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ABSTRACT 

ASHLEY STRONG-GREEN 

A CONCURRENT TRANSFORMATIVE EXAMINATION OF THE EXPERIENCES 

OF TRANSFER STUDENTS  

Under the direction of KEVIN JENKINS, Ph.D. 

 

Increasingly, college students are transferring between schools in an effort to achieve 

their higher education goals.  However, many transfer students find themselves 

significant challenges navigate the transfer process and longer paths to graduation as a 

direct result of transferring.  This concurrent transformative study sought to better 

understand the ways in which a student’s first higher education institution influenced the 

student’s perception of the process of transferring between colleges and universities. The 

study used a modified version of the College Student Experience Questionnaire guided 

by Tinto’s theories of student departure and engagement as a theoretical framework to 

measure student effort based on 7 quality of engagement scales.  These results were 

analyzed using factorial analysis of variance (ANOVAS).  Data was analyzed from 112 

participants, and the results were reported based on the student’s first higher education 

institution, the case sites utilized in the study, and the students perception of the transfer 

process as positive or negative.  The results of this study indicated that the majority of 

students are satisfied with the transfer process.  Data analysis also revealed there are 

disparities in the types of resources students are using based on their pre-transfer 

institutions.  Finally, analysis revealed no statistical significance or effect based on 

quality of engagement scales. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Hossler et. al. (2012) reported that approximately one third of higher education 

students, both full and part time, at public institutions will transfer in an effort to 

complete their degrees (p.8).  While in a standalone context, this is not shocking, it is 

when taking into consideration that “nearly 40 percent got no transfer credit, losing an 

average of 27 credits apiece, or almost a full year of college” (Marcus, 2014, para. 1).  

This practice is resulting in an alarming trend wherein students earn unnecessary credits 

in an effort to complete degrees.  According to Complete College America (2013) 

students who attempted to complete an associate’s degree accumulated 81 credits for 60 

degree credit program.  While those in bachelor’s degree programs accumulated between 

132-135 credits for 120 credit programs (p.23).   

There are 3 disconcerting consequences to this trend: a shortage in the workforce, 

a burden on the taxpayer and a burden on the student. A recent study by Georgetown 

Public Policy Institute (2013) indicated that “Without major changes to the U.S. 

postsecondary education system, the economy will fall short 5 million workers with 

postsecondary degrees by 2020” (para. 4). Furthermore, the financial burdens of failing to 

graduate on time are shared by both student and taxpayer.  An estimated $19 billion 

dollars is wasted on unnecessary credit hours.  Students are financially accountable for 

$7.7 billion dollars of that burden, while taxpayers, who subsidize education, are 

covering $11.5 billion dollars of the expense (Complete College America, 2013, p. 21). 
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These financial losses are independent of the $660 million dollars in federal aid and the 

$3.2 billion in state appropriations and student grants that are lost on students who fail to 

graduate because of the challenges they face throughout the transfer process (American 

Institutes of Research, 2011). 

 In line with national trends, transfer students in Georgia are facing an uphill battle 

that is negatively impacting students, the workforce, and the budget of the state.  

Governor Deal has already predicted a workforce shortage for the state (Technical 

College System of Georgia, Georgia USA, Board of Regents of the University System of 

Georgia, & Carl Vinson Institute of Government, 2014).  As reflected at the national 

level, a Georgia student attempting to complete a 2 year degree is earning 79 credits for a 

60 credit program, and only 3% of these students graduate on time.  At non-research 

institutions in the state, students are earning 133.5 credits for a 120 credit program and 

18% graduate on time; while at research institutions, students are earning 134.6 credits 

for a 120 credit degree and only 41% graduate on time (Complete College America, 

2014, p. 36).  

The transfer of students from 2 year institutions into 4 year institutions is of 

particular interest given that trends indicate more students are using community and 

technical colleges as access points to higher education, with indications that as many 46% 

of 4 year college students start at 2 year institutions (Van Alstyne, 1974; National Center 

for Educational Statistics, 1978; Research Center, 2015, Chen, 2016, Chen 2017). In 

Georgia, the two public state-run systems are the University System of Georgia (USG) 

and the Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG). Within USG, there are 4 types of 

colleges: research universities, comprehensive universities, state universities, and state 
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colleges.  The primary functions of state colleges are to serve as the associate-level 

access institutions and to offer limited numbers of baccalaureate programs (University 

System of Georgia, 2017, para. 1).  Likewise, TCSG’s primary focus is granting associate  

degrees, which range from 60-73 hours to complete (approximately two years). 

(Technical College System of Georgia, 2011, para. 11).  

 Hill (1965) coined the term transfer shock to describe a phenomena where transfer 

students should “expect to see an appreciable drop in grades, lower performance in 

comparison to their native counterparts, greater difficulty than native students, and longer 

routes to graduation” (p.1). Tinto’s model of student retention asserted that students who 

socially integrate into the campus community increase their commitment to the institution 

and are more likely to graduate (Tinto, 1975).  However, in reexamining his theories, 

Tinto made several additional observations.  First, Tinto (2012) clarified that “a student’s 

decisions to stay or leave to transfer to another institution or to leave higher education 

altogether are shaped by a variety of forces”  Moldoff (2019) illustrated that students 

might transfer for reasons such as military affiliations, atheletic opportunities, financial 

circumstances, or academic challenges.  Tinto (2012) supported this simply summarizing  

external forces not related to student satisfaction can lead to departure.  Tinto (2012) also 

noted  a clear observation of the pressure of external forces on a student’s decision to 

transfer could be found in the case among two-- and four-year institutions that serve a 

large number of students who commute, work, or attend part-time” as these students 

unlike a traditional, residential college student had “other obligations that compete for 

their time and energies” (p. 118).   



 

 

 

4 

 

Problem Statement 

In Georgia, students who transfer from 2 year degree programs granting 

institutions to 4 year degree programs granting institutions are facing significant 

challenges adapting to the cultures of their new institutions, which challenges are causing 

them not to graduate on time or prohibiting them from graduating at all.   

When community/technical colleges serve as access points and their student’s transfers to 

4 year institutions, how does the student’s experience at the pre-transfer institution affect 

the student's perception of the transfer experience?  

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to understand the influence of a student’s first college on 

their perceptions of the transfer experience.   

Research Questions 

The research questions explored in this study are: 

1. What types of support do transfer students expect? 

2. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in interaction with 

faculty practices at their pre-transfer school?  

3. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in arts, music, and 

theater activities at their pre-transfer school?  

4. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in course learning 

activities at their pre-transfer school?  
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5. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in clubs and 

organizations activities at their pre-transfer school?  

6. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement with campus 

facilities at their pre-transfer school?  

7. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement with student 

acquaintances at their pre-transfer school?  

8. Is there a difference in a student satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in personal experiences at their 

pre-transfer school?  

9. Is there a difference in transfer student satisfaction based on the type of school a 

student started their higher education experience at?  

Theoretical Framework 

This work utilized an interpretivist theoretical framework partnered with Tinto’s 

theories on student departure and integration.  Interpretivist views suggest that meaning 

emerges from interactions between individuals and with the world (Creswell, 2009; 

Hesse-Biber & Nagy Leavy, 2011).  Tinto’s (2012) theories on student departure suggest 

that a student’s academic and social experiences affect their decisions regarding 

departure.  Tinto suggested that without full integration of both the academic and social 

support networks a students’ commitments, goals, and intentions decline.  Essentially, the 
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students overall desire to persist throughout the higher education experience declines, and 

they ultimately decide to withdraw from higher education communities.   

Significance of the Study 

The findings of this study will provide insight regarding the difference between 

types of transfer students based on the student’s pre-transfer institution.  These findings 

would prove valuable in understanding how to best support these students throughout the 

transfer process.  Likewise, the results of this study may help academic leadership make 

more informed decisions about the expectations students have about the transfer process 

and how to dedicate resources to best support transfer students through the transition 

process.   

Procedures 

This research utilized a mixed methods concurrent transformative research design 

wherein a qualitative question was embedded within a primarily quantitative research 

design and tool.  The researcher utilized criterion and purposeful sampling to solicit 

participants.  After IRB approval, an institution with a key informant will be used to 

assist in the sampling process.  A modified version of the College Student Experience 

Questionnaire (CSEQ) survey concluding with open-ended questions will allow the 

researcher to gather descriptive statistics. These descriptors will be used to segregate 

student’s attitudes about the process of transferring for further data analysis.  

Limitations 

The merging of Associate of the Arts and Associate of the Sciences degrees into 

other institutions has the potential to limit the applications of the case study model for 

this research.  The internal transfer process many of these institutions are subsequently 
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developing and utilizing do not subject students to the same challenges that students face 

when transferring from two entirely different institutions.  This work will utilize an 

online tool which research suggests will result in lower response rates with approximately 

11% of participants responding to a tool (Manfreda et. al. 2008)  This work is also 

dependent upon participant self-reporting. 

Delimitations 

The researcher has chosen to work with public institutions within a single state to 

avoid challenges based on accreditation and because research indicates that the majority 

of transfer students remain within a single geographic area (Research Center, 2015).  This 

geographic area should have at least two higher education systems with at least one 

granting an associate of the arts credential.  Georgia is an ideal state for this research 

because there are technical colleges granting exclusively 2 year credential within 30 

miles of every citizen in the state (Area Development, 2011). Additionally, there are state 

colleges offering access to both 2 year and 4 year credentialing as well as baccalaureate 

institutions which exclusively offer 4 year degrees.  The research would also best 

conducted at an institution with an active process in place to aid and identify transfer 

students.  This will aid the researcher in identifying a sample.  The researcher should 

utilize the College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) in lieu of the College 

Student Expectation Questionnaire (CSXQ) as the CSEQ measures a student’s 

experiences in their college environment while the CSXQ measures a student’s 

expectations.  This supports the interpretivist theoretical perspective of the study.  
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Definitions of Terms 

● Within this work the term pre-transfer institution is a reference to the institution 

where a student starts their higher education experience.   

● A transient institution is any institution that a student may attend between their starter 

institution and the host site for the case study.   

● Drawing from Taylor and Jain (2017) swirler students are those who attend more than 

two institutions and transfer or who transfer from and to community colleges.   
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

Research indicates that approximately 30-40% of students will transfer during the 

course of their higher education experience (Chen, 2016; Hossler et. al. 2012; Research 

Center, 2015; Marcus, 2017; Simone, 2014).  These transfer students are facing 

significant challenges navigating their transfer institutions and ultimately completing 

their degrees.   

Transfer Student Demographics In Georgia 

According to the American Association on Community Colleges (2018) 41% of 

all United States undergraduates in the Fall 2015 cohort started at community colleges 

and interestingly 40% of first-time freshmen as well.  In examining the last major data set 

available for transfer students within Georgia from the National Student Clearinghouse 

Research Center, almost 40% of the first-time freshmen transferred.  Approximately 30% 

of students starting at 2 year schools, 43% of students starting at 4 year public schools, 

and 44% of students at 4 year private non-profit schools transferred to different schools.  

The vast majority of these transfer students—51% only transferred on time—although 

29% transferred twice, and 18% transferred three or more times.  The majority of 

students who do transfer are transferring into 4 year public institutions 51%.  A 

significant number of students, an estimated 39%, also transfer from 2 year institutions to 

other institutions (Shapiro et. al, 2017). 
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Transfer Students and Institutional Culture  

Unlike many traditional or first year students, transfer students are a unique 

population in that upon acceptance into their transfer institutions, research indicates 

students receive little in the way of institutional support (Eggleston &Laan, 2001).   Fink 

(2017) noted that even in cases where transfer shock and support are studied “there are 

very few studies of the effectiveness of 2- and 4-year institutions working in partnership 

to support transfer student success” (para. 6).  The work of Tatum, Hayward, and 

Monzon (2006) indicates many transfer students believe there is minimal guidance in the 

transition process between institutions. Townsend and Wilson (2006) noted transfer 

students feel neglected in campus retention efforts.  This may be in part because of the 

many indicators used to track institutional effectiveness and success--and that 

subsequently inform funding decisions--most measure graduation, persistence, and 

completion rates of first-time full-time students (National Center for Education Statistics, 

2015).  Flaga (2006) found that transfer students desire a better understanding of the 

learning resources available to them as well as the opportunity to connect academically 

and socially before and throughout the transfer process.  Without properly researched, 

funded, and supported initiatives to support success, transfer students can find themselves 

in a perpetual academic limbo between institutions with many negative financial and 

academic consequences.   

Transfer students are often caught between the cultural practices of their pre-

transfer institutions and those of the schools they transfer into. This is especially true in 

the case of students transferring into higher education systems with differing missions. 

The vast majority of students, 81%, who start at community colleges desire a 

https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=40
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baccalaureate degree or higher (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2011).  However, many community colleges do not offer this 

credential.  Even more alarming, in Georgia when students do start at two year 

community and technical colleges, research indicates that only 2% of these students are 

actually completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years (Shapiro et. al. 2017).  

In Georgia, students starting at 2 year public technical or vocational colleges will 

begin their academic journey with the Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG).  

The mission of TCSG]’s is to provide technical, academic and adult education and 

training focused on building a well-educated, globally competitive workforce for 

Georgia” (TCSG, 2017, p. 2).  Students beginning at the state of Georgia’s other public 

provider of higher education--The University System of Georgia (USG)--will have 

varying mission statements based on the classification of the institution. Institutions 

within the USG are classified as State Colleges, State Universities, Comprehensive 

Universities, or Research Universities.   The University System of Georgia (2012) states 

that the mission of state colleges clarifies they are  

Designed as highly flexible and dynamic institutions, particularly responsive to 

workforce needs in their areas. The primary functions of a state college are to 

serve as the associate-level access institution in the local area and to offer a 

limited number of baccalaureate programs…[who offer] a high quality general 

education program that supports a variety of well-chosen associate programs and 

[prepare] students for baccalaureate programs learning support programs designed 

to insure access and opportunity for a diverse student body, and a limited number 
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of certificate and other career programs to complement neighboring technical 

institute programs (para. 1). 

 State colleges also declare  

a commitment to scholarship and creative work to enhance instructional 

effectiveness and to encourage faculty scholarly pursuits; and a responsibility to 

address local needs through applied scholarship, especially in areas directly 

related to targeted baccalaureate degree programs (para. 5).   

State universities have varying missions but within their core mission statement, they 

focus on providing  

a high quality general education program supporting a variety of disciplinary, 

interdisciplinary, and professional academic programming at the baccalaureate 

level, with selected master’s and educational specialist degrees, and selected 

associate degree programs based on area need and/or interinstitutional 

collaborations [while fostering] a commitment to scholarly and creative work to 

enhance instructional effectiveness and to encourage faculty scholarly pursuits, 

and a commitment to applied research in selected areas of institutional strength 

and area need (para. 3). 

Given that state universities do not offer any form of an associate degree, this 

commitment to scholarly and creative works as an institution-wide focus.  

Comprehensive universities focus  

on a range of disciplinary and interdisciplinary academic programming at the 

baccalaureate and masters levels, as well as a range of professional programs at 
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the baccalaureate and post baccalaureate levels, including a limited number of 

professionally-oriented doctoral level programs (para. 3). 

They share the commitment to scholarly and creative work of state universities. Finally, 

research universities concentrate on  

a range of disciplinary and interdisciplinary academic programming at the 

baccalaureate, masters and doctoral levels, as well as a range of professional 

programs at the baccalaureate and post-baccalaureate level, including the doctoral 

level…[while fostering] a commitment to wide-ranging research, scholarship, and 

creative endeavors that are consistent with the highest standards of academic 

excellence, that are focused on organized programs to create, maintain, and apply 

new knowledge and theories, and that promote instructional effectiveness and 

enhance institutionally relevant faculty qualifications (para. 3). 

In summation, the Technical College System of Georgia solely provides associate 

degree level education and focuses on workforce development.  There is no institutional 

commitment to engaging students in creative works or the more traditional liberal 

education mission of the liberal education which is defined by the Association of 

American Colleges and University (2019) as an  

approach [that] emphasizes broad knowledge of the wider world (e.g. science, 

 culture, and society) as well as in-depth achievement in a specific field of interest 

 [designed to help] students develop a sense of social responsibility; strong 

 intellectual and practical skills that span all major fields of study (para. 6).  

Each institution type within the University System of Georgia provides a different 

level of degree access varying from associate degree level through doctorate and focuses 
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on a wide range of scholarly and creative endeavors.  Given the dramatic differences in 

missions across institutional lines, students who transfer to institutions in different 

systems are confronted with institutional cultures that have manifested themselves in 

dramatically different ways based not only on traditional considerations like geographic 

location, but also on institutional missions to create very different campus climates.  

These cultural differences are more dramatic than the difference of institutions within the 

same system sharing core values outlined in their missions and visions and which are 

further regulated by a single governing body.  

These missions and the goals of community colleges many student are beginning 

their higher education journey at have a debated history.  Proponents of 2 year colleges 

argued that by providing accessibility points, community colleges “democratize” 

education or in essence bring an opportunity for education to reach the masses (Cohen & 

Brawer, 1982; Medsker, 1960).  Furthermore, scholars have asserted that community 

colleges help to provide a necessary diversity of culture to such as offering 

socioeconomic as well as diversifying the offerings to higher education through scaling 

credentialing and offering a wide variety of programs especially vocational, that are not 

traditionally found elsewhere in higher education (Brand, Pfeffer, Goldrick-Rab, 2014).  

Meanwhile, there is also an emerging debate on the effectiveness of such 

institutions.  Karabel (1972) believed community colleges had fallen short of their goal 

and that they instead created “social stratification” by not truly delivering of their 

promise to serve as transfer institutions, they instead funneled students into vocational 

training in lieu of developing more academically rigorous training that would allow 

students to succeed post-transfer—a “transfer worthy” curriculum. Leigh and Gill (2003) 
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referred to this phenomena as the diversion effect and their work highlighted the desired 

level of school a student expected directly affected any benefit they might have from 

attending a community college.   

Regardless of the history or debates surrounding community colleges and transfer 

students, streamlining and supporting students through the 2 to 4 year college transfer 

process is vital not only because it supports students through the college completion 

agenda at both the associate and baccalaureate levels, but also because the ability for 

students to successfully transfer  

remains critical for national economic competitiveness and individual economic 

well-being given that the wage premium for a bachelor’s degree is greater than 

that for a two-year credential. Moreover, strong equity implications lie in the 

outcomes of two-year to four-year transfer students because of the 

overrepresentation of low-income students and students of color in two-year 

institutions (Shapiro et. al. 2013, p. 5).  

Within Georgia, 2 year technical colleges also are an access point to higher education. 

There is a technical college within 30 miles of every citizen of the state with 22 colleges 

and approximately 85 campuses (Area Development, 2011).  These institutions are 

geographically more accessible to citizens of the state of Georgia. 

While critics of community colleges in early research contended the relatively 

low baccalaureate attainment rates of those who started at such institutions, community 

colleges divert seemingly qualified students away from starting at a four-year college, 

they do not take into consideration those students for whom the associate degree is the 

ideal final credential (Complete College America, 2019).  Furthermore, this assertion 
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does not take into account “less than one-third of community college students earn an 

associate's degree or certificate from their initial institution over a six year period (Tinto, 

2012, p. 2).  Additionally, recent findings suggested that this trend has changed over 

time.  Nationally, an estimated 62% of students starting at 2 year institutions earned a 

bachelor’s degree or higher within six years after transfer and another eight percent, still 

enrolled, were making steady progress toward baccalaureate attainment (Research 

Center, 2015; Shapiro et. al. 2013, p. 5).  However, additional research is required in 

order to better understand what support mechanisms can help to serve the other 38% of 

these transfer students and to understand what factors--both individual and institutional--

account for the success of the 62%. 

Transfer Shock 

In the seminal article on transfer shock, Hill (1965) described a phenomenon 

wherein transfer students could expect an appreciable drop in grades, lower academic 

performance in comparison to native students, a lower probability of graduation, and for 

degree completion to take longer than native students.  Hill’s contemporaries, Knoell and 

Medsker (1965) observed the trends in work that examined more than 7000 students. 

Continued research supports that transfer shock still exists and largely remains 

unchanged in the landscape of higher education (Aluck& West, 2017; Ivins, Copenhaver, 

&Koclanes, 2017; Nunez & Yoshimi, 2017; LaSota& Zuma, 2016;Laanan& Jain, 2016).    

With regard to an appreciable drop in academic performance in grades an 

abundance of research suggests that transfer students should expect to perform lower than 

students native to an institution (Townsend, 2008; Ivins, Copenhaver, &Koclanes, 2017; 

Mehr&Daltry, 2017; Townsend & Wilson, 2006).  Carlan and Bxybe (2000) found that 
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transfer students experience greater challenge, but that their GPAs tended to level off 

after the second semester at their new institution.  Cejda, Kaylor, and Rewey (1998) 

noted that this is particularly true in math and science based majors where transfer shock 

was more likely to occur.    

Taylor and Jain (2017) considered the ways in which institutions might be 

accountable for the transfer shock their students experience.  They noted  

many transfer students experience differences in expectations between their 

previous institution and their transfer institution, which can negatively influence 

their adjustment after transfer... Students experience transfer shock, in part, 

because institutions do not prepare students to transfer nor support their transition 

after transfer (Taylor & Jain, 2017, para. 15).   

Taylor and Jain (2017) also discovered this may be in part because the process of 

transferring is often interpreted as an administrative responsibility in which faculty 

participation was vital but minimal.  Their research further suggested “an institution’s 

organizational culture and ideology, whether at a 2-year college or at a 4-year college, 

can influence its commitment to transfer and transfer students and in turn influence the 

success of the transfer function” (para. 18).  

Historically, community colleges have served as open access institutions and 

research suggests that approximately two thirds of community college students are not 

prepared for the academic rigor of higher education (Crews & Aragon, 2007; Bailey 

2009).  This creates a significantly different culture from institutions who use placements 

scores, academic performance or other admissions criteria to select applicants.  

Community colleges are often faced with students who are not by measures of test score, 
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deemed college ready, and subsequently require remedial or developmental education.  

Bailey (2009) posited through research in propensity matching scores that developmental 

education may overall serve to decrease community college students’ odds of 

successfully transferring to a 4-year institution with specific impact on a student’s 

performance in English and math courses--both gateway level classes that students must 

successfully navigate to pursue program level work.  This trend should be equally 

alarming for taxpayers as the cost of community college remediation is shared by 

government, taxpayers, post-secondary institutions, and students at all levels. Current 

estimates indicate the national cost of community college remediation to be between 1.9 

and 2.3 billion dollars annually (Strong American Schools, 2008).  Crisp and Delgado 

(2014) have noted that current, studies examining the impact of developmental education 

have not accounted for institutional characteristics assumed to influence developmental 

outcomes.  As a result, research has indicated mixed results.  Early work by Weissman, 

Silk, and Bulakowski (1997) indicated the impact of developmental courses might be 

strongest during the first year of college. In a 2016 study, Attewell et. al. attempted to 

control for high school preparation and academic skills prior to beginning any higher 

education experience and found that  remediation did not significantly impact a 

community college students’ chances of earning a 2- or 4-year degree.  More recent 

research by Calcagno and Long (2007 & 2008) has suggested that there is a positive 

impact on short-term outcomes such as persistence to the second year of college; 

however, this positive impact does not translate into longer term academic success 

including earning an associate’s degree or transferring to a 4-year institution (Calcagno, 

2007). 
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Transfer Swirlers 

 Higher education, as a whole, has a responsibility to combat what Clark (1965) 

described as the cooling out function—a disconnect “in many democratic institutions 

between culturally encouraged aspirations and [an] institutionally provided means of 

achievement [that] leads to the failure of many participants” (p.569).  Clark identified the 

indicators of this cooling out function as “substitute achievement, gradual disengagement, 

denial, consolation, and avoidance of standards” (p.569).  Ishitani (2008) found that 

students who transfer during the first year in comparison to students at the sophomore 

and junior level are more likely to leave.   

 Goldrick-Rab and Pfiffer (2009) believed the term swirler should be avoided 

because it failed to acknowledge the “important differences in [regards] not only to their 

motivations for changing colleges, but to differential processes of stratification” (p.115). 

Based on their work, Goldrick-Rab and Kelchen (2012) described swirlers as “most often 

men from less-educated families, frequently African-Americans, with less-than-stellar 

high-school preparation. They want to pursue a college degree but struggle to balance 

work and school, and often earn mediocre college grades” (para. 3).  Goldrick-Rab and 

Pfiffer (2009) further asserted, swirlers are not shopping around colleges but are 

struggling to navigate a myriad of challenges that include:  the challenge of navigating 

the higher education market, struggling to remain focused, and struggling to select a 

college based on socio economic classifications such as race or social barriers.  
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Consequences of Transfer Failure 

Ensuring the success of transfer students and avoiding the “cooling out trend” is 

of vital importance to address 3 alarming consequences: a shortage in the workforce, a 

burden on the taxpayer and burden on the student.  

For more than a decade, estimates have indicated that the United States is trailing 

behind other nations in its ability to produce college graduates (Tinto, 2012; National 

Center for Public Policy and Higher Education 2006; Tierney 2006). A recent study by 

Georgetown Public Policy Institute (2013) indicated that “without major changes to the 

U.S. postsecondary education system, the economy will fall short 5 million workers with 

postsecondary degrees by 2020” (para. 4). Within Georgia, Governor Deal has already 

predicted a workforce shortage for the state (Technical College System of Georgia, 

Georgia USA, Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia, & Carl Vinson 

Institute of Government, 2014).  In line with national trends, a student attempting to 

complete a 2 year degree is earning 79 credits for a 60 credit program, and only 3% of 

these students graduate on time.  At non-research institutions in the state, students are 

earning 133.5 credits for a 120 credit program and 18% graduate on time; while at 

research institutions, students are earning 134.6 credits for a 120 credit degree and only 

41% graduate on time (Complete College America, 2014, p. 36).   

Reclaiming the 22% of students transferring in Georgia, while not a catch all fix, 

is a step in the right direction, especially given prospective employers also consider 

community college students who overcome the turbulent transitional process to four-year 

institutions and graduate from these institutions as survivors who will increasingly be a 

valuable part of the future labor force (Conference Board 2006). Terezine, Cabera, and 
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Bernal (2001) confirmed students who transfer from community colleges and who persist 

to earn a degree from four-year institutions are just as likely to be employed and 

monetarily compensated as those students who began their educational journey directly at 

four-year institutions. This indicates that a student’s native institution within the greater 

higher education experience does not affect the student's ability to successfully and 

competently perform in the workforce.  

Furthermore, the financial burdens of failing to graduate on-time are shared by 

both student and taxpayer.  An estimated $19 billion dollars is wasted on unnecessary 

credit hours.  Students are financially accountable for $7.7 billion dollars of that burden, 

while taxpayers, who subsidize education, are covering $11.5 billion dollars of the 

expense (Complete College America, 2013, p. 21). These financial losses are independent 

of the $660 million dollars in federal aid and the $3.2 billion in state appropriates and 

student grants that are lost on students who fail to graduate because of the challenges they 

face throughout the transfer process (American Institutions of Research, 2011).  

Suggested Approaches for Transfer Student Support 

When analyzing the literature regarding transfer shock and supporting transfer 

students 3 key themes emerge:  building strong articulations, creating transfer student 

receptive cultures, and emphasizing academically rigorous experiences for students.   

Articulation Agreements 

Articulation agreements are one of the ways that higher education has sought to aid 

transfer students.  According to Grites (2012) nearly 40 states have some form of 

articulation agreement among institutions.  Within Georgia, Complete College America 

initiatives have resulted in articulations agreements that identify 27 classes that will 
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effectively transfer between the Technical College System of Georgia and the University 

System of Georgia (University System of Georgia, 2012).  Additionally, there are several 

articulation agreements between these systems and private institutions.  However, Kuh 

(2008) noted there is little in the way of accountability for institutions regarding the 

application of articulation agreements.  Funding and accreditation matrices rarely address 

standards related to transfer.  Furthermore students often do not know articulation 

agreements work as part of the transfer process (Lazarowicz, 2018).  Townsend (2008) 

estimated that 20% of students do not know which, if any, of their courses will transfer to 

their new institution.  Taylor and Jain (2017) also highlighted “articulation policies and 

practices often do little to articulate credit beyond core general education courses and are 

not inclusive of technical degree programs” (para. 17).  Research from the Pell Institute 

for the Study of Opportunity in Higher Education (2011) also distinguished that  

While the link between community college and four-year curricula has been 

demonstrated to improve transfer from the former to the latter...less emphasis has 

been placed on the importance of articulation agreements and other such 

partnerships on successful completion of transfers at four-year institutions (p. 18).  

As the research indicates, more work needs to explore the experience and expectations of 

transfer students.  Finally, while articulation agreements help with the academic 

adjustments students must make, they do little to address the culture shock transfer 

students find themselves facing as the transition into new institutions. 

Transfer Student Pride 

Some scholars suggest creating what the literature deems to be a transfer receptive 

culture that utilize “people, places, and pedagogies of those who directly and indirectly 
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work with transfer students…[In an effort to create a culture of] listening to and 

validating transfer student narratives (Acevedo-Gil, Santos, Alonso, Solorzano, 2015; 

Jain et. al., 2017, para. 46). Scholarly work that explores and understands a student’s 

entry into higher education is vital to validating their narratives.  Research suggests that it 

is important to appreciate the difference in students whose entry points in to higher 

education is from 2 year institutions as well as those whose entry points are from other 4 

year institutions.   

Jain et. al (2017) clarified that transfer receptive cultures look different at 

different points in the transfer pathway.  At the receiving institution, a transfer receptive 

culture could be defined as  

an institutional commitment that assists students pre- and post-transfer with 

 navigating the community college, guidance with coursework, the university 

 application process, enrollment at the 4-year, and addressing the university 

 campus racial climate for transfer students (para. 19).   

At 2 year colleges (community and technical) this also means being open to effective 

partnerships.  The consequence of ineffective partnerships include: ineffective outreach, 

access, and retention for transfer students for the ultimate institution the student continues 

at (Jain et. al. 2017). 

Rigorous Academic Experiences 

Fink and Davis (2017) suggested a key part of transfer student success is rooted in 

relationships with faculty.  They noted faculty who focus on providing academically 

rigorous programs and experiences help students to better prepare for their experience in 
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upper level courses later in within the student’s academic matriculation.  According to 

Fink and Davis (2017) “faculty and staff at community colleges recognized that transfer 

students need access to opportunities for in- and out-of-class experiences, like 

internships, to be prepared for upper-level coursework and future career” (p. 22).  This 

type of early adjustment to academic rigor directly address Hill’s (1965) findings that 

students can expect lower performance in comparison to their native counterparts.  

Lester, Leonardo, and Mathias (2013) highlighted transfer students contextualize 

academic engagement differently from their native counterparts.  They asserted that this 

might be due in part to transfer students being older.  Their work indicated that transfer 

students would often indicate that they had not interacted with faculty members outside 

of class, but were likely to reach out to faculty via email or attend office hours.  The 

transfer students considered such behaviors part of normal course taking rather than as 

academic or social engagement.  In line with Fink and Davis (2017) the research of 

Lester, Leonardo, and Mathias’s (2013) indicated  

students felt a heightened sense of engagement when faculty members created 

opportunities for more meaningful interactions...[such as] trips, extensive 

comments on writing, or instances in which faculty members went beyond student 

expectations, paying special attention to their progress or regularly assisting with 

learning the material outside of class.   

However, while research indicates this importance of proper preparation for academic 

rigor and post transfer academic engagement are necessary, little research has addressed 

to what degree students engage in these behavior pre and post transfer.   
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Tinto’s Theories of Student Departure and Integration 

Tinto’ (2012) model of student departure and his subsequent theories on student 

integration are rooted in the work of Durkheim and Van Gennep.  Durkheim was a 

sociologist whose work explored suicide. Durkheim (1951) segregated suicide into four 

types: altruistic, anomic, fatalistic, and egotistical.  Anomic and egotistical suicides are 

the most applicable in studying transfer students within higher education.  For 

Durkheim’s anomic suicide was rooted in what he called “normlessness” a state where 

expectations had shifted a benchmarks were lost. Tinto’s (1994) summation of 

Durkheim’s work on anomic suicide defined it as “reflecting the temporary disruption of 

the normal conditions of society and therefore the breakdown of the normal social and 

intellectual bond which tie individuals to each other in the human fabric that we call 

society” (p. 100).  While Tinto operated on a Durheimian definition of egotistical suicide 

that can be described as a state in which “individuals are unable to become integrated and 

establish membership within communities of society” (p. 101).  In his work, Tinto treated 

higher education as society and the student as operating within that society or choosing to 

disconnect from it which Tinto treated as akin to an academic suicide.  Anomic academic 

suicide is akin to what researchers refer to as swirlers or “students who attend more than 

two institutions and transfer or who transfer from and to community colleges” (Taylor & 

Jain, 2017, para. 12).  These students often take breaks between their transfer thus 

garnering the comparison to academic suicide and increasing the time to degree 

completion. Egotistical suicide reflects the transfer tradition wherein many students exit 

the academic pipeline, failing to graduate as a result of the difficulties they face upon 

transfer also known as transfer shock. 
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Van Gennep was an ethnographer who studied rites of passage--highly structured 

ceremonies and symbolic rites.  While Tinto (1994) asserted that the ceremonial structure 

of these rites has largely vanished in higher education, he argued that it was possible to  

envision the process of student persistence as functionally similar to that of 

becoming incorporated into the life of human communities generally and that this 

process, especially in the first year of college, is also marked by stages of passage, 

through which individuals must typically pass in order to persist in college (p. 

94). 

Tinto addressed the fluidity of rites of passage and that they may be affected by a 

student’s individual experiences, such as socio-economic background, and that students 

were often unconscious participants in these rites.  Tinto (2012) reported three essential 

phases that rites of passage could be broken into within higher education: separation, 

transition, and incorporation. 

 Tinto’s theories assert that students successfully persist in higher education when 

they achieve a balance in goal commitments, academic integration, and social integration.  

By goal commitment, Tinto (2012) meant “a person’s commitment to personal, 

educational, and occupational goals..[that] specifies the person’s willingness to work 

toward the attainment of those goals” (p. 43).  Academic integration in the Tinto model is 

measured by a student’s intellectual connection to an institution.  Tinto (1975) clarified 

that any measurement of academic integration would evolve as a student’s role at an 

institution evolved, but that example indicators of academic integration might be a 

student’s grade, enjoyment of a subject or major, or the identification and understanding 

of the individual's role as a student.  Social integration might best be understood in 
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contrast to academic integration.  In addition to creating social support networks (e.g. 

discussing responsibilities as a student with family, friends, and employers outside of the 

institution), social integration denoted all the ways that an individual might connect to the 

institution in non-academic ways--such as making friends at the institution, engaging 

with facilities such as dining halls or cafeterias, or participation in non-academic clubs 

and sporting events. 

Tinto (2012) asserted 

Insufficient integration and the absence of community membership may arise 

from the holding of values which deviate from those of other members of society 

(i.e. intellectual isolation of deviancy) and/or from insufficient personal affiliation 

between the individual and other persons in society (i.e. social isolation). Though 

distinct the two are intimately interrelated. The holding of deviant values may 

lead to a person’s social isolation. Conversely, insufficient personal affiliation 

may lead a person to adopt and/or continue to hold values which deviate from 

those of the wider community (p.101). 

This is particularly appropriate for analyzing transfer students as the missions of 2 year 

college very dramatically from those of 4 year colleges resulting in different cultures.  

Many transfer students find themselves introduced to higher education in a culture that 

values one set of ideas and then must transverse the challenge of transferring into a 

college culture that values a completely different set of values, and they must make this 

leap with what the literature has pointed out to be little guidance.  Tinto (2012) makes it 

clear that the consequence of ineffectively acclimating to the college culture is departure 

or as he famously stated “access without support is not opportunity” (2008). 
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College Student Experience Questionnaire 

 The College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) was developed by Robert 

Pace in the early 1970s.  It grew in size and scope when he partnered with George Stern, 

whose work had been focused on College Characteristics Indices.  The instrument was 

originally deployed as a multi-institutional survey tool in 1979 and underwent three 

subsequent revisions in 1983, 1990, and 1998.   It was utilized as research tool for 35 

years before being retired in 2014 in lieu of the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE) and the Beginning College Survey of Student Engagement (BCSSE).  The 

CSEQ’s decline was largely due to finance as the program was run on a cost recovery 

basis and approximately 66% of the NSSE and BCSSE drew upon the original CSEQ 

with a standardized third-party administration.  The CSEQ, BCSSE, and NSSE all focus 

on “student behaviors and investments in educationally purposeful practice” (Indiana 

University Bloomington, 2007, para. 2). For the purposes of this study, the tool is being 

utilized to gather descriptive statistics regarding a student’s initial introduction to higher 

education.  Given that research also suggests transfer students will take longer to 

complete degree, this tool seems a more appropriate measure of the initial cultures these 

students started their higher education matriculation within.   

 Conceptually, the College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) sought to 

challenge a notion in the literature of the time that “student demographics were the most 

important determinants of college success” (Gonyea et al., 2003, p.3).   Research had 

already begun to indicate, however, that student experience and engagements were better 

predictors of college success (Astin, 1993; Terenzini, Pascarella, &Blimling, 1996; Tinto, 

1993).  As a tool, the CSEQ sought to collect data that would not only better understand 
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“the processes of learning (e.g., interactions with faculty, collaboration with peers, and 

writing experiences)” (Gonyea et. al., 2003, p. 23) but also how this was in turn related to 

“progress toward desired outcomes of college (e.g., intellectual skills, interpersonal 

competence, and personal values)” (Borden, 2001, p.91).  This guiding principle behind 

the design of the tool was that “The more effort students expend in using the resources 

and opportunities an institution provides for their learning and development, the more 

they benefit (Gonyea et. al. 2003, p. 4). Given the emphasis within Tinto’s theories on 

social and academic integration, this tool is ideal as a measurement instrument to initially 

assess the native cultures of transfer students.   

Within Georgia, the CSEQ has been deployed at eight major universities: 

University of Georgia, Kennesaw State University, Georgia Southern University, 

LaGrange College, Spelman College, Savannah State University, Georgia State 

University, and Shorter College (Gonyea et al. 2003, Appendices C).  Of note, while 

research currently indicates that students are more likely to start at 2 year community and 

technical colleges, no 2 year community or technical college reported utilization of the 

CSEQ’s fourth edition.   

 Items within the College Student Experience Questionnaire measure what Pace 

termed quality of effort or the interaction between the student and the college 

environment within three categories: college activities, the college environment, and 

estimate of gains.   Items within the College Activities portion address a student’s 

interaction with e.g. library services, campus facilities, art, theater, and music 

experiences.  Responses are rated on a four response scale with options ranging from 

very often, often, occasionally, and never. Items within the College Environment portion 
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address the focus or emphasis on student development such as a commitment to scholarly 

or intellectual qualities and vocational or occupational competence.  These items are 

measured on a seven point scale with ratings from strong emphasis to weak emphasis.  

Items within the Estimated Gains Portion of the tool ask the student to identify to what 

degree they feel they made gains in areas such as writing clearly and effectively or 

learning to adapt and change.  These items are measured on a four point scale ranging 

from very much, quite a bit, some, very little. 

 The comprehensive nature of the tool is ideal for a study of transfer student 

between higher education systems with varying missions, cultures, and opportunities.  

Gonyea et al (2003) emphasized that  

CSEQ makes it possible for researchers to identify different combinations of 

survey items that measure useful constructs within the study of higher education. 

These can be derived empirically using factor analysis, or constructed using 

expert judgment and knowledge of the literature (p. 7).  

 As the tool has been used as survey instrument for more than three decades, there is an 

abundance of evidence supporting the CSEQ’s reliability and validity as well as it’s 

positive psychometric properties (Ewell& Jones, 1994, 1996; Pace, 1984, 1990).  The 

CSEQ Research Program run through Indiana University’s Center for Postsecondary 

Research and Planning maintains norms for both national and local results.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Research indicates approximately one-third of higher education students, both full 

and part time, at public institutions will transfer in an effort to complete their degrees and 

nearly 40% of these students are not receiving course credit when transferring (Chen, 

2016; Hossler et. al. 2012; Research Center, 2015; Marcus, 2017; Simone, 2014).  In 

Georgia, specifically, students who transfer schools are facing significant challenges 

adapting to their new institutions which are causing them to not graduate on time or 

prohibiting them from graduating at all (Complete College America, 2014, p.36).  The 

purpose of this study was to understand the influence of a student’s first college on their 

perceptions of the transfer experience.  The findings of this study will provide insight 

regarding the difference between types of resources transfer students use, transfer 

students perception of the process of transferring, and the relationship between their 

behavior at the pre-transfer institution as related to their perception of the process of 

transferring.  

Rationale for the Study 

 Creswell (2012) illuminated that concurrent research designs are appropriate 

when the researcher has “both quantitative and qualitative data and both types of data, 

together, provide a better understanding of [the] research problem than either type by 

itself” (544).   Kroll and Neri (2009) established a concurrent transformative design is 

appropriate when the “conduct of the study is informed by a theoretical perspective” 
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(p.45).   This work gave equal weight to both the quantitative and qualitative portions of 

the research design using Tinto’s models of student integration and departure as a 

theoretical framework.  The quantitative and qualitative portions of the study were 

utilized to address different research questions and achieve the overall purpose of the 

study.  

  The quantitative portion of this work utilized the College Student Experience 

Questionnaire (CSEQ) developed by Indiana University.  To gather qualitative data, the 

researcher modified a portion of the CSEQ to ask participants about their perception of 

and experiences during the process of transfer.  Yin (2013) pointed out “mixed methods 

research can permit researchers to address more complicated research questions and 

collect a richer and stronger array of evidence” (para. 4). 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to understand the influence of a student’s first college on 

their perceptions of the transfer experience.  The research explored 9 research questions: 

Research Questions and Hypothesis 

1. What types of support do transfer students expect? 

2. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in interaction with faculty 

practices at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfactions 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement in interaction with faculty practices at their pre-transfer school. 
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3. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in arts, music, and theater 

activities at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement in arts, music, and theater activities at their pre-transfer school. 

4.  Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in course learning activities at 

their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement in course learning activities at their pre-transfer school  

5. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in clubs and organizations 

activities at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between difference in a student’s 

satisfaction regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a 

student’s engagement in clubs and organizations activities at their pre-transfer 

school  

6. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement with campus facilities at their 

pre-transfer school?  
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H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement with campus facilities at their pre-transfer school   

7. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement with student acquaintances at 

their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement with student acquaintances at their pre-transfer school  

8. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in personal experiences at their 

pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement in personal experiences at their pre-transfer school  

9. Is there a difference in transfer a student’s satisfaction based on the type of school 

a student started their higher education experience at?  

 H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between transfer a student’s 

 satisfaction based on the type of school a student started their higher education 

 experience at.   

Research Design 

Crotty (1998) asserted there are four essential components to the research process: 

epistemology, theoretical perspective, methodology, and methods.  Crotty described the 
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epistemology as “the theory of knowledge embedded in the theoretical perspective” (p.3).  

This work draws upon a pragmatist epistemology.  Creswell (2009) suggested 

“pragmatism as a worldview arises out of actions, situations, and consequences rather 

than antecedent conditions…There is a concern with applications—what works—and 

solutions to problems (p.10). Creswell (2009) summarized the other two key reasons 

pragmatism is well suited for this research—“pragmatism is not committed to any one 

system of philosophy and reality and pragmatist agree research always occurs in a social, 

historical, political, and other context” (p.11). 

This study utilized an interpretivisim approach for the theoretical perspective in 

conjunction with Tinto’s theory of student departure and integration. Within the 

interpretivism lens, meaning emerges from interactions between individuals and with the 

world (Creswell, 2009; Hesse-Biber & Nagy Leavy, 2011).  As a theoretical perspective 

the work will draw upon Tinto’s theory of student departure and his theory of student 

integration.  In his model of student departure, Tinto (2012) asserted students’ academic 

and social experiences are the key dynamics affecting their decisions regarding departure.  

Tinto suggested that without full integration of these experiences students’ commitments, 

goals, and intentions decline and they ultimately decide to withdraw from higher 

education communities.  This reflects the overall problem.  

The methodology drew upon mixed methods specifically the concurrent 

transformative design.  The work gave equal emphasis to the quantitative and qualitative 

work utilizing them to answer different research questions within the study.  

For this research, the methods entailed having students complete an online portion 

of the College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) regarding their demographics 
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and resources and experiences at their pre-transfer institution followed by a document 

analysis by the researcher.  Using the data provided regarding the students first college 

experience, the researcher analyzed artifacts from the websites of the starter institutions 

to verify whether the institution solely offered 2 year credentials, solely offered 4 year 

credentials, or offered both 2 and 4 year credentials. Bowen (2009) noted that as a 

research method,  

Document analysis is a systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating 

documents—both printed and electronic (computer-based and Internet-

transmitted) material. Like other analytical methods in qualitative research, 

document analysis requires…[interpretation] to elicit meaning, gain 

understanding, and develop empirical knowledge..[Furthermore,] documents 

contain text (words) and images that have been recorded without a researcher’s 

intervention (p. 27).   

This approach also helped to create what Eisner (1991) described as “confluence 

evidence that breeds credibility” (p.110). 

Afterwards, student responses from the qualitative portion of this study were 

coded.  Students were asked additional questions assessing whether they believe they 

received the appropriate level of support throughout their transfer experience.   

Sample and Participants 

The ideal research site for this work is a public, 4 year college, with resources 

devoted specifically to transfer students (e.g. academic advisors, a campus center, club, 

or organization, a student orientation). An institution with dedicated resources for 

transfer students will allow the researcher to utilize both purposeful and criterion 
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sampling techniques.  Patton (2002) described criterion sampling as “selecting cases 

that meet some predetermined criterion of importance” (p. 243). Likewise, Patton 

(2002) explained that purposeful sampling allows the research to “select information-

rich cases for in-depth study” (p.182). 

The overall criteria for the criterion sampling technique in this case is that the 

student is a transfer student.  Given that this study is designed to compare pre-transfer 

institutions, the participants were grouped based on this quality.  Ultimately, the 

researcher should purposefully categorized students into groups based on the pre-transfer 

institutions of participants.  Since the ideal site will devote resources to the support of 

transfer students, the researcher can utilize these contacts (advisors, orientation staff, club 

members) to potentially recruit participants.  As institutions which already devoted 

resources (time, effort, money) to the study of transfer student performance, the 

researcher will explain the benefit of understanding student expectations regarding 

transfer and the nuances of perception between different subgroups within transfer 

populations.   

All sites that agreed to participate or granted IRB approval were selected to 

participate in the study.  The research questions within this study are rooted in the 

student’s pre-transfer institution, rather than the case site.  During data analysis the 

research also separately analyzed data from each case site.  The researcher used the 

transfer student service office resources to request a list of students to email requesting 

the completion of the online tool.  
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Instrumentation 

The College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) was specifically chosen 

because of its history as a high quality research tool.  The CSEQ has been in use for more 

than 30 years.   This longstanding history is, in part, due to the high content and construct 

validity of the items on the CSEQ. With regard to the content validity, Ewell and Jones 

(1994; 1996) have established that it offers a moderate to high potential for assessing 

student behaviors/activities as well as the college environment. Further research from 

Brown (1985) indicated the questions are clearly written.   

The construct validity of the CSEQ, is rooted in its quality of engagement scales.  

These scales provide effective measurements of types of behaviors.  The scales funnel 

student behavior in 13 key areas: library experiences, computer and information 

technology course learning, writing experiences, experiences with faculty, art, music, and 

theater, campus facilities, clubs and organizations, personal experiences, student 

acquaintances scientific and quantitative experiences, topics of conversation, and 

information in conversations. The Quality of Effort scales developed for the CSEQ 

measure the engagement, degree of difficulty, and the frequency of the student behavior 

with varying academic activities and behaviors.  The scales were designed so that 

students would experiences both a degree of difficulty with activities and a degree of 

frequency.  That is to say some activities were simple while other activities within the 

same section of the quality of engagement scale would be more difficult to accomplish.  

Simultaneously the scale measures how frequently a student engages in each activity.  

For a student to measure as high performing on a Quality of Effort scale, the student 

would need to engage in activities within the scale frequently including those that might 
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be more difficult.  The benefit of a tool that is matrixed in this way is that it measures 

variability of a student’s engagement in the behavior. 

For this study, the researcher used a modified version of the CSEQ for descriptive 

and inferential purposes.  The researcher only used items from the following portions of 

the CSEQ: Course Learning; Experiences with Faculty; Art, Music, Theater; Campus 

Facilities; Student Acquaintances; Clubs and Organizations, Personal Experiences; and 

The College Environment. Each sections has a varying amount of items: Course Learning 

(11 items); Experiences with Faculty (10 items); Art, Music, Theater (7 items), Campus 

Facilities (8 items); Student Acquaintances (10 items) Clubs and Organizations (5 items); 

Student Acquaintances (10 items); Clubs and Organizations (5 items); and Personal 

Experiences (8 items). Students responded to the items in terms of their pre-transfer 

institution and the extent to which they participated in a variety of activities on a Likert-

type scale of ‘never’, ‘occasionally’, ‘often’, and ‘very often’.  

Cronbach’s Alpha, a measure of the reliability of items on a survey or 

questionnaire, is within acceptable ranges for all portions of the CSEQ which will be 

used for this study.  Cronbach’s alpha is measured on a scale of 0 to 1.0.  All portions of 

the CSEQ used for this researcher have a reliability measure between .74-.91.  In order to 

effectively utilize these reliability measures, the researcher will use all items from each 

section.  Table 1 lists each section of the CSEQ utilized in this study as well as the 

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for each section.    
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Table 1 

Measure of Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for Selected Portions of CSEQ.   
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Note. Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients taken from College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire. Norms for the Fourth Edition by Gonyea, R. M., Kish, K. A., Kuh, G. D., 

Muthiah, R. N., & Thomas, A. D. College Student Experiences Questionnaire Assessment 

Program (NJ1). Copyright 2003 by Indiana University.  

 

The researcher also gathered descriptive information about participants such as 

the age, race, academic classification (freshmen, sophomore, etc.), and most importantly, 

the institution the student transferred from during their higher education experience at. 

The student’s pre-transfer institution was used to separate students into groups for data 

analysis.  The researcher also gather information about any transient institutions—those 

which a student transferred to between the start of their higher education experience and 

the host site.  The final question of the modified CSEQ will be an open ended question 

asking participants describe their experience in transferring to the current intuition and 

whether or not they felt they had the appropriate level of support through the process.    

 The researcher utilized the responses to students’ self-reported descriptions of the 

transfer process and the support provided therein to conduct a thematic analysis. The 
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results were coded into themes based on Tinto’s theories regarding student engagement to 

better understand the types of resources transfer students utilized.   

Trustworthiness 

According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), trustworthiness is established in 

qualitative research via credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. The 

researcher utilized inter-rater reliability of qualitative data with a faculty member to 

ensure results were credible, confirmable, and dependable.  The researcher also 

conducted Cronbach Alpha measurements for each quality of engagement scale utilized 

in the study to ensure there was no statistical error between the reporting within the study 

and nationally established norms.  

Subjectivity Statement 

The researcher has a B.A. in English and a M.A. in Literary and Cultural Studies 

with extensive work in rhetoric, linguistics, and semantics which may inform the data 

interpretation and social constructivist approach.  In order to allay researcher bias, the 

researcher will utilize peer debriefings and reviews.  For the last seven years, the 

researcher has worked for the Technical College System of Georgia.  The researcher 

primarily works with students prior to formal acceptance into a program.  Many of these 

students begin their college careers with the intention to transfer to other institutions or 

transfer if/when they are not accepted into programs at the institution.  The researcher has 

also worked on articulation agreements for courses at the state level. 

Data Collection 

After obtaining approval from Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board, 

the researcher sought approval from the Institutional Review Board of each site the study 
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was conducted at.  The researcher reviewed the institution’s websites of case sites and 

located the contact information for the head of the institution’s review board.  Initial 

contact and approval was established via email for record keeping purposes.  The IRB 

Chair at each institution assisted the researcher in locating the appropriate personnel 

responsible for transfer student services who was utilized as a key informant about how 

to best contact participants meeting the appropriate transfer student criterion.  These 

students were subsequently emailed an invitation to participate in the research.  Those 

participants were guided to a modified version of the CSEQ online questionnaire via 

Survey Monkey regarding their demographics, their experience at their pre-transfer 

institutions, and their expectations about the transfer experience.  The researcher sought 

prior permission to use the CSEQ. Using the data provided from the questionnaire, the 

researcher categorized students into 3 groups based on the participant’s pre-transfer 

institutions-- 2-year degree exclusive institutions starters and 4 year degree exclusive 

institution starters, and students who started an institutions with a mix of 2 year and 4 

year degree.    

Utilizing information gathered from the questionnaire the researcher used 

document analysis to code and verify the pre-transfer institution types. This was done in 

order to triangulate and verify information.  

Institutional Review Board Approval 

This study did not proceed until approval following an application to Mercer’s 

IRB.  This required the researcher to provide copies of the online tool.  Once full 

approval was received, additional sites were identified and the researcher followed the 

IRB process at those institution.   
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In order to triangulate and verify information, data was also drawn for document 

analysis from the websites of institutions where students began their higher education 

experience to verify that students have indeed transferred across system as well as 

institutional lines As this information will be part of published information and 

accreditation process for an institution, no permission or IRB approval was required for 

use of the information.  However, the intention to use such information will be included 

as part of the formal IRB process for the overall study.  All data will be stored in a 

password protected server and then will be destroyed three years after data analysis is 

completed.   

Data Analysis 

 Hesse-Biber (2011) noted that in the case of mixed-method studies “Researchers 

should be committed to integrating their research findings from both methods.  In other 

words, the findings from both methods should be in conversation with one another” (76).  

Hesse-Biber (2011) also warned that mixed methods approaches require a researcher to 

be well-trained in multiple techniques of data analysis to avoid overdependence on a 

single more comfortable technique of data analysis.  The potential consequence of over 

dependency being data analysis and the subsequent reporting of findings that is parallel 

rather than integrated (Hesse-Biber, 2011).  

Data drawn from the initial online survey was analyzed using the Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences SPSS version 25 IBM, 2019 using descriptive and inferential 

statistics to compare the groups.  Open-ended questions were coded using line-by-line 

descriptive coding and then patterns found in conjunction with the quantitative data when 

appropriate. This approach allowed the quantitative data to be analyzed in conjunction 
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with qualitative data to discover ‘what is happening’.  According to Saldana (2015 ) 

“descriptive coding summarizes in a word or short phrase...the basic topic of a passage of 

qualitative data (p.102). Saldana (2015) further posited that descriptive coding is valuable 

in this way given “description is the true foundation for qualitative inquiry, and its 

primary goal is to assist the reader to see what you saw and to hear what you heard in 

general” (p.102).      

Fereday and Muir-Cochrane (2006) identified six steps for inductive and 

deductive thematic analysis.  The steps include: 1) developing a code manual, 2) testing 

coding reliability, summarizing and identifying initial categories, applying templates to 

codes, connecting codes and identifying and identify themes, and legitimizing themes.  

Noblit and Hare (1988) stated the advantage of inductive coding is that “it reduces the 

accounts while preserving the sense of the account through selection of key metaphors 

and organizers," such as themes, concepts, ideas, perspectives (p. 13).  This inductive 

coding sought to explore the relationships between the types of students—2 year starters, 

4 year starters, or 2 year/ 4 year starters—in relationship to types transfer support 

resources a student utilized.  Further analysis focused on behaviors the student engaged in 

at the pre-transfer institution. Following inductive coding, the researcher reduced these 

codes into categories. This data was deductively coded into categories building upon the 

deductive codes of Tinto’s model of student departure. Relationships between categories 

were collapsed into themes.   

Reporting Results 

This study employed a concurrent transformative process for collection and 

analysis of the data.  Data was reported in two phases.  Qualitative data was reported 
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using tables to identify relationships between the types of institutions the student started 

at and the resources the students reported as available.  Quantitative data was reported 

through tables identifying ANOVA results as well as effect sizes.   

Summary 

 The purpose of this study was to understand the influence of a student’s first 

college on their perceptions of the transfer experience.  Through a pragmatic 

interpretivist lens, this concurrent transformative mixed methods study examined  used 

purposeful and criterion sampling to identify transfer students at public institutions. After 

IRB approval, institutions with a key informants were identified for approval. The 

College Student Experience Questionnaire was modified to include a survey with open-

ended questions which allowed the researcher to gather descriptive and inferential 

statistics. These descriptors were used to segregate students and data was analyzed using 

SPSS. The results of this study would be useful to help similar institutions make 

decisions about how to dedicate resources for different types of transfer students.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS 

 This chapter presents the results of this study.  The researcher utilized Tinto’s 

model of student retention and integration as a theoretical framework to design a mixed 

method concurrent transformative design study.  The purpose of this study was to 

understand the influence of a student’s first college on their perceptions of the transfer 

experience.  The research explored 9 questions. 

 The results discussed in this chapter are based on the researcher’s study of 

transfer students enrolled at two institutions.   

Research Questions and Hypothesis 

1. What types of support do transfer students expect? 

2. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in interaction with 

faculty practices at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s 

satisfactions regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a 

student’s engagement in interaction with faculty practices at their pre-transfer 

school. 

3. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in arts, music, and 

theater activities at their pre-transfer school?  
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H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement in arts, music, and theater activities at their pre-transfer school. 

4.  Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in course learning 

activities at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement in course learning activities at their pre-transfer school  

5. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in clubs and 

organizations activities at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between difference in a 

student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring between schools based 

on a student’s engagement in clubs and organizations activities at their pre-

transfer school  

6. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement with campus 

facilities at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement with campus facilities at their pre-transfer school   
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7. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement with student 

acquaintances at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement with student acquaintances at their pre-transfer school  

8. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in personal 

experiences at their pre-transfer school?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between schools based on a student’s 

engagement in personal experiences at their pre-transfer school  

9. Is there a difference in transfer a student’s satisfaction based on the type of school 

a student started their higher education experience at?  

H0 There is no statistically significant relationship between a transfer student’s 

satisfaction based on the type of school a student started their higher education 

experience at.   

Participants and Institutional Characteristics 

After receiving IRB approval from Mercer University, the researcher contacted 

two sites.  After also receiving IRB approval from both individual sites, the researcher 

had transfer student support staff at the two institutions email modified version of the 

College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) to a list of institutional reviewed 

candidates whom had transferred into the institution. Both institutions were public 
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schools located within a single state. Both institutions had dedicated faculty/staff to serve 

transfer students. Both institutions offered associate degree level credentials. Institution 

one offered both undergraduate and graduate degrees.  The student body of institution 

one was approximately 4300.  Institution two only offered undergraduate degrees. The 

study body size of institution two was approximately 3000. All participants who were 

invited to complete the web survey were required to be 18 years old and to indicate their 

informed consent.  All participants in the study were undergraduate level students.  

Eighty seven of the participants in the study were from institution one.  Twenty five of 

the participants in the study were from institution two.   

The researcher received 112 responses to the online survey.  Table 2 Participant 

Demographics by School Type displays the demographic information of participants in 

the study based on the type of school the student started at.  The researcher used self-

reported data provided by participants to determine the pre-transfer institution, and the 

researcher subsequently analyzed artifacts from the websites of the starter institutions to 

verify the students’ pre-transfer institution type.  Of the respondents, 84 self-identified as 

female and 19 self-identified as males. Six students did not identify their gender.  Of the 

respondents, 13 were classified as freshmen, 34 were sophomores, 31 were juniors, 28 

were seniors, and 2 students were unclassified. Twenty nine respondents started at 

college at institutions that only offered two-year degrees.  Twenty two of the respondents 

started at institutions which offered both two year and four year degree programs.  Forty 

four of the students started at institutions which only offered four year degrees.  Fifty four 

of the participants transferred from institutions within same state.  Thirty eight of 

participants transferred across state lines.  Two participants were from institutions that 



 

 

 

51 

 

only had an online presence.  One participant transferred from an institution which had 

both an online and on ground presence, but did not disclose if he/she had attended an 

online or on ground campus.  Seventy four of the participants started their higher 

education experience at public colleges and universities. Nineteen started at private 

colleges and universities.  One student started at an international college/university.   

 

Table 2  

Participant Demographics by Source School Type 

 School Source Type Totals of 

Demograph

ic 

Categoriesa Demographic Variable Unidenti

fied 

2 year 

degree 

exclusive 

4 year 

degree 

exclusive 

2 year/ 4 

year degree 

mix 

Gender   

  Male 3 8 9 2 22 

  Female 10 21 33 20 84 

  Unidentified 4 0 2 0 6 

Source College Type  

  Public College 0 28 31 15 74 

  Private College 0 1 11 7 19 

  Unidentified 18 0 1 0 19 

State Transfer Status  

  In-State Transfer 0 19 20 15 54 

  Out of State Transfer 0 9 23 6 38 

  Unidentified 17 1 1 1 20 

Academic Classification  

  Freshmen  1 8 2 2 13 

  Sophomore 4 6 18 6 34 

  Junior 4 11 8 8 31 

  Senior 4 4 14 6 28 

  Unclassified 0 0 2 0 2 

Unidentified 4 0 0 0 4 

Total of School Source 

Types 

17 29 44 22 112 
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Dependent and Independent Variables 

 The dependent variables examined in this study were student’s perception of their 

transfer experience as positive or negative.  Additionally, qualitative data examined the 

resources these students reported in regards to their transfer experience.  The independent 

variables examined in this study were the student’s pre-transfer institutions.  These 

institutions were grouped as 2-year degree exclusive institutions, 4-year degree exclusive 

institutions, and 2 year/ 4 year degree exclusive institutions.  The researcher also 

measured the student’s quality of engagement (QE) based on a the College Student 

Expectation Questionnaire (CSEQ) in seven categories: faculty interaction, course 

learnings, personal experiences, student acquaintances, participation in clubs and 

organizations, interaction with campus facilities, and participation in arts, music, and 

theater.   

Research Design 

The researcher utilized a mixed method concurrent transformative design where 

quantitative and qualitative data are collected at the same time (Hesse-Biber, 2011). The 

researcher collected quantitative data regarding student demographics in addition to the 

self- reported  behaviors in seven areas of the College Student Expectations 

Questionnaire.  The researcher then asked students two open-ended questions regarding 

their transfer experience.  The emphasis in this work was placed on the results of the 

online questionnaire which were used to further explore the qualitative data.  
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Qualitative Analysis 

 The participants were asked to describe their transfer experience in two open-

ended questions.  The results of that item were coded based on two categories.  The first 

category was the student’s perception of the transfer experience as positive or negative.  

The second category was the resources the students specifically mentioned such as: 

faculty/staff support, support from family and friends, and support from campus 

connections such as organizations and sports teams. 

The researcher completed line by line coding in order to sort each individual’s 

responses into one of two categories: positive transfer perceptions and negative transfer 

perceptions.  Descriptions of participant experiences that would be labeled as positive 

included statements such as: “Yes, I felt a sense of guidance and acceptance coming to 

[Blank] University.  There is a deeper connection between faculty and students that make 

especially my transition easy” [sic] and “The process was good.  The school had a good 

program and my classes transferred fine.”  Participant experiences that would be labeled 

as negative responses include statements such as  

My transfer experience has been very lacking from the beginning, communication 

is not a priority from the Administration to the faculty.  I’ve had to figure things 

out sometimes on a daily bases to the point that I almost dropped out and waited 

until I could get into another university.  The biggest downfall I’ve encountered is 

a the lack of respect I’ve received from the Administration, yet if there is no 

students to attend and pay tuition then they wouldn’t have a job.  I’ve felt like I’m 

an inconvenience and insignificant to my current university” [sic]  

or statements such as  
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I have been completely lost since transferring here.  It took about month to get the 

concept of d2L. I didn’t know much about any of the campus resources.  My 

advisor didn’t give much advice about the transition. So I struggle and I’m still 

figuring out how to adjust. 

 The second phase of coding of the qualitative data involved categorizing the 

resources the students specifically referenced regarding the transfer process.  The 

researcher performed a second line-by-line coding of the data. The researcher then used 

deductive coding drawing three themes from Tinto’s theory of student integration and 

departure: faculty/staff interaction, support from family and friends (social support), and 

support from the campus community (e.g. clubs, sports, campus 

organizations). Examples of responses from participants that would be labeled as 

identifying faculty/staff support include responses such as: “I had the support of the track 

and field coach because I am a student athlete” or “Transferring to my new institution has 

been very smooth. I have a great Advisors who helped me” [sic].  Responses that would 

be coded as demonstrating support from family and friends contained phrases such as 

“Yes I did have the support from friends and family members” or “I transferred to 

[Blank] University as an adult, already married and with 3 children.  The level of support 

was very appropriate”.  Responses labeled as demonstrating support from campus 

organizations, sports teams, etc. contained phrases such as “Was rocky at first but was 

one of the best decisions I made.  I went from It being involved to being very involved on 

campus” [sic] or “I feel as transferring to this institution I feel like I was given an second 

chance to get my school work back on track and get back into playing football.” [sic]. 
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To address the research question regarding what types of support transfer students 

expect, at the conclusion of their online survey, students were asked to after initial 

coding, the researcher coded each line of the open ended responses before categorizing 

the responses deductively into themes related to Tinto’s theories regarding student 

departure and integration.  These themes were: faculty/staff interactions, family and 

friends support, and campus connections.   

 Items that would qualify as being labeled faculty/staff interaction, included 

responses such as “Transferring to this Institution was a great idea, the support from 

faculty and staff members are beyond what I expected. Throughout my process I had 

many people that helped assist me along the way that made my process easier which 

made me feel comfortable about coming to this school,” or “I had the right level of 

support. My first advisor was very helpful.”  Examples of responses that indicated the 

student established a family/friends as a social support network include responses such 

as, “Yes I did have support from friends and family members.” An example response 

such as “indicating a campus connection “Was rocky at first but was one of the best 

decisions I made. I went from. It being involved to being very involved on campus”. [sic]  

Quantitative Analysis 

The researcher began quantitative analysis by determining Quality of Engagement 

scales based on those originally developed for the CSEQ to measure the engagement of 

the student with varying academic activities and behaviors.  The scales were designed so 

that students would experience both a degree of difficulty with activities and a degree of 

frequency.  Each scale was created by determining a sum score of the items within the 

individual scale.  Each section of the CSEQ has between 5-11 items.   For example, the 
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Quality of Engagement Scale regarding Campus Facilities was based on the sum score of 

items on the CSEQ measure facilities engagement, in this case 8 questions.  The Quality 

of Engagement scale would therefore range between 8-32.   

The portions of the CSEQ which were used for the study were the Course 

Learning Scale, Experience with Faculty Scale, Art, Music, and Theater Scale, Campus 

Facilities Scale, Clubs and Organizations Scale, Personal Experiences Scale, and Student 

Acquaintances Scale.  Table 3 Summative Score Table lists the total items on each 

section as well as the sum score range for each quality of engagement scale. For the 

Course Learning Scale summative scores can range between 11-44. For the Experience 

with Faculty Scale summative scores can range between 10-40. For the Art, Music, and 

Theater Scale summative scores can range between 7-28.  For the Campus Facilities 

Scale summative scores can range between 8-32.  For the Clubs and Organizations Scale 

summative scores can range between 5-20. For the Personal Experiences Scale 

summative scores can range between 8-32. For the Student Acquaintances Scale 

summative scores can range between 10-40, 

 

Table 3  

Summative Score Table 

Quality of Engagement Scale Items in CSEQ Section Sum Score Range 

Faculty Experiences 10 10-40 

Course Learnings 11 11-44 

Arts, Music, and Theater 7 7-28 

Clubs 5 5-20 

Personal Experience 8 8-32 

Student Acquaintances  10 10-40 

Campus Facilities 8 8-32 
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The researcher then asked the respondents to provide a written reply to the 

following question: “Describe your experience transferring to this institution.  Do you 

believe you had the appropriate level of support through the process?”  Fifty-nine of the 

respondents wrote a reply to the question.  The researcher and a faculty member 

independently judged the positive or negative affect expressed by each respondent if they 

answered this question.  Each raters recorded separate ratings of positive or negative 

affect for each response.  If a statement was judged positive, then it was coded one in the 

positive affect rating variable.  If it was not judged positive, then it was coded zero in the 

positive affect rating variable.  Likewise, if a statement was assessed as negative, it was 

coded one in the negative affect rating, and if it were not considered negative, it was 

coded zero.  Some statements could not be judged clearly negative or positive.  In those 

cases, both the negative and positive affect ratings would be coded zero.  

The inter-rater coefficient alpha reliability of the negative affect judgments was 

.92, and that of the positive affect ratings was .91.  However, the negative and positive 

affect ratings correlated -.89 with each other, and together the coefficient alpha reliability 

of the total affect or Transfer Affect scale was .94.  Therefore, the researcher decided to 

use the Transfer Affect scale as a dependent variable instead of separately analyzing the 

positive and negative affect scales. 

The researcher also examined the Cronbach’s alpha for each of the quality of 

engagement scales used in this study.  The Cronbach’s Alpha for each quality of 

engagement scale are listed below in Table 4 Cronbach’s Alpha for QE Scales.  The 

column within this table labeled sample represents the Cronbach Alpha for items within 
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the sample of the study.  The norm column represents the intercorrelation performance of 

data from the last national administration of the CSEQ.  As indicated in the table, there is 

a strong intercorrelation of items in the CSEQ scales which indicates the items on each 

Quality of Engagement scale are a strong, reliable measure of the same phenomena or 

type of behavior.  

 

Table 4 

Cronbach’s Alpha for QE Scales 

 

Scale Name N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Coefficient Alpha 

Sample Norm Data 

Course Learnings 

 

71 32.46 6.34 .85 .83 

Faculty 

Experiences 

 

70 23.87 6.83 .89 .88 

Arts, Music, and 

Theater 

 

70 12.71 4.59 .85 .86 

Campus Facilities 

 

70 19.15 6.21 .86 .74 

Clubs 

 

70  9.31 4.27 .87 .83 

Personal 

Experience 

 

70 20.70 5.37 .84 .84 

Student 

Acquaintances  

 

70 26.40 7.72 .94 .91 

Transfer Affect 59     .42 1.83 .94 na 
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Table 5 Correlations Among The Study Scales shows not only how the scales 

correlated to each other, but also demonstrates the correlation between the Quality of 

Engagement scales and the Transfer Affect Scale.   
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Table 5 

 

Correlations among the study scales 

 

Scale Name Course 

Learnin

gs 

Faculty 

Experi

ence 

Arts, 

Music, 

Theater 

Campu

s 

Faciliti

es 

Clubs Person

al 

Experi

ences 

Student 

Acquai

ntances  

Tra

nsfe

r 

Affe

ct 

Course 

Learnings 

 

1.00 .61 .43 .40 .38 .36 .32 - .25 

Faculty 

Experiences 

 

.61 1.00 .38 .60 .54 .47 .40 - .08 

Arts, Music, and 

Theater 

 

.43 .38 1.00 .51 .41 .36 .44 - .03 

Campus 

Facilities 

 

.40 .60 .51 1.00 .57 .41 .62 .07 

Clubs 

 

.38 .54 .41 .57 1.00 .25 .38 .05 

Personal 

Experience 

 

.36 .47 .36 .41 .25 1.00 .47 .03 

Student 

Acquaintances  

 

.32 .40 .44 .62 .38 .47 1.00 .05 

Transfer Affect  - .25 - .08  - .03 .07 .05 .03 .05 1.00 

 

Before running factorial ANOVAs the researcher checked to ensure that 

quantitative data met several assumptions necessary to ensure valid data.  The researcher 

began by ensuring that each observation reported was an individual observation.  

Participants were from separate case sites and no individual could participate in the study 

twice.  The researcher also excluded the one significant outlier from the data reported, in 

this case, a participant who transferred from an international institution. Then the 
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researcher ensured that the data met the requirements for using factorial ANOVA 

testing.  The quality of engagement scales represented interval data.  Each variable 

measuring a student’s engagement with a type of behavior was measured in a way that 

allows the researcher to understand the exact differences in value.  The second 

assumption the researcher checked was that the independent variables, in this case the 

pre-transfer institutions and attitudes about the transfer process were all based on 

mutually exclusive groups of rating items. Student data was coded solely based on the 

student’s first institution, so a student fell into one of three categories: 2 year degree 

exclusive schools, 4 year degree exclusive schools or a separate mixed category for 

students starting at schools offering both 2 and 4 year degrees.  Participants could not 

belong to more than one group.  Also all perceptions regarding the transfer process were 

coded as positive or negative.  This data was not scaled to represent the degree to which a 

student may have found the process positive or negative.  Students’ responses were coded 

as belonging to one group or the other, except when it was not clear whether their affect 

was mostly positive or negative.  The degree to which a student expressed positive or 

negative thoughts about the process of transferring was not otherwise taken into account 

in the initial data coding.     

 Additionally, the researcher conducted a homogeneity of variance test to calculate 

the Levene’s Statistic and Significance.  Table 6 Levene’s Statistics for Pre-Transfer 

Institution below displays the Levene’s Statistic and Significances for each quality of 

engagement scale based on the pre-transfer institutions. Based on the results no groups 

significance was greater that p=.05.  Therefore, the researcher could conclude that there 

was not a statistical significant difference in the homogeneity between groups. 
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Table 6  

 

Levene’s Statistics for Pre-Transfer Institutions 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance 

 Levene 

Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

Quality of 

Engagement Faculty 

Interaction 

Based on 

Mean 

1.813 5 46 .129 

Based on 

Median 

.948 5 46 .459 

Quality of 

Engagement Course 

Learnings 

Based on 

Mean 

2.275 5 46 .063 

Based on 

Median 

1.804 5 46 .131 

Quality of 

Engagement Arts, 

Music, and Theater 

Based on 

Mean 

1.649 5 46 .166 

Based on 

Median 

1.235 5 46 .308 

Quality of 

Engagement with 

Facilities 

Based on 

Mean 

1.611 5 46 .176 

Based on 

Median 

.565 5 46 .727 

Quality of 

Engagement Clubs 

Based on 

Mean 

.851 5 46 .521 

Based on 

Median 

.288 5 46 .917 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Personal 

Experiences 

Based on 

Mean 

2.003 5 46 .096 

Based on 

Median 

1.907 5 46 .112 

Quality of 

Engagement Student 

Acquaintances  

Based on 

Mean 

1.971 5 46 .101 

Based on 

Median 

1.462 5 46 .221 

 

Finally, the researcher ensured that the data represented a normal distribution by 

running the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests.  The results in Table 7 
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Normality Distribution by Transfer Attitude represent the starter institution normality 

statistics and significance. The results in Table 8 Normality Distribution by Transfer 

Student Satisfaction represent the normality distribution by institution type.  In most 

cases significance values were normally distributed with p>.05.  The one exception to 

this result was with regard to the Quality of Engagement scales for Clubs. Upon further 

exploration by the researcher, it was noted that normal distribution was affected by 

limited participant reporting. This finding mirrored the qualitative data from this study in 

which participants from 2 year exclusive schools and 2 year / 4 year mixed schools did 

not report any use of campus connections such as clubs as part of their transfer 

experience.   
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Table 7  

Normality Distribution by Transfer Attitude 

Tests of Normality 

  major independent 

variable 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Course 

Learnings 

2 year Only Starter .133 19 .200 .976 19 .883 

2 Year/ 4 Year Mix .125 13 .200 .952 13 .632 

4 Year Only Starter .123 20 .200 .944 20 .285 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Faculty 

Interaction 

2 year Only Starter .139 19 .200 .960 19 .577 

2 Year/ 4 Year Mix .132 13 .200 .946 13 .534 

4 Year Only Starter .107 20 .200 .956 20 .476 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Arts Music 

Theater 

2 year Only Starter .138 19 .200 .915 19 .092 

2 Year/ 4 Year Mix .112 13 .200 .954 13 .657 

4 Year Only Starter .131 20 .200 .928 20 .142 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Facilities 

2 year Only Starter .183 19 .095 .919 19 .110 

2 Year/ 4 Year Mix .133 13 .200 .939 13 .443 

4 Year Only Starter .179 20 .093 .944 20 .287 

Quality of 

Clubs 

2 year Only Starter .255 19 .002 .799 19 .001 

2 Year/ 4 Year Mix .157 13 .200 .906 13 .162 

4 Year Only Starter .168 20 .140 .892 20 .030 

Quality of 

Personal 

Experiences 

2 year Only Starter .122 19 .200 .940 19 .265 

2 Year/ 4 Year Mix .133 13 .200 .976 13 .958 

4 Year Only Starter .120 20 .200 .952 20 .393 

Quality of 

Student 

Acquaintanc

es 

2 year Only Starter .141 19 .200 .948 19 .372 

2 Year/ 4 Year Mix .153 13 .200 .954 13 .653 

4 Year Only Starter .147 20 .200 .915 20 .078 
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Table 8  

Normality Distribution by Transfer Student Satisfaction  

Tests of Normality 

 Used positive or 

negative language 

to describe transfer 

experience. 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Course 

Learnings 

negative experience 

described 

.132 20 .200 .959 20 .52

0 

positive experience 

described 

.083 32 .200 .979 32 .77

6 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Faculty 

Interaction 

negative experience 

described 

.062 20 .200 .982 20 .95

4 

positive experience 

described 

.097 32 .200 .976 32 .67

1 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Arts Music 

Theater 

negative experience 

described 

.148 20 .200 .941 20 .25

4 

positive experience 

described 

.133 32 .159 .949 32 .13

4 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Facilities 

negative experience 

described 

.149 20 .200 .929 20 .14

8 

positive experience 

described 

.131 32 .173 .952 32 .16

3 

Quality of 

Clubs 

negative experience 

described 

.204 20 .028 .850 20 .00

5 

positive experience 

described 

.190 32 .005 .878 32 .00

2 

Quality of 

Personal 

Experiences 

negative experience 

described 

.138 20 .200 .946 20 .31

6 

positive experience 

described 

.140 32 .114 .975 32 .63

3 

Quality of 

Student 

Acquaintanc

es 

negative experience 

described 

.160 20 .193 .937 20 .21

3 

positive experience 

described 

.115 32 .200 .977 32 .70

7 
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Findings 

 The findings are of this study are reported in two phases.  The first set of findings 

is based on the qualitative data analysis and address the expectations of transfer student 

regarding support and an analysis of institutional characteristics by type and school.  This 

data addresses the researcher’s first research question.  The second section of findings 

reports results based on the quantitative data.  These results address research questions 2 

through 9 regarding specific behaviors.    

Qualitative Findings  

  To address the research question regarding what types of support transfer 

students expect, at the conclusion of their online survey, students were asked to 

“Describe your experience transferring to this institution. Do you believe you had the 

appropriate level of support through the process?”. 

 The researcher also coded the data based on positive and negative perceptions of 

the transfer experience in order to better explore the relationship between the types of 

resources students mentioned and the transfer student satisfaction. Of the initial 112 

respondents, 34 described their transfer experience using positive language while 19 

described the transfer experience negatively.  Thirty four respondents did not address the 

issue.  Seventeen respondents mentioned utilizing or expecting faculty/staff in their 

description of the transfer experience.  Three mentioned utilizing or expecting family and 

friends as a resource, and two mentioned utilizing or expecting campus connections such 

as campus facilities or clubs.  The results of this data therefore conclude that students 



 

 

 

67 

 

primarily expect faculty/staff as a transfer support measure, followed by family/friends, 

and finally, campus connections. 

 The first important indicator revealed by this data is that there is a distinct 

difference between the types of resources students reported using based on starter 

institution type.  Table 9 Types of Institutional Resources Mentioned by School Type 

displays these results.  Students who started at 4 year schools reported using faculty/staff 

as a resource, personal support networks such as family and friends, as well as campus 

resources such as clubs and organizations to navigate the transfer experience.  Students 

who started at mixed institutions offering two year degrees and four year degrees did not 

report using resources beyond faculty and staff at the institution.  Students starting at two 

year only institutions reported using both faculty and staff as well as family and friends to 

navigate the transfer experience.  

 

Table 9  

Types of Institutional Resource Themes Mentioned By School Type 

School Type Mention of 

Faculty/Staff as 

a Resource 

Mention of 

Family/Friends 

as a Resource 

Mention of 

Campus 

Community/

Facilities as a 

Resource 

2 Year Degree Exclusive 

Schools 

5 1 0 

4 Year Degree Exclusive 

Schools 

8 2 2 

2 and 4 Year Mixed Schools 2 0 0 
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 Table 10 Resource Type and Transfer Perception Correlation below displays the 

correlations between students using positive or negative language to describe their 

transfer experience and the types of resources the students mentioned in their response.  

The table indicates that while relationships do exist, they connection between the 

variables does not demonstrate strong relationships. The most strongly correlated 

relationship was that of mentioning faculty and staff as a resource and expressing a 

positive perception of the transfer experience.  With regard to faculty/staff as a resource 

r(112) = .316, p < .05.   While correlated, this is a weakly correlated relationship.  Each 

Pearson correlations coefficient for both positive and negative perceptions regardless of 

the type of resource the student mentioned was less between the range of -.07 and .32. 

This essentially highlights that as students mention using certain types of resources—

faculty/staff, family/friends, or campus community—that there is not a strong, clearly 

established relationship to their satisfaction with the transfer process overall.   

 

Table 10 

 

Resource Type and Transfer Perception Correlation 
 

Resource Type Data Identifier Positive 

Transfer 

Experience 

Negative 

Transfer 

Experience 

Mention of Faculty/Staff as a 

Resource 

Pearson Correlation .32 .19 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.042 

N 112 112 

Mention of Family/Friends as a 

Resource 

Pearson Correlation .25 -0.08 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.008 0.418 

N 112 112 

Mention of Campus 

Community/Facilities as a Resource 

Pearson Correlation 0.06 0.11 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.546 0.235 

N 112 112 
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Quantitative Findings  

In order to address research questions 2-9 regarding a student’s satisfaction 

regarding the process of transferring between school and behavior in seven behaviors the 

researcher utilized the quality of engagement scales for the seven sections of the CSEQ: 

Faculty Interaction (research question 2), Arts, Music and Theater Activities (research 

question 3), Course Learnings (research question 4), Clubs and Organizations (research 

question 5); Campus Facilities (research question 6) Student Acquaintances(research 

question 7) and Personal Experiences (research question 8).  Research question 9 

regarding transfer student satisfaction based on the type of institution a student started at 

was also utilized as a independent variable for each quality of engagements scale.  

The researcher did seven separate three by two factorial analyses of variance 

(ANOVAs) for each of the seven quality of engagement scales, and for the transfer affect 

scale.  Three levels of the Origin School Type and two levels of Sample School defined 

the two independent variables.  Table 11 summarizes the salient results of these 

ANOVAs. 
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Table 11 

 

Summary of Analyses of Variance 

 

Dependent  

Variable 

Independent 

Variable Effects 

 

Significance Partial Eta Squared 

Course 

Learnings 

 

Origin School Type .32 .04 

Sample School .14 .04 

Origin by Sample .96 .00 

Faculty 

Experiences 

 

 

Origin School Type .43 .03 

Sample School .64 .00 

Origin by Sample .05 .09 

Arts, Music, 

and Theater 

 

Origin School Type .81 .01 

Sample School .99 .00 

Origin by Sample .96 .00 

Campus 

Facilities 

 

Origin School Type .15 .06 

Sample School .15 .03 

Origin by Sample .07 .08 

Clubs 

 

Origin School Type .30 .04 

Sample School .29 .02 

Origin by Sample .35 .03 

Personal 

Experience 

 

Origin School Type .11 .07 

Sample School .09 .05 

Origin by Sample .16 .06 

Student 

Acquaintances  

 

Origin School Type .90 .00 

Sample School .57 .01 

Origin by Sample .76 .01 

Transfer Affect Origin School Type .43 .03 

Sample School .07 .06 

Origin by Sample .45 .03 

 

From Table 11, it is clear that most of the effects were not statistically significant.  

Moreover, the partial eta squareds show that the effect magnitudes tended to be small.  

Table 12 further summarizes these results and shows the typical size of the effects and 

their significance levels.  
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Table 12  

Typical Effect Significances and Magnitudes 

Independent 

Variable 

Effects 

Results First 

Quartile 

Second 

Quartile 

Third 

Quartile 

Minimum Maximum 

Origin 

School Type 

Significance .19 .37 .72 .11 .90 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

.01 .03 .05 .00 .07 

Sample 

School 

Significance .10 .22 .62 .07 .99 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

.00 .03 .04 .00 .06 

Origin by 

Sample 

Significance .09 .40 .91 .05 .96 

 Partial Eta 

Squared 

.00 .03 .08 .00 .09 

 

Table 12 shows that typical partial eta squared effect sizes were about .03, and statistical 

significances averaged about .33.  There is little difference in the quality of engagement 

scores related to origin school type or sample school. 

 Table 13 shows how transfer affect was related to the other variables.  The main 

result is that transfer affect is not related to the quality of engagement scales, to origin 

school type, or to sample school.  Moreover, the estimated effects are all of small 

magnitude. 
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Table 13 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects       

Dependent Variable:   TRANSFER_AFFECT  

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Course Learnings 

 

7.32 1 7.32     2.13 .15 .05 

Campus 

Facilities 

 

2.88 1 2.88 .84 .37 .02 

Arts, Music, and 

Theater 

 

.17 1 .17 .05 .83 .00 

Campus 

Facilities 

2.03 1 2.03 .59 .45 .01 

Clubs 

 

2.28 1 2.28 .66 .42 .02 

Personal 

Experience 

 

4.29 1 4.29 1.24 .27 .03 

Student 

Acquaintances  

 

.38 1 .38 .11 .74 .00 

Origin School 

Type 

7.03 2 3.52 1.02 .37 .04 

Sample School 5.98 1 5.98 1.74 .19 .04 

Origin by Sample 3.09 2 1.55   .45 .64 .02 

Error 151.52 44 3.44    

Total 197.00 57     

Corrected Total 189.26 56     

a R Squared = .20 (Adjusted R Squared = -.02) 
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Summary 

 The qualitative findings of the study confirm there is a difference in the types of 

resources transfer students report using based on their pre-transfer institution type.  

Students starting at 2 year degree exclusive and 2 year/ 4 year degree mixed schools do 

not report using campus connections or family and friends as a resource throughout the 

transfer process.  Moreover, there is no correlation between the types of resources a 

student uses to navigate the transfer process and the student’s overall perception of the 

process as positive or negative.  

Meanwhile, the quantitative findings of this study clarify that regardless of case 

site, pre-transfer institution, or engagement in behavior as measured by the quality of 

engagement scale, there is little statistical significance as related to a student’s perception 

of the process of transferring between schools.  Furthermore, there is little relationship 

between the quality of engagement scales and a student’s affective reaction to the transfer 

process.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This mixed methods concurrent transformative design study sought to explore the 

ways in which a student’s pre-transfer institution affected the student’s perception of the 

process of transferring.  The study utilized a modified version of the College Student 

Experience Questionnaire to measures student’s frequency and intensity of respondent’s 

participation in 58 different behaviors.  These behaviors were then grouped into quality 

of engagement scales to measure a participant’s benefit in certain behaviors. This 

research was explored by addressing the following questions:  

1. What types of support do transfer students expect? 

2. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in interaction with faculty 

practices at their pre-transfer school? 

3. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in arts, music, and 

theater activities at their pre-transfer school? 

4.  Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in course learning 

activities at their pre-transfer school? 
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5. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement in clubs and 

organizations activities at their pre-transfer school? 

6. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement with campus 

facilities at their pre-transfer school? 

7. Is there a difference in a student’s satisfaction regarding the process of 

transferring between schools based on a student’s engagement with student 

acquaintances at their pre-transfer school? 

8. Is there a difference in a student satisfaction regarding the process of transferring 

between schools based on a student’s engagement in personal experiences at their 

pre-transfer school? 

9. Is there a difference in transfer student satisfaction based on the type of school a 

student started their higher education experience at? 

In chapter two, the researcher shared a literature review of research related to 

transfer student graduation and retention rates, Hill’s transfer shock, Tinto’s theories of 

student departure and integration, suggested approaches to supporting transfer students, 

and the College Student Experience Questionnaire. Chapter 3 of this work explained the 

methodology, epistemology, research design, and data collection methods used in this 

study. Chapter 4 shared a summary of the qualitative and quantitative data findings from 

the study to include information about participants, sites, coding, approaches to the data 

analysis, and conclusions regarding hypotheses for the research questions of this 

study.  The focus of this chapter will be to discuss the implication of the findings from 
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chapter 4 in consideration of the current state of the transfer student studies as presented 

in chapter 2, to offer conclusions regarding these implications, and to make 

recommendations about future research. 

Summary of Major Findings 

The study revealed disparities in the types of resources students were using based 

on their pre-transfer institution.  Students starting at schools exclusively granting 4 year 

degrees utilized faculty/staff, family/friends, and the campus community/facilities to 

support their transfer success.  Students starting at two year schools utilized both 

faculty/staff and family/friends, but did not use the campus community/facilities.  Finally, 

students starting at schools offering both two and four year degrees only used family and 

friends as a resource. Additionally, the researcher coded qualitative data based on the 

student’s perception of the transfer process as positive or negative, and observed that 

more participants reported positive perceptions of the process of transferring than 

negative perceptions.   

The quantitative results of this study showed almost no statistical significance.  

The researcher ran ANOVAS based on Quality of Engagements scales from the College 

Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ).  These scales, designed to measure a student 

effort in seven key areas--- faculty interaction, arts, music, and theater activities, course 

learnings, clubs and organizations, campus facilities, student acquaintances, and personal 

experiences—yielded results that demonstrated no statistical significance.  In examining 

the effects of these relationships, once again the researcher found almost no statistical 

significance.  
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Discussion of Major Findings Results 

The study revealed clear differences in the types of resources students were using 

based on their pre-transfer institution.  Students starting at schools exclusively granting 4 

year degrees utilized all 3 categories of resource available based on the conceptual 

framework of the study, in this case: faculty/staff, family/friends, and the campus 

community/facilities to support their transfer success.  Students starting at two year 

schools utilized both faculty/staff and family/friends, but did not use the campus 

community/facilities.  Finally, students starting at schools offering both two and four year 

degrees only used family and friends as a resource.  A key assertion of Tinto’s (2012) 

work regarding student departure and integration, contends that students do not leave 

college because it is difficult but rather because they do not feel socially integrated and 

that this subsequently negatively affects academic persistence.  This implies if transfer 

students are not using campus communities and facilities to navigate the process or 

integrating family/friend support networks into their educational goals, they are placing 

themselves at a higher risk.  This under utilization of family/friends and campus 

communities/facilities may in part be linked to the institutional missions of schools 

within the state of Georgia where the study was conducted.  As discussed in chapter 2 of 

this work, technical colleges, state colleges, and state universities have varying missions.  

Two year technical colleges have missions focused on work force development and place 

less emphasis on “creative works” or the more general mission of liberal education, “to 

create a broad knowledge of the wider world, (e.g. science, culture and society) 

(Association of America Colleges and Universities, 2019, para. 6).  This notion of an 

institutional culture focused on workforce development rather than broader world 
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knowledge, is also indicated in the normal distribution when examining the Quality of 

Engagement Scales for Clubs.  The results of this study indicated that the results of this 

scale violated Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests for normal distribution.  

Upon further examination, it was determined that this was in part because of low 

participant reporting related to this scale.  Of note, students from 2 year schools 

(technical and community colleges) and 2 year/ 4 year mixed schools (state schools) had 

lower reporting.  

 While research has indicated a major focus of supporting transfer students has 

been through articulation agreements designed to ensure that students do not lose credit 

when transitioning between institutions, responses within this study seem to suggest there 

is still the opportunity for growth to better support transfer student success in this regards.  

Respondents still reported a loss of transfer credit, and associated this loss with a 

negative perception of the process of transferring.  This reinforces the findings of 

Complete College America (2014) that without significant change, completion of a 

degree within 4 years will remain a myth.   

 Additionally, there is continued room for advancement in an effort to create 

transfer student receptive cultures.  Jain et. al (2017) reported that transfer students 

lacked an systemic institutional commitment to helping them succeed and that more 

effective outreach on the part of the institution was required to support these students.  

This sentiment was further supported by Fink and Davis (2017) who added that these 

partnerships which support learning and the student must take both in and out of classes, 

yet the results of this study demonstrate transfer students are primarily connecting with 

faculty and staff.  Participants within this study not only failed to utilize clubs and 
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organizations as part of navigating the transfer student process, but additionally did not 

see their social support networks—family and friends—as a resource in navigating this 

process.  This practice directly contradicts Tinto’s (2012) assertion that socially 

integrating both within the college community and within one’s personal community 

increases a student’s commitment to academic goals.  

 Additionally, the findings also seem to further contradict the theoretical 

framework advanced by Tinto (2012) who suggested that social support both through 

integrating into one’s community and through integrating one’s personal support 

networks into one’s academic goals was vital to ensure persistence.  However, within this 

study, respondents were less likely to use social connections in lieu of traditional 

academic resources such as faculty and staff.  This may be in part due to what the unique 

motivations different types of transfer students have.  As noted in the previous discussion 

in Chapter 2, it is unwise to write transfer students off as “shopping” around higher 

education, as many have different motivations for attending their pre-transfer institution 

to include: struggling to navigate their academic choices,  choosing to attend two 

different schools with the ultimate goal of transfer credits into a single 

institution/program, struggling to remain focused, or struggling to reconcile their 

socioeconomic challenges (such as race or economic status) with their overall higher 

education goals. 

Conclusions  

One key conclusion from this research is the need to reevaluate what a transfer 

student receptive culture looks like.  The study revealed gaps in the types of resources 

students were using based on their pre-transfer institution.  Students starting at schools 
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exclusively granting 4 year degrees utilized faculty/staff, family/friends, and the campus 

community/facilities to support their transfer success.  Students starting at two year 

schools utilized both faculty/staff and family/friends, but did not use the campus 

community/facilities.  Finally, students starting at schools offering both two and four year 

degrees only used family and friends as a resource.  A key assertion of Tinto’s work 

regarding student departure and integration, contends that students do not leave college 

because it is difficult but rather because they do not feel socially integrated.  This implies 

if transfer students are not using campus communities and facilities to navigate the 

process or integrating family/friend support networks into their educational goals, they 

are placing themselves at a higher risk.  This under utilization of family/friends and 

campus communities/facilities may in part be linked to the institutional missions of 

schools within the state of Georgia where the study was conducted.   

As discussed in chapter 2 of this work, technical colleges, state colleges, and state 

universities have varying missions.  Two year technical colleges have missions focused 

on work force development and place less emphasis on “creative works” or the more 

general mission of liberal education, “to create a broad knowledge of the wider world, 

(e.g. science, culture and society) (Association of America Colleges and Universities, 

2019, para. 6).  This notion of an institutional culture focused on workforce development 

rather than broader world knowledge, is also indicated in the normal distribution when 

examining the Quality of Engagement Scales for Clubs.  The results of this study 

indicated that the results of this scale violated Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk 

tests for normal distribution.  Upon further examination, it was determined that this was 

in part because of low participant reporting related to this scale.  Of note, students from 2 
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year schools (technical and community colleges) and 2 year/ 4 year mixed schools (state 

schools) had lower reporting.  

A final deduction of this work, is the need for further assessment during the actual 

transfer process rather than before or after the process.  Within this work, students 

reported their behaviors based on their time at their very first college or university.  Many 

participants attend institutions between their first college or university (pre-transfer 

institution) and the case sites.  These institutions all have the ability to affect the student’s 

perception of the transfer process, but currently, there is not a tool to assess these effect.  

Through utilizing a tool to look at the participant’s first, pre-transfer institution, the 

researcher found no statistical significance or effect.  This suggests that transfer student 

perceptions may need to be assessed at a different point in the transfer process—rather 

than before or after the process—an ideal consideration would be to assess transfer 

students during the process of transferring.  This would be a solid step towards creating 

transfer receptions cultures which Jain et. al (2017) asserted must be adaptive to a student 

throughout the transfer process. 

Implications 

 The literature has indicated that up until this point higher education as a whole has 

sought to support transfer students through creating articulation agreements to ensure that 

the path to graduation is not delayed by earning additional, non-transferable credits 

between intuitions.  However, respondent answers seem to indicate this problem still 

requires additional attention.  Participants still reported challenges navigating institutional 

culture such as the financial aid or registration process, and even noted that  even while “I 
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was able to have majority of my transferable credited accepted and that was a plus but it 

set me back to a freshman.” This is an indicator that while progress is being made, there 

are still further steps necessary to better support students through the process of 

transferring.    

 The study also revealed disparities in the types of resources students were using 

based on their pre-transfer institution.  Research addressed in chapter 2 of this work noted 

that transfer students are often caught in a “metric” limbo because data used to determine 

institutional effectiveness does not take this population into consideration at the pre or 

post transfer institutional effectiveness level.  This often results in institutions struggling 

to determine if, how, or how much resource to devote to supporting these students.  

Additionally, pre transfer institutions must delicately negotiate the autonomy of the 

institution a student transfers to and said institution’s policies, procedures, and practices.  

A clear conclusion of this research is that higher education leadership is now challenged 

to take the reins in placing the needs of transfer students as a population over institutional 

politics and to reach “across the aisle” and determine what resources will be support these 

students and how to weave them into the institutional fabric of their final, degree granting 

colleges or universities.  These challenges are complex, involving issues of finance, 

access, and procedure. They should be addressed by institutions rather than by allowing 

transfer students to continue to try to navigate these challenges without better, clearer 

guidance.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

Upon completion of this study, the researcher has several recommendations for further 

research.  First, this research study gathered self-reported information on all a student’s 
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pre-transfer institution and focused on the student’s first higher education institution; 

however, many participants reported multiple transfers.  That is to say, these students had 

transient institution--may attend between their starter institution and the host site for the 

case study.  This study did not take into consideration the ways in which a student’s 

transient institution may have affected the students perception of the transfer process, nor 

did this study aim to exam how multiple transfers may affect a student’s perception of the 

transfer process.  Both of these phenomena are worth of consideration and might better 

be assessed in a research design utilizing focus groups where the researcher may be able 

to ask more directed questions about the transfer experience at each transient institution.   

There are additional sections of the CSEQ worthy of exploration using this 

model.  The researcher recommends that further research be conducted using the CSEQ 

sections on library experiences, computer and information technology, writing 

experiences, scientific and quantitative experience, topics of conversations, and 

information in conversations.   

Secondly, the findings of this study suggest that additional theoretical frameworks 

should be utilized to examine transfer students.  The researcher utilized 7 Quality of 

Engagements scales from the last administration of the College Student Experience 

Questionnaire (CSEQ).  These scales measured the gains a student reaped from the 

quality of engagement (which might also be understood as effort) with regard to: faculty 

interaction, arts, music, and theater activities, course learnings, clubs and organizations, 

campus facilities, student acquaintances, and personal experiences.  After running seven 

separate three by two factorial analyses of variance (ANOVAS) the researcher found 

most of the relationships to lack statistical significance.  This contradicted the expected 
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findings based on Tinto’s assertions that both academic engagement and social 

integration at the campus and family/friends level were vital factors in a student’s overall 

persistence. Furthermore, the effects of these relationships showed little difference in the 

quality of engagement when considering the students pre-transfer institution or the case 

site.     

This research examined students at two case sites and grouped these students 

based on their pre-transfer institution.  Given that there were no statistically significant 

relationships based on this grouping and that the effects measured overall did not 

represent statistically significant relationships, the researcher recommends that further 

researcher explore a different set of demographics.  Understanding the effects of how 

long the transfer process took was beyond the scope of this study, but would be worthy of 

future consideration.  Some participants, although unsolicited, did provide information 

about how long they “sat out” a concept Tinto refers to a swirling in and out.  This 

process 

 The data collected in this study regarding the transfer resources students used 

took into account the types of resources the students utilized and the correlation to a 

positive or negative transfer experience; however, this study did not take into account the 

frequency with which students utilized said resources.  Additional research that measures 

the frequency with which students used resources would also help to further explore the 

findings of this study about the frequency with which transfer students engage in certain 

behaviors.   

Additional utilization of the College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) or 

it’s newly newly implemented successor--The National Survey of Student Engagement 
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(NSSE)-- should be taken into consideration.  The theoretical framework of this study 

approached this work form the perspective of Tinto’s theories of student engagement and 

departure.  The researcher chose to focus on 58 items from the CSEQ which addressed 

the areas Tinto outlined as affecting a students persistence: academic integration and 

social support from both the campus community and family/friends.  However, there are 

many additional areas the CSEQ addresses to include: library/research experiences, 

computer and information technology, writing experiences, scientific and quantitative 

experiences, topics of conversation, and information in conversations. All of these items 

would be worth of further study with respect to transfer student populations.  Analogous 

to utilizing these sections would be utilizing different indices.  The Quality of 

Engagement scales utilized in these study focused on measuring behaviors related to the 

cynosure of Tinto’s theories.  However, Gonyea et. al. (2003) understood that the CSEQ 

could be used to measure a wide variety of indices and recommended that by combining 

different items on the scales, a researcher could measure interr-correlation and assess 

different behaviors or the quality of effort of those behaviors.  While they developed 

indices for student-faculty interaction, active learning, the capacity for life-long learning, 

and experiences with diversity, these indices have not been used to study transfer student 

populations.   
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