology for articulating a program of study between a two- and
lour-yvear mstitution by identfying and vahdating course and program com-
petencies The methodology mvelved the use of a case study, articulating a
computer seienee program at Aune Arundel Community College mv Maryland,
with the first two years of the corresponding program at Towson State Uni-
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versity (Maryland). Faculty from both institutions supplied course syllabi, tests,
quizzes, final exams, lab and homework assignments, class handouts, text-
books, and other supplemental material for all courses in the two programs
during the 1991-92 academic year. These materials were analyzed, and a sep-
arate competency list was developed for each program. Program-to-program
comparisons revealed compatibility except for minor differences. Course-to-
course comparisons revealed more significant differences. Resolution of the
differences should permit development of an articulation agreement. A dis-
cussion of the rationale for negotiating articulation agreements, a methodol-
ogy for resolving differing competency requirements, copies of the competency
lists, data tables, references, and workshop evaluations are included.

Laden, B. V. "An Exploratory Examination of Organizational Factors Leading to
Transfer of Hispanic Students: A Case Study. ASHE Annual Meeting Paper.”
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Association for the Study of
Higher Education. Minreapolis, Minn., Oct. 29-Nov. 3, 1992. (ED 352 922)

Hispanics represent the fastest growing cthnic group nationally, yet many
Hispanics continue to be undereducated and underemployed. This paper dis-
cusses one community colleges success in preparing and transferring Hispanic
students to four-year institutions. The study examined a San Francisco Bay
Area high-transfer community college, which was experiencing an increase in
the enrollment of Hispanic students, to determine how its organizational prac-
tices were specifically addressing the transfer of this populauon. Data are pro-
vided that were gathered through interviews with college personnel involved
m carrying out the transfer function as part of their responsibihtics.
Exploratory analysis and findings of the data are presented 1in terms of four
organizational dimensions. commitment, structural context, role performance
of stalf, and role performance of students.

Tozuan, AL L. Goeod Practices i Transfer Education: A Report from Two- and Four-
Year Colleges and Universities. Washington, D C. Navonal Center for Acade-
mic Achievement and Transfer, Amencan Counct! on Education, 1991, (ED
344 60

In 1991, a nanonal survey was conducted of transler practices at both two-
and four-year mstitutions The survey was sent for the second time to two-year
public and private insutunions (n = 1,350) and lor the first tme to four-year
mstitutions (n = 1,950) The two-vear college response rate was 39 percent m
1990 and 31 pereent in 1991, and the response rite for four-year msututions
was 32 ereent. Transker practices prevalent in both the 1990 and 1991 two-
year college responses were wntten articulation agreements, transler coun-
selors, and course equwvalency guides. In the 1991 survey, other strategies cited
o help students tnster included an aruculated core curnculum, guaraniced
admissions 1o four-ycar instnutions, transfer centers, and computerized catrse

!



92 "RANSFER AND ARTICULATION

transfer information services. In general, four-year institutions relied cn fewer
academic and student service practices to support the transfer process than
their two-year counterparts. The two main practices employed by four-year
institutions were transfer counselors and advisers and written articulation
agreements. Foui-year institutions were far less likely than two-year colleges
to involve faculty in academic practices such as two-year/four-year depart-
mental collaboration (30 percent versus 49 percent), two-year/four-year fac-
ulty collaboration (18 percent versus 36 percent), and joint degree programs
(16 percent versus 24 percent).

Banks, D. L. “The Impact of the Organizational Environment on the Community
College Transfer Function.” Paper presented at the annual conference of the
Amencan Educational Research Association, San Francisco, Apr. 2024, 1992.
(ED 344 632)

In 1992, a study was conducted to examine the relationship between a
number of organizational criteria and the community college transfer func-
tion. Using a case study approach, six California community colleges, with
either above average or below average transfer rates, were assessed in terms
of adaptive capacity; organizational culture and climate; governance processes;
institutional communication, commitment, and focus; curriculum: activities
to promote transfer; and social networks. Data were gathered from adminis-
trators, faculty, counsclors, and students by means of questionnaires, inter-
views, analyses of reports, and site visits. The study found that survey
respondents at high-transler colleges felt greater loyalty and commitment to
their institutions than low-transfer colleges; student services, such as reten-
tion programs and services for at-risk students, were given cqual attention at
high- and low-transfer colleges; high-transfer colleges stressed liberal arts
courses in their curricula, whereas low-transfer colleges stressed gencral edu-
cation and vocauional courses; high-transfer colleges were signific. ntly more
likely to stress innovation in curricula and programs; student outcomes were
the result of institutional practices and stafl comnutment 1o improving trans-
fer education; mstitutional leadership was key 1n initiating and managing
change within the college; and participatory governance was central 1o build-
ing commument anong college staff and inspiring them 1o become inve "ved
in their mstitution,

Articulation Agreements and Programs

The following articles provide information abow vanous artculation programs.

Mmors State Board of Phgher Lducanon Policies an Dransfer and the General Bdu-
cation Core Crrcuhom, Springhcdd IBHE, 1994, (1D 373 854)
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In January 1993, the lllinois State Board of Higher Education, the 1lli-
nois Community College Board, and the Transfer Coordinators of 1llinois
Colleges and Universities launched the state’s Articulation Initiative to
develop a model general education curriculum that would be accepted as stu-
dents transfer between the state’s colleges and universities. The resulting Gen-
eral Education Core Curriculum (GECC) is designed to ensure the full
transferability of credits for students attaining the associate’s degree, for stu-
dents transferring from a college before attaining an associate’s degree, and
for students transferring between baccalaureate degree—granting institutions.
The GECC consists of courses designed to introduce students to the breadth
of knowledge and the different modes of inquiry of different academic disci-
plines, balancing requirements among the core arts and sciences disciplines,
and closely mirrors typical lower-division general education requirements of
Illinois baccalaureate granting institutions. The requirements include three
courses in communications, including a two-course sequence in writing and
one course In oral communications; one to two courses in mathematics; two
natural science courses, including one life science and one physical science,
one of which must be a laboratory course; three humanities and fine arts
courses, with at least one course from each division; and three courses in
social and behavioral sciences, with courses selected from at least two disci-
plines.

Rubi, D. C. Survey on the Transferability of Associate’s Degree to Four-Year Institu-
tions. Phoenix: Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges,
1994. (ED 369 449)

In January 1994, the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Col-
leges (ASBDCC) conducted a survey of state four-year systems nationwide to
determine the existence of standards regarding the transferability of associate’s
degrees and associates-degree students’ acadenic standing at recciving four-
year institutions. Questionnaires were mailed to the four-year systemsn forty-
nine states, with responses being reccived from farty-one systems. The survey
found that twenty-two of the responding states indicated that they had an
arrangement or policy allowing for the transfer of the associate’s degree. Of
these states, thirtecen indicated that the standards were mandated by state
boards, four indicated that they were mandated by 2 legislature, and five
indicated that they were voluntary. Ot the torty-one responding states, seven
indicated that the associate’s degree satishied general studies requirements,
while mineteen stated that it lead to seme form of junior class standing at the
four-year institunion. Also, the survey tound that responses varied widely with
respect 1o the maxnmum number of credit hears that may be transfenied from
acommuniy college, ranging, from hfty-lour to no maximum. Based on these
furdhings, a 1993 recommendation by the ASBDCCS Task Force on Enrolliment
Crrowth that assoctates-degree holders front the state’s communuy colleges be



A
i

94 TRANSFER AND ARTICULATION

guaranteed admission to a state public university as upper-division students
was found to be consistent with national practice.

Tanner, J. M. “The Value of Tracking Students—Gathering Evidence about Their
Progress along the Way.” Paper presented at the 3rd Intenationai Conference
for Community College Chairs, Deans, and Other Instructional Leaders,
Phoenix, Feb. 23-26, 1994. (ED 368 421)

In response to problems experienced by students from two-year college
feeder schools, Brigham Young University (BYU) designed a computer file and
transfer matrix screen to automate and standardize the transfer evaluation
process. The file contains transcript information on courses for each college
providing transfer students, including such information as the course name,
department, catalog number, credit hours, and upper- or lower-division sta-
tus; equivalent BYU course identification; whether credit is accepted by BYU,
and whether entry has been validated. This process ensures uniform advising
efforts as counselors and transfer students receive a computerized matrix show-
ing how their previous coursework has been evaluated by BYU and a docu-
ment showing the application of transfer course work to BYU degree
requirements. This process has also proved useful in recruiting and informa-
tion visits to feeder schools. These changes have made a major improvement
in relations with transfer students and administrators by making BYU a part-
ner rather than an adversary. Sample transfer matrices, student progress report,
and transfer student profile are attached.

Illinois Community College Board. Articulation Agreements between High Schools,
Community Colleges, and Universities. Springfield: 1CCB, 1992. (ED 352 100)

Designed to assist college officials in developing and revising articulation
agreements, this report describes specific program articulation efforts between
llinois high schools, community colleges, and public and private universities.
Data presented were drawn from a survey of 102 public and private commu-
nity colleges, which resulted in ninety-four responses identifying forty-five
articulation agreements in place among responding institutions. Following an
introductory discussion of articulation, the report reviews eleven articulation
agrecments, providing the names and addresses of contact persons. Finally, the
report examines the following features common to many of the articulation
agreements described: transfer and articulation agreements as an institutional
priority; delincation of admission, program, and other requirements; mainte-
nance of agreements and obligations to inform students; diversity in program
options and student servires; and support for agreements through educational
guarantees of transfer credit.

California Postsccondary Education Commission. Transfer and Articulation in the
1990s: Culifornia in the Larger Pictuie. Sacramentor CPEC, 1990, (ED 338 200)
(“ J.oon
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This report puts California’s current efforts to find solutions to its prob-
lems of transfer and articulation in the broader context of national concerns.
Following a brief summary and overview, the paper sets forth a series of con-
clusions and six recommendations for action by the University of California,
California State University, the California Community Colleges, and the com-
mission itself The paper then describes recent developments in seven states—
Arizona, Coiarado, Florida, Illinois, Maryland Texas, and Washington—that
are attempting to improve transfer and articulation processes. Next, the paper
summarizes research and writing about transfer from a national perspective.
The next two parts deal with specially funded efforts to improve transfer and
articulation, describing federal and foundation funding and discussing various
activities and programs that are being undertaken in California itself, respec-
tively. Three appendices describe the transfer efforts of the University of Cali-
fornia and California State University and list grants to research projects from
the Organization of the State Higher Education Executive Officers.

Cepeda, R., and Nelson, K. ‘Transfer: A Plan for the Future.” Sacramento: Office
of the Chancellor, California Communuty Colleges. Discussed as Agenda Item
7 at a meeting of the Board of Governors of the California Community Col-
leges, Sacramento, Nov. 14-15, 1991. (ED 337 225)

California Senate Bill (SB) 121 establishes that a strong transfer function
is the responsibility of al! three segments of higher education—the Califor-
nia Community Colleges (CCC), the University of California (UC), and the
California State University (CSU)—and that each segment must develop
transfer agreement programs, discipline-based articulation agreements, trans-
fer centers, and a transfer plan for implementation of provisions of the bill.
This report reviews the latest transfer statistics in the state (including sys-
temwide trends and institutional differences), summarizes efforts that have
been undertaken to strengthen transfer, discusses planning for the future, and
presents an outline of the community college transfer plan for implementa-
tion of SB 121. Appendixes provide a review of major provisions of SB 121,
a deuwiled data report on trends in transfer statistics, a review of statewide
ciforts to improve transfer, and the CCC wransfer plan. Components of the
CCC plan include improving academic advising, increasing underrepresented
student transfer, and increasing opportunities for transfer to private institu-
Lions.

American Council on Education, National Center for Academic Achievement and
Transfer. Setting the National Agenda: Academic Achievement and Transj:r. A Pol-
icy Statement and Background Paper about Transfer Education. Waslhington. D.C.:
ACTE, 1991, (ED 336 138)

This paper is also available from Publications Department T, American
Council on Education, One Dupon. Circle, Washington, D.C., 20036 for $10.00.
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Focusing on the academic dimensions of student transfer from two- to four-
year institutions, this report seeks to provide a foundation for institutional and
academic policy decisions affecting the transfer experience and student achieve-
ment. Part I presents a policy staterent on academic achievement and transfer
and a nine-point agenda for action. The agenda calls on two- and four-year insti-
tutions to establish a firm commitment to transfer, enrich the connection
between teaching and transfer, revitalize academic relationships between insti-
tutions, manage transfer more effectively, identify and realize transfer goals,
inform students fully, issue a clear public call for improved transfer, acknowl-
edge the impontance of financial support, and establish firm expectations of
transfer students. Suggested activities for implementing each of the points are
attached. Part Il presents a background paper by James C. Palmer and Judith S.
Eaton. The paper begins by examining the implications of transfer education for
the mission and values of two- and four-year institutions. After reviewing exist-
ing research on student transfer, the paper examines strategies commonly used
to improve transfer, including interinstitutional arrangements and special stu-
dent services. The role of faculty in transfer is discussed next. Aftet stressing the
importance of building an empirical hase to assess transfer improvement pro-
jects, concluding comments review the implications of a reemphasis on transfer.
A 116-item bibliography is included.

MATTHEW BURSTEIN 15 user services coordinator at the ERIC Clewringhouse for Com-
munity Colleges in Los Angeles.
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FROM THE EDITORS

Efforts 10 improve transfer and articulation policies and practices are
critical to maintaining transfer as an essential community college mis-
sion in the 1990s and beyond. This volume explores various aspects of
transfer and articulation including its history, the role of the state, con-
troversies over transfer rate definitions and formulas, collaborative
models of articulation, and effective use of interinstitutional faculty
deliberations in the articulation process. In their discussions, the
authors of this volume also present recommendations for current and
future transfer and articulation policies in an attempt to expand the
discourse and thereby enhance the ability of community colleges to

serve their own educational goals as well as the educational goals of
this nation.

153N 0-7879-9893-1

.

9 ¥780787"998936




