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ABSTRACT 

Roughly 40% of first-time freshman enter college at two-year institutions 

(Ginder, et al., 2015) and between roughly 70 to 80% of students enrolled at two-year 

institutions report the intent to continue their education to earn a bachelor’s degree 

(Jenkins & Fink, 2016; U.S. Department of Education, 2001). However, less than half of 

the percentage of community college students who intend to transfer formally transfer to 

a four-year institution (Shapiro et al., 2017), and even fewer complete their degrees in a 

timely manner once enrolled at the receiving institution (Chen, et al., 2019; Berkner, 

Horn, & Clune, 2000; Bradburn, Hurst, & Peng, 2001).  

Previous research has found that students who successfully transfer from a two-

year to a four-year institution often outright lose credits or discover that degree program 

equivalent credit does not apply to the selected major during the transfer process (Keith, 

1996; Ignash & Townsend, 2000; Simone, 2014; Hodara, Martinez-Wenzl, Stevens, & 

Mazzeo, 2016). The loss of credits towards a student’s declared field of study has major 

implications, including limited financial aid eligibility, additional tuition costs due to 

repeated course work, additional time to degree, and inevitably, delayed opportunities for 

competitive employment (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2017). 

 The study focused on Florida and used three states with varying degrees of 

statewide transfer policies as comparison states (Arizona, New York, Pennsylvania). The 

study is based on the quantitative analyses of three databases, two of which were 

federally collected databases and one which was constructed from data collected in this 

research project. The federal data sets were the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System (IPEDS) and the National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG). The other 
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project data set, referred to as Florida College and University Surveys (FCUS), was 

constructed from survey responses from two- and four-year public Florida institutions. 

 The graduation rates of transfer students were higher than those of first-time-in-

college students (FTIC). Most students who earned a bachelor’s degree was a transfer 

student who also reported the earning of an associate’s degree. On a percentage basis, 

FTIC students earned slightly more bachelor’s degrees in science and engineering fields 

than transfer students. Transfer students were found to earn a higher percentage of 

bachelor’s degrees in science and engineering related fields, and non-science and 

engineering related fields compared to their FTIC counterparts. FTIC students were more 

likely to earn advanced degrees beyond the bachelor’s degree than transfer students.  

Based on common transfer metrics commonly used by public two- and four-year 

state institutions, Florida had the most comprehensive statewide transfer and articulation 

policies, and New York had the least comprehensive. Quantitative results indicated a 

strong relationship between the six-year transfer graduation rates and the states and 

revealed Florida had the lowest graduation rates of transfer students, while Pennsylvania 

had the highest. Additionally, there was a strong relationship between the six-year 

transfer graduation rates of Pell Grant eligible transfer students and the states, 

nonetheless, the graduation rates of Pell Grant eligible transfer students were measurably 

lower than the overall population of transfer students. Quantitative results indicated 

Florida and Arizona transfer graduation rates differed significantly at the .05 level. It was 

found that transfer-in rate and percent of full-time enrollment negatively impacted 

transfer students’ graduation rates.  
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These findings provide insight to the completion rates of transfer students in states 

with varying levels of statewide transfer and articulation policies. Further research should 

examine the extent to which individual transfer policies have on student outcomes, such 

as locally established major/program-based institution-to-institution agreements. 

Additionally, to gain a deeper understanding of the variables that have a relationship with 

transfer student outcomes, further research should investigate the differences in the 

interpretation and implementation of transfer and articulation policies between the states.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The completion of a postsecondary credential has become increasingly more 

pivotal for American workers over the last 30 years. In 1992, individuals with some 

college or an associate’s degree (35.6%) made up a higher percentage of the labor force 

in comparison to those with a bachelor’s degree (17.2%). By 2016, that gap has narrowed 

to only 3.3 percentage difference, with workers with some college or associate degree 

making up 27.5% and workers with a bachelor’s degree making up 24.2% of the 

workforce (Brundage Jr., 2017). Previous researchers have cited the bachelor’s degree as 

“the premier pathway to economic opportunity” (Carnevale, Strohl, Ridley, & Gulish, 

2018, p. 4), “a pre-requisite for employment that supports a middle-class life” (The 

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education , 2008, p. 7), and “important for 

national economic competitiveness and the economic well-being of individuals as the 

wage premium for a bachelor’s degree is greater than that for a two-year credential” 

(Shapiro, et al., 2013, p. 9). 

From 2007-2010, researchers discovered job postings that required a bachelor’s 

degree or higher rose by more than 10% (Sasser, Shoag, & Ballance, 2014). Coincidently, 

this latest uptick in degree inflation (the act of employers requiring higher level 

credentials for even entry-level positions), coincided with the 2007-09 Great Recession. 

With respect to employment outlook during an economic crisis, researchers concluded 

post-recession job growth has been the highest for holders with a bachelor’s degree or 

better (Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce, 2013). After the 

1990-91 recession, the post-recession job growth was similar for workers with some 
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college or an associate’s degree and those with a bachelor’s degree or better. In 2006, the 

percent of change in employment for workers with bachelor’s degree or better began to 

surpass those with some college or an associate’s degree.  

By 2012, the change in employment for workers with a bachelor’s degree or 

better were 41 percentage points higher than those with some college or an associate’s 

degree (Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce, 2013). Post-

recession job attainment is pertinent as the current American economy is in the midst of 

an economic recovery due to the Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic and a recession that 

triggered one of the worst job crises since the Great Depression (Congressional Research 

Service, 2020; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2020). 

Consequently, due to the COVID-19 crisis, economists project American workers will 

need to find other types of work as a result of many jobs no longer existing (Irwin, 2020). 

Due to the rising demand for a bachelor’s degree for jobs that previously did not require 

one, coupled with the current volatile job market, providing clear pathways to earning a 

bachelor’s degree is desparately needed to meet the demands of the labor market in the 

United States (Burning Glass Technologies, 2014; Fuller & Raman, 2017).  

Since the 1970’s, a larger number of college bound high school graduates enrolled 

directly in four-year institutions over two-year institutions. With roughly 40% of first-

time freshman enter college at two-year institutions (Ginder, et al., 2015), two-year 

institutions currently serve as an essential entryway to the bachelor’s degree. The 

affordability, location, campus and class sizes, and flexibility of course scheduling make 

two-year institutions an attractive choice for first generation students, students from low 

socioeconomic status, students who did not perform well in high school, and students 
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who work full-time and those that must be available to support a family (Chen, 2018; 

Community College Research Center, 2020; Radford, et al., 2009). In 2003-04, 83% of 

recent high school graduates chose to enroll in public two-year institutions due to 

location and 72% enrolled due to affordability. These data were similar for students who 

were not recent high school graduates [85.2% and 62.8% respectively] (Walton, et al., 

2009). Additionally, the affordable price tag attracts a diverse population of students 

looking to get the best value on the degree (Handel, 2011b; Mullin, 2012; The National 

Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, 2008). In-state tuition and fees at two-

year public institutions have remained less than half the price of public four-year 

institutions for over fifty years (Bradburn, et al, 2001; Greene, 2017; Mullin, 2012; U.S. 

Department of Education, 2001). Mullin (2012) estimated $22 billion was saved by 

students who attended community college in the nine student cohorts between 2003-

2012.  

Two-year institutions, originally established as “junior colleges”, first began with 

the purpose to supplement the general training of the secondary schools, and to prepare 

students for later specialization in the university (Eells, 1931). The nation’s first public 

community college, Joliet Junior College, was founded in Illinois in 1901 as an 

experimental postgraduate high school program to accommodate students who desired to 

remain within the community, yet still pursue a college education. Over time, the number 

of junior colleges grew expeditiously across the nation. By 1930, there were 430 junior 

colleges (Eells, 1931) and by the end of the 1940s, community college enrollment rose 

significantly as large numbers of World War II veterans entered colleges, assisted by 

federal benefits. As new institutions were founded, the mission and functions of 
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community colleges expanded from “student preparation for the university” to also 

include occupational preparation and other economic developmental activities. By 2013, 

67% of associate degrees and certificates awarded by community colleges were in 

occupational education (National Center for Education Statistics, 2013).  

While students primarily enroll in community colleges to complete occupational 

and vocational courses, preparation for student transfer continues to be an essential 

function of two-year institutions (Bailey & Averianova, 1998). Currently, millions of 

students who enroll in two-year institutions intend to transfer to a four-year university to 

earn a bachelor’s degree or higher (Bradburn et al., 2001; Berkner, et al., 2000; Greene, 

2017; U.S. Department of Education, 2001). Ninety percent of the 1995 cohort beginning 

community college for the first time aspired to attain a bachelor’s degree or higher 

(42.9% bachelors, 47% above bachelors) (Horn & Skomsvold, 2011). Since the 1990’s, 

the number of students enrolled at two-year institutions reporting their intent to continue 

their education to earn a bachelor’s degree or higher remained between roughly 70 to 

80% (Jenkins & Fink, 2016; U.S. Department of Education, 2001). Despite the large 

percentage of community college students who intend to transfer, only 31.5% of students 

formally transfer to a four-year institution within six years (Shapiro, et al., 2017) and 

even fewer complete their degrees in a timely manner once enrolled at the receiving 

institution (Chen, et al., 2019; Berkner, et al., 2000; Bradburn et al., 2001). According to 

Shapiro et al. (2017), only 42% of transfer students who began their postsecondary 

education at public two-year institutions in fall 2010 earned their bachelor’s degree 

within six years of starting at the community college.  
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Timely graduation is important on a national scale and at the state level as 

evidenced by the 1990 Student Right-to-Know Act, which measures institutions by their 

graduation rate based on the percentage of students who complete their program within 

150 percent of the normal time for completion (e.g., within six years for students 

pursuing a bachelor’s degree) (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018c). Two-

year institutions have traditionally borne the burden of preparing students for the transfer 

process (Bender 1990; Bradburn, Hurst, & Peng, 2001; Berkner, Horn, & Clune, 2000; 

Eells, 1931; Greene, 2017; Mullin, 2012; Senie, 2016; U.S. Department of Education, 

2001). Before the 1960’s, transfer and articulation efforts were primarily coordinated on a 

micro level such as admission officers and registrars, which evolved to the responsibility 

of faculty-to- faculty groups in the 1990s (Bender, 1990). Over time, transfer, and 

articulation began to shift from local policymakers to state-level public policy makers, 

and states begun to enact a variety of laws and regulations to increase the ease and 

efficiency with which students can transfer credits from one institution to another 

(Simone, 2014). Since education policy is primarily the responsibility of the states, no 

two states are the same and there are great variation between how each state addresses 

transfer policies (Banks, 1990; Ignash & Townsend, 2000; The Western Interstate 

Commission for Higher Education, 2010; U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2017). 

This incoordination at the state and local levels causes significant challenges for students, 

even when transfer agreements are established between the sending and receiving 

institutions (Coley, 2000; Shapiro et al., 2013). 
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Significance of Problem 

Despite the resources that some states and institutions have dedicated to 

articulation, transfer challenges continue to persist for students (Ignash & Townsend, 

2000; Keith, 1996; Simone, 2014; Tinto & Pusser, 2006). Due to the ununiformed 

structure of postsecondary education in the nation, students who successfully transfer 

from a two-year to a four-year institution often outright lose credits or discover that 

degree program equivalent credit does not apply to the selected major during the transfer 

process (Hodara, et al., 2016; Ignash & Townsend, 2000; Keith, 1996; Simone, 2014). 

The loss of credits towards a student’s declared field of study has major implications, 

including limited financial aid eligibility, additional tuition costs due to repeated course 

work, additional time to degree and inevitably, delayed opportunities for competitive 

employment (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2017). As community colleges 

play an essential role in providing pathways to the bachelor’s degree, it is important for 

two- and four-year institutions to collaborate and establish coordinated transfer policies 

to assist students with the transfer process (Jain, et al., 2011). 

Purpose of the Study  

As each state has nuanced differences within their statewide transfer policies it is 

important to research the impacts of articulation policies to understand their impacts on 

the outcomes of transfer students. This study was designed to contribute to the existing 

literature regarding the impacts statewide transfer and articulation policies have on 

transfer student outcomes by measuring the extent to which articulation agreements affect 

graduation rates of postsecondary transfer students who vertically transfer from an 



7 

 

associate’s degree to a baccalaureate program. The current study focused on Florida and 

used three states with varying degrees of statewide transfer policies as comparison states.  

  



8 

 

CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

What Are Articulation Policies  

Articulation policies have been understood to have slightly different definitions 

and purposes, depending on the intended outcome of the state or institution implementing 

them (Taylor & Jain, 2017). Robertson-Smith (1990) defines articulation as “the process 

of coordinating curricula at different levels of education in order to improve efficiency 

and effectiveness” (p. vii), while The American Association of Collegiate Registrars and 

Admissions Officers (2019) defines articulation as “the entire range of processes and 

relationships involved in the systemic movement of students inter-institutionally and 

inter-segmentally throughout postsecondary education”. In a study to examine the role of 

articulation agreements on student outcomes, Roksa and Keith (2008) argued statewide 

articulation policies “are not designed to facilitate transfer per se” (p. 239) and instead 

they are “designed to preserve credits as students move from two-year to four-year 

institutions” (p.239). This is a very nuanced difference. They further asserted: 

Although legislation on articulation may facilitate transfer between two-year and 

four-year colleges… such an outcome is not typically the intended purpose of the 

policy…the main goal of these policies is to facilitate students’ transitions across 

state higher education institutions by preventing the loss of credits within 

specified parameters. (p.237) 

 

As more community colleges were established across the nation and the demand for 

baccalaureate level education increased in the 1970’s, states began to enact policies, and 

two-year and four-year institutions in close geographical proximity began to adopt 

articulation policies to create a more streamlined transfer process from one level to the 

next and to increase transfer student outcomes (Bowser, 2016; Robertson-Smith, 1990).  
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California has been cited as the first state to develop the first formal articuation 

system in the 1920s at Pasadena Junior College (Mosholder & Zirkle, 2007; Robertson-

Smith, 1990). By 1975, seven states (Florida, Illinois, Georgia, New Jersey, 

Massachusetts, Nevada, Oklahoma) had developed statewide programs for credit transfer 

and articulation (Robertson-Smith, 1990). By the end of 1989, thirteen states considered 

bills or passed resolutions related to transfer and articulation (Bender, 1990). Citing 

economic and techical trends in the work force, changing demographics and the 

untraditional education enrollment patterns of students, scholars argued “the need for the 

improved effectiveness and effciency of education that program articuation can provide is 

more critical than ever” (Robertson-Smith, 1990, p. 6).  By 1999, thirty-four states 

reported having developed statewide articulation agreements (Ignash & Townsend, 

2000). Over the years, distinct types of transfer agreements have been established, which 

includes, but are not limited to: Articulation Agreements, Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU), Program to Program agreements, Major to Major agreements, 

Insitution to Institution agreements, Statewide or System-Wide agreements, Joint/Dual 

Admissions or Enrollment, Common Course Numbering Systems, and 2+2 Programs 

(Kamen et al., 2019). In a study on formal articulation agreements between two-year and 

four-year construction programs in America, Chen et al. (2012) suggested key qualities of 

agreements include: communiction with individual students and between insitutions, 

course equivalencies between both institutions, and communication between advisors at 

both insitutions.  

The adoption of articulation policies varies between each state. Some states have 

mandated statewide policies, while other states may have none or just a few elements 
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(Smith, 2010). Today, common articulation elements include common course numbering, 

statewide policies and agreements, transferable core of lower-division courses, and 

guaranteed transfer of an associate degree (Education Commission of the States, 2020; 

Smith, 2010). Through a review of transfer and articulation policies, Smith (2010) 

discovered six newly implemented statewide policies between 2001 and 2010, increasing 

the amount from 30 to 36 states and ten new states implemented the use of common 

course numbering, increasing the number from eight to ten. In a 2020 review of 

articulation and articulation policies, the Education Commission of the States (2020) 

discovered at least 30 states have policies requiring a transferable core of lower-division 

courses and statewide guaranteed transfer of an associate degree, 22 states have reverse 

transfer policies set in legislation, board policy or memorandums of agreements, and an 

additional 19 states provide reverse transfer opportunities through institutional 

agreements and statewide programs.  

The Impact of Articulation Policies   

There are conflicts in the literature regarding the impact in which articulation 

agreements have on student outcomes. Some researchers suggest articulation policies 

have a positive effect on the transfer process (Chen et al., 2012; Falconetti, 2007; Stern, 

2016), while others claim articulation polices have no or even a negative effect on 

transfer student outcomes (Anderson, et al., 2006; Gross & Goldhaber, 2009; Kienzl, et 

al., 2012; Long & Kurlaender, 2009; Roska & Keith, 2008; Stern, 2016; Taylor & Jain, 

2017).  

Some literature suggests articulation policies yield positive results on the amount 

of rigirious courses that are completed, the amount of credits earned and GPA. In a two-
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level, hierachical linear model examining articulation agreements on community college 

transfers and bachelor’s degree attainment nationwide, Stern (2016) concluded 

articuation agreements have postitive effects on bachelor’s degree attainment rates. In a 

2009 study, Falconetti (2007) compared the academic success and persistence among 

Florida public community college gradutes and native (FTIC) juniors at three universities 

using descriptive discriminat analysis and found community college transfer graduates 

completed half as many 1000-and 2000-level hours as upper division students than FTIC 

graduates. The author also conluded community college transfer graduates graduated 

with less cumulative semester hours than their FTIC counterparts. Lastly, the author did 

not find significant differences in the final grade point averages, concluding transfer 

students performed just as well academically as FTIC students.  

Conversely, previous research suggests articuation policies do not postively 

impact transfer student outcomes (Anderson, et al., 2006; Falconetti, 2007; Gross & 

Goldhaber, 2009; Long & Kurlaender, 2009; Miller, et al., 2011; Roska & Keith, 2008; 

Stern, 2016; Taylor, 2019). Previous research suggests the initial problem with 

articulation policies is that they are not understandable. Through the examination of 100 

random articulation agreements between two-and four-year insitutions, Taylor (2019) 

suggests the average articuation agreement is written above the 16th grade level and as a 

result, 93% of articuation agreements are unreadable by the average community college 

student. Further, contrary to Robertson-Smith’s (1990) notion of articulation policies 

purpose to coordinate curricula at different levels of education in order to improve 

efficiency and effectiveness, (p. vii), it has been suggested that students in states with 

articulation policies do not experience an increased probability of transferring in 
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comparison to students in states without such policies (Anderson, et al., 2006; Gross & 

Goldhaber, 2009; Roska & Keith, 2008; Stern, 2016). In a study on the relative 

importance of specific policy components on post-secondary outcomes and how such 

policies differently impact students with different aspirations or economic and ethnic 

backgrounds, Gross and Goldhaber (2009) found no evidence that articuation policies 

boosted the chance students transferred from a two-year to a four-year college. Further, 

the authors also ranked transfer policies using a “strength index” using an ordinal scale of 

weak (1), moderate (2) or strong (3) and suggested students in states with weak policies 

are 50% less likely to transfer than students in states without policies. In other words, 

students enrolled in states with weak policies will be better off if articulation policies did 

not exist at all.    

The Florida Department of Education defines articulation as a function to “ensure 

that students recive credit for comparable coursework without unnecessary repetition 

when transferring from one instituion to another” (Florida Department of Education, 

2019b). Nevertheless, previous studies have found articulation policies do not have a 

positive impact on time to degree (Long & Kurlaender, 2009; Roska & Keith, 2008), 

degree completion rates (Roska & Keith, 2008), number of earned credits (Roska & 

Keith, 2008) or retention (Falconetti, 2007; Long & Kurlaender, 2009). In a study on 

transfer student outcomes in Ohio, Long and Kurlaender (2009) found transfer students 

had longer time to degree in comparison to students who initially entered four-year 

institutions. The authors concluded only 26% of students who began at community 

colleges, with the intent to get a four-year degree, graduated within nine years of starting, 

compared to 50% of their counterparts who began at nonselective four-year institutions. 



13 

 

Using data from the 1988-2000 National Educational Longitudinal Study, Roska and 

Keith (2008) compared bachelor’s degree completion rates of students in states with 

articulation polices with those of students in states without such policies and did not find 

a difference in time to degree between states with and without articulation policies, 

finding both groups of students took roughly 5 ½ years to complete their degrees. 

Further, to predict a transfer student’s likelihood of transferring, the authors used logistic 

regression analysis and concluded transfer students in states with articulation policies are 

not more likely to complete bachelor’s degrees than those in states without such policies. 

The Florida study completed by Falconetti (2007) found a statically significant difference 

in graduation rates between native FTIC students and transfer students. The author 

concluded transfer students have a graduation rate 14% lower than FTIC students. Data 

also suggest transfer students in states with articulation policies earn excess credits 

(Roska & Keith, 2008) and have lower retention rates than their FTIC counterparts 

(Falconetti, 2007; Long & Kurlaender, 2009). In a study to examine the role of statewide 

articulation policies on the transtion of students from community colleges to four-year 

institutions, Roska and Keith (2008) discovered transfer students in states with 

articulation policies earn more credits than students in states without articulation 

agreements. Falconetti (2007) and Long and Kurlaender (2009) both suggest transfer 

students had higher stop- or  drop-out rates than FTIC students.  
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The Impact of Institution-to-Institution Agreements 

Despite most articulation policies requiring credits from the two-year sending 

institution to be accepted at the four-year receiving university, the lack of coordination of 

major requirements at different institutions within a state often causes students to be off 

sequence in their declared major. To combat this, institution-to-institution and program-

to-program policies have been adopted between locally located two-year and four-year 

institutions. In 2000, Ignash and Townsend (2000) reported only seven out of the 34 

states that participated in the study had articulation agreements for specific program 

majors (Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Mississippi, Ohio). In 2012, 

Kienzl, et al., (2012) concluded institution-to-institution agreements hold more impact for 

student transfer rates than statewide policies; however, there has not been many studies 

on the impact of articulation agreements on student outcomes as they relate to the 

selected major at the receiving four-year institution. The effectiveness of articulation 

policies on student outcomes remains unclear. Due to the small number of studies on this 

particular topic, the question remains if institution-to-institution agreements have more 

positive student outcomes than statewide agreements on the basis of major.  

Student Characteristics that Influence Student Outcomes  

Previous scholars suggest articulation policies impact student populations in 

different ways (Gross & Goldhaber, 2009; Long & Kurlaender, 2009; Stern, 2016). Stern 

(2016) asserts a student’s aspiration of attainting a bachelor’s degree upon entry into a 

community college has a signifant impact on student transfer, finding students with this 

aspiration are 2.3 times more likely to transfer than students without the same aspiration. 

Additionally, empirical research studies have found women (Long & Kurlaender, 2009), 
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African American (Gross & Goldhaber, 2009; Long & Kurlaender, 2009), first-

generation, low income (Gross & Goldhaber, 2009), and older (Stern) transfer students 

have more adverse outcomes than their male, white, and non-first generation, more 

affluent counterparts and younger counterparts, respectively.  

Given the history of inequalities in education in this country, it is important to 

question if the policies are constructed, either consciously or unconsciously, in such a 

way that produces these outcomes. Due to the Plessy doctrine, education was lawfully 

racially segregated until the 1954 Supreme Court Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka 

decision struck down the “Separate but Equal” doctrine and outlawed school segregation 

(Brown v. Board of Education , 1954). To provide access to higher educational 

opportunities, black colleges were established for African Americans during segregation. 

Unfortunately, many of these institutions began to fade away or were “merged” with 

white institutions. In the state of Florida, the twelve black established junior colleges 

were merged with, or as some argued, overtaken with “white” junior colleges that still 

exist today (Association of Florida Colleges, 2013). See appendix A for information on 

merges.  

Prior to Brown v. Board, and astonishingly for several years after the Supreme 

Court ruling that segregation in public schools was unconstitutional, educational 

inequalities persisted and structures remained largely separate and unequal. In a study on 

how transfer legislation and postsecondary accountability systems include representations 

of racial-ethnic groups in seven states with high proportions of minortized students 

enrolled in 2-year colleges, Chase, Dowd, Pazich, and Bensimon (2014) suggest many 
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legalstative statues and regulations concerning transfer are written in a color-blind 

manner. Further, the authors argue: 

From a critical perspective, the fact that the legislation does not recognize and 

explicitly seeks to remediate the impact of racism on minoritized groups has 

contributed to intractable racial-ethnic inequities in postsecondary participation 

and outcomes. (p.698) 

 

Regarding socioeconomic status, Gross and Goldhaber (2009) concluded that 

students from families with incomes of less than $15,000 were 44% and 79% less likely 

to transfer than students coming from middle-income ($35,000-74,000) and high-income 

(more than $75,000) families, respectively. Furthermore, previous research suggests that 

articulation policies have more favorable outcomes for rural community college students 

(Stern, 2016), and Hispanic students (Gross & Goldhaber, 2009). Stern (2016) concluded 

rural students have an approximatley 73% higher liklihood of tranferring to a four-year 

insitution than their urban counterparts. Gross and Goldhaber (2009) found Hispanic 

student were more likely to transfer in states with articulation agreements they they do in 

states without transfer policies.  

Institutional Characteristics that Influence Student Outcomes  

Previous researchers suggest institutional characteristics have a substantial impact 

on transfer student outcomes (Goenner & Snaith, 2004; Miller, 2013; Robertson-Smith, 

1990; Smith, et al., 2009; Taylor & Jain, 2017). Taylor and Jain (2017) concluded an 

institution’s organizational culture and ideology, whether at a two-year college or a four-

year college, can influence its commitment to transfer and having a transfer receptive 

culture are critical to strong partnerships and effective transfer and articulation 

agreements. Jain, et al., (2011) define transfer receptive culture as “institutional 

commitment by a four-year college or university to provide the support needed for 
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students to transfer successfully” (p.253). It is imperative for institutions to have clear 

and effective communication with students about the purpose and benefits of articulation 

policies. Stern (2016) claims the visibility of articulation agreements is of greatest value 

and not simply the existence of an agreement. Robertson-Smith (1990) argues 

“institutional policies and procedures, negative attitudes and resistance of individuals 

responsible for implementing articulation agreements, and poor communication of 

information inhibit successful articulation” and further asserts “successful agreements 

can be achieved through local and state leadership, involvement of key personnel, 

consensus on goals and purpose, formal written agreements, and positive human 

relations” (p.viii).  

Unfortunately, not all institutions with articulation policies exercise best practices 

to ensure transfer students have positive outcomes. Wellman (2002) suggests some 

selective universities may not have student centered policies in place to provide an easy 

pathway for transfer students due to the negative impact their enrollment will have on the 

institution’s five-year retention and graduation rates. Similarly, Senie (2016) suggests the 

actions by employees lead to a disconnect between transfer students and faculty and staff. 

Using a qualitative case study design, Senie (2016) examined the cultural aspects of a 

transfer articulation policy between public community colleges and state universities in a 

northeastern state and suggested there was a cultural gap between the community 

colleges and state universities, as a result of a disconnect among administrators and 

administrator’s failure to hear the transfer student voice, amongst other things.  

Additionally, in a study of six Texas community colleges with demonstrated 

success at transferring low-income and first-generation college students, Smith, et al., 
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(2009) examined institutional characteristics, practices, and policies to determine what 

might contribute to assuring that students matriculate and excel in community college and 

transfer to four-year institutions. Using mixed methods, the authors first used linear 

regression analyses to identify institutions that achieved “higher than expected” rates of 

transfer and graduation, based on institutional and student characteristics, then conducted 

site visits to six high-performing schools to gather qualitative data from administrators, 

faculty, staff, current students, and former students who had already transferred to four-

year institutions. Further, the authors identified several common factors that may 

contribute to successful transfer rates and summarized them into three categories: 1) a 

structured academic pathway, 2) a student-centered culture, and 3) a culturally-sensitive 

leadership.  

In 2011, Miller, et al. (2011) conducted a mixed method study on the experiences 

and outcomes of low-income, first-generation, and underrepresented community college 

transfer students in Texas at four-year institutions to build on the findings of Smith, et al. 

(2009) study. The authors used quantitative analyses to compare graduation rates of 

transfer students and each selected institution to those of “native” peers and qualitative 

data were gathered from interviews and focus groups during site visits. Interviews were 

conducted with staff and faculty, and focus groups were conducted with approximately 8-

10 low-income transfer students. The authors identified promising practices which 

supported successful degree completion among transfer students, including the offering 

of transfer-specific services, targeted student services, community college partnerships, 

and transfer tracking (Miller, et al., 2011). 
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Using Critical Race Theory, Jain, et al., (2011) outlined five elements that are 

necessary to establish a transfer receptive culture at public colleges and universities. 

These elements include: 

Pre-transfer:  

1. Establish the transfer of students, especially nontraditional, first-generation, low-

income, and underrepresented students, as a high institutional priority that ensures 

stable accessibility, retention, and graduation.  

 

2. Provide outreach and resources that focus on the specific needs of transfer 

students while complimenting the community college mission of transfer.  

 

Post-transfer:  

3. Offer financial and academic support through distinct opportunities for 

nontraditional reentry transfer students where they are stimulated to achieve at 

high academic levels.  

 

4. Acknowledge the lived experiences that students bring and the intersectionality 

between community and family.  

 

5. Create an appropriate and organic framework from which to assess, evaluate, and 

enhance transfer receptive programs and initiatives that can lead to further 

scholarship on transfer students. (p. 258) 

 

Theoretical Framework 

The guiding principles for this study are drawn from human capital theory and 

transfer-affirming culture. Scholars that have researched the economic correlation 

between degrees and income have operationalized it through human capital theory, and 

the effects of institutional characteristics on transfer student outcomes have been 

conceptualized through transfer-affirming culture. 

The idea of human capital by education was introduced in the 1960s by Theodore 

Shultz. In his 1960 paper analyzing earnings foregone by students due to their enrollment 

in school, Shultz (1960) asserted “I propose to treat education as an investment in man 

and to treat its consequences as a form of capital” (p.571). Using the National 
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Longitudinal Survey of the High School Class of 1972, Kane and Rouse (1995) used 

regression analysis to estimate returns to postsecondary education and found a positive as 

well as a significant correlation between the number of credits completed and an increase 

in both hourly and annual earnings.  

Gemici and Wiswall (2014) note human capital has been traditionally studied 

using the number of years of schooling completed as their measure of human capital and 

argue years of schooling is a not a complete measure of student’s human capital, as 

average earnings differ between individuals with different majors. Other scholars also 

argue this point. To further expand factors that impact human captial theory, Deming, et 

al., (2016) and Oyer and Schaefer (2019) argue institutional charteristics affect the extent 

of the return on degrees. Through the examination of survey data of young attorneys to 

illuminate the role graduate programs play in human capital development, Oyer and 

Schaefer (2019) suggested attorneys who attended a selective undergraduate institution 

and graduated from law schools ranked in the top 10 nationally earn considerably more 

(an average salary of $122,2000) than those without such a qualification (average salary 

of $113,100).  

Through an experiemental study on the value of postsecondary credentials in the 

labor market, Deming, et al., (2016) studied employer’s perceptions of the value of 

degrees in the two largest occupational categories at the time (business and health) by 

submitting fictiious resumes with randomly assigned majors and instituions to real vacant 

postings in five of the largest metropolitan labor markets in the United States (Chicago, 

Los Angeles, Miami, New York City and the San Francisco Bay Area) and found 

differeces in call back rates based on major, type, and selectivity of insitution. The 
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authors discovered resumes with a bachelor’s degree from a for-profit institution are less 

likely to receive a call back than resumes with a degree from a public institution 

suggesting employers may hold biases about for-profit institutions. These findings 

highlight the significance of access to public four-year institutions coupled with 

comprehensive pathways that support timely graduation for all students.  

In a paper building on the findings of previous research which examined the 

importance of stregthening the transfer pathway between two-year, public community 

colleges and four-year insitutions, Handel (2011b) introduced an emerging theoretical 

framework, transfer-affirimg culture, building on the concepts of transfer student capital 

and critical race theory. Handel (2011b) defines a Transfer-Affirming Culture as “an 

institutional commitment by which two- and four-year institutions to provide the 

resources necessary for students to transfer and earn the baccalaureate degree” (p. 416). 

Additionally, a transfer-affirming culture: 

• Envisions transfer as a shared responsibility between community colleges and 

four- year institutions. 

 

• Views transfer and attainment of the bachelor’s degree as expected and 

attainable. 

 

• Offers curricula and academic support services that make transfer and degree 

completion possible. 

 

• Leverages the social capital that students bring to college in service to their 

educational goals.  

 

• Includes transfer as an essential element of an institution’s mission and 

strategic vision. (p.416) 

 

In cooberation with the significance of a transfer affirming culture on student 

outcomes, Tinto and Pusser (2006) argue students are more likely to succeed when they 

are in settings that are committed to their success and institutional factors should be 
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considered just as much as student charateristics when evaluating student outcomes. They 

further assert five conditions- institutional commitment, institutional expectations, 

support, feedback, and involvment- are necessary to promote success. To support these 

claims, the authors suggest the following actions for each factor: 

• Commitment: Instituions must move beyond the words in their mission 

statements and brochures and invest resoucres and provide incentives and 

rewards to enchace student success, espcically among low-income and 

underrepresented students.  

 

• Expectations: Institutions must set high expectations, especially during the 

first year of college, using formal and informal academic advising as a 

catalyst.  

 

• Support: Academic, Social and Financial support is needed in the form of 

developmental education courses, tutorting, study groups, acdemic support 

programs, counseling, mentoring, ethnic student centers. 

 

• Feedback: Frequent faculty and staff feedback about performance and the 

adjustment of learning and teaching in ways that promote learning is needed 

for student success.  

 

• Involvement: Academic and Social integration on campus and in the 

classroom is pivotal for student learning, persistence, and graduation. 
 

 A visual representation of the conceptual project model which was used to guide the 

study is represented in Figure 2.1. The model was developed and built on literature of 

what previous researchers have found and includes the variables and characterizes the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables of the study. 
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Figure 2.1 

 

Conceptual Project Model  

 

 
 

Research Questions 

With respect to the assertion that articulation policies are designed to preserve 

credits as students move from two-year to four-year institutions, Roksa and Keith (2008) 

argue articulation polices may be more appropriately evaluated with respect to student 

outcomes after transfer rather than their impact on the transfer rate of students. This study 

focused on the impact of articulation polices transfer student outcomes and answered the 

following questions: 

1. How do transfer students’ baccalaureate graduation rates differ from the 

graduation rates of FTIC students? 

2. How do the baccalaureate rates in lock-step STEM fields of study differ 

between transfer students and their FTIC counterparts? 

3. Do states with more comprehensive articulation policies have higher graduation 

rates of transfer students than states with weaker articulation policies?  
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4. Is there a statistically significant difference in Florida transfer student outcomes 

compared with transfer students from states with varying degrees of 

articulation policies? 

5. What institutional factors affect student graduation rates? 

Hypotheses 

1. FTIC baccalaureate graduates will have higher four-year and six-year 

graduation rates than transfer baccalaureate graduates. 

2. FTIC students will earn degrees in lock-step STEM majors at a higher rate than 

transfer students. 

3. States with more comprehensive articulation policies will be more effective at 

keeping transfer students on a timely pathway to graduation.  

4. There will be a statistically significant difference between graduation rates 

from transfer students in Florida and transfer students from other states. 

5. Transfer students from rural community colleges will experience higher 

transfer rates than their counterparts from city and suburban institutions and 

universities with transfer receptive and transfer-affirming cultures will 

produce higher graduation rates. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CHARACTERISTICS OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN FLORIDA 

Public postsecondary institutions in Florida are overseen by two systems, The 

Florida College System and The State University System of Florida. Public two-year 

institutions are governed by the Florida College System (FCS) and public four-year 

institutions are governed by the State University System of Florida (SUS) (Board of 

Governors , 2019). In 1971, Florida was the first state in the nation to legislatively 

mandate Statewide articulation agreement policy to facilitate efficient and effective 

transfer of students between and among public postsecondary institutions (Corcoran, 

2020). The State approaches transfer and articulation in several ways. To facilitate the 

transfer of students, the State incorporates different types of transfer and articulation 

policies, which include the Statewide Course Numbering System, the Statewide “2+2” 

Articulation agreement and Institution to Institution Agreements (Florida Department of 

Education, 2019b).  

Previous researchers have named Florida as an exemplary state, citing the 

established articulation policies and transfer pathways between its two-year and four-year 

institutions to earn a baccalaureate degree and, transfer out- and transfer bachelor’s 

degree completion rates (Bender, 1990; Gross & Goldhaber, 2009; Ignash & Townsend, 

2000; Jenkins & Fink, 2016). Due to the State’s governance structure, Goff (2003) asserts 

Florida has a “more positive effect on student transfer success” (p.23), has “more 

effective transfer policies (p.25)” and “student friendly” (p.26). The Florida Department 

of Education (2019b) asserts “Florida has developed a seamless articulation system to 

facilitate efficient and effective progression and transfer of students between and among 
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public postsecondary institutions” and guarantees transfer of postsecondary credit 

through a number of mechanisms, including, but not limited to: Statewide Articulation 

Agreement (2+2), Associate of Science to Bachelor of Science Degree Articulation (AS 

to BS) and Statewide Course Numbering System (Florida Department of Education, 

2019b). 

Statewide Course Numbering System  

 

Florida’s Statewide Course Numbering System provides a database of post-

secondary courses and is considered a key component of Florida’s K-20 seamless system 

of articulation. The system was created in the 1960s by registrars and advisors at 

Florida’s public institutions of higher education in response to the difficulties 

encountered in assigning course credits to students transferring from lower-division 

colleges and upper-division universities and the unnecessary repetition of courses by 

transfer students (Office of Articulation, 2015). The statewide course numbering system 

is used by all public postsecondary institutions, and 29 participating non-public 

institutions (Florida Department of Education, 2019c). To strengthen articulation, 

institutions of higher education in the state of Florida established a list of common 

prerequisite courses for every degree program in 1996 to provide students, especially 

those who plan to transfer between institutions, with information regarding the courses 

they will need to take to be admitted into upper-division programs (Florida Department 

of Education, 2018). Scholars have found common course numbering increases the 

likelihood that students transfer (Gross & Goldhaber, 2009) and argue “Florida probably 

has one of the most comprehensive and operationally efficient common course 

numbering and designation systems” (Bender, 1990, p. 10).  
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Statewide Articulation Agreement (2+2) 

The Florida Statewide Articulation Agreement was established in 1971 in 

response to the rapid expansion of the university and community college systems in the 

1960s and 70s. The 2+2 Articulation Agreement provides the foundation for the associate 

in arts degree as the most direct means of transferring from a two-year Florida college to 

one of the twelve four-year state universities to earn a baccalaureate degree. The 

articulation agreement guarantees admission to an upper division program at a state 

university in the State University System and mandates at least 60 credit hours must be 

awarded towards the baccalaureate degree (excluding limited access programs). 

Additionally, students who transfer with an AA or AS degree, or who have completed 

their block of 36 general education hours, do not have to meet the receiving institution’s 

general education program requirements of 36 hours of general education courses in the 

areas of communication, mathematics, social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences. 

(Corcoran, 2020; Florida Department of Education, 2018).  

Institution-to-Institution Agreements 

The 2020 Florida Statutes required each Florida College System institution to 

execute at least one “2+2” target pathway articulation agreement with one or more state 

universities and thus establish a four-year, on-time graduation plan for a baccalaureate 

degree program (The Florida Legislature, 2020). Currently, 27 of the 28 state colleges in 

Florida have created programs, referred to as 2+2 Enhancement Programs, to aid students 

in the transition from a state college to a university (Florida Department of Education, 

2018). (See appendices for information on all 2+2 partnerships). As an additional 

resource to students, some colleges have even established concurrent- and joint-use 
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partnerships between Florida College System institutions and other institutions 

throughout the state and country to provide on-site “university centers” through which 

students may receive academic advising, financial aid assistance, and other student 

services (Office of Articulation, 2015). Additionally, to further ease student transfer for 

students who are enrolled at private colleges and universities, articulation agreements 

have been established between a select number of private institutions and public two-year 

institutions. Details of these Florida Statewide 2+2 Articulation Enhancement Programs 

& Partnerships can be found in Appendix B.   

The Florida College System 

The Florida College System (FCS) is governed by local boards of trustees and 

consists of 28 locally governed public colleges (Florida Department of Education, 

2019a). The purpose of the Florida College System is to maximize open access for 

students, respond to community needs for postsecondary academic education and career 

degree education, and provide associate and baccalaureate degrees that will best meet the 

State’s employment needs (The Florida Legislature, 2021). Collectively, the students 

enrolled in FCS institutions make up a diverse profile and the size of the schools range 

from large to small. During the Fall 2016 term, a total of 447,962 students were enrolled 

in FCS institutions, which consisted of 35% full-time students and 65% part-time 

students. The student demographics included 59% female and 58% minority students. 

Measuring student enrollment, Miami-Dade College, located in a large metropolitan area, 

is the largest institution in the FCS system (it enrolls 17% of students) and The College of 

The Florida Keys, located in the islands of the Florida Keys, is the system’s smallest 

college, enrolling under 1% of students (Florida Department of Education, 2017).  
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Historical Review of The Establishment of Community Colleges 

The first established public junior college in the state of Florida was Palm Beach 

Junior College in 1933. Palm Beach Junior College, located in south Florida, remained 

the State’s only public junior college until 1947, when the State Board of Education 

approved the Pinellas County Board of Public Instruction to allow St. Petersburg Junior 

College, a then private two-year college, to operate as a public junior college by 

incorporating the two-year college into its school system. Additionally in 1947, the 

Legislature passed a provision that junior colleges should become an operational 

component of the local school systems. Over the next two years, the community college 

system gained three new public colleges in north Florida. Two of the colleges were in 

Escambia County- one newly established college, Pensacola Junior in 1947 and one 

previously established black community college, Washington Junior College (est. 1949), 

in connection with Booker T. Washington High School. The third college was Chipola 

Junior College, which joined the Community College System because of several school 

boards taking control of the private junior College in 1948 (Wattenbarger & Albertson, 

2007). 

In 1955, the legislature created the Community College Council to “formulate a 

long-range plan for the establishment and coordination of community colleges.” In 1957, 

the Council submitted “The Community Junior College in Florida’s Future” to the 

Legislature, which included a recommendation of the establishment of “twenty-eight 

junior colleges within commuting distance of 99% of the state’s population”. The 

Legislature accepted the report as the master plan for Florida’s community/junior 

colleges and approved six new community college districts to begin implementing the 
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master plan. Over the next ten years, sixteen of the eighteen new public junior colleges 

were opened, with the final two opening in the years 1968 and 1972 (Wattenbarger & 

Albertson, 2007). 

Segregation and Integration of Community Colleges  

During the years of these newly established colleges, education was lawfully 

racially segregated due to the Plessy doctrine until the 1954 Supreme Court decision 

Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka decision struck down the “Separate but Equal” 

doctrine and outlawed school segregation (Brown v. Board of Education , 1954). In 1949, 

Washington Junior College was the first black junior college built in Florida to provide 

African Americans with equal access to higher educational opportunities. After the 

establishment of Washington Junior College, 11 other black community colleges were 

established. These twelve institutions were known as the “magnificent 12” (Smith, 2013). 

Washington Junior College was the only black college to be independently included into 

the Community College system. Nevertheless, following the Brown v. Board Supreme 

Court decision, the State began education desegregation and decided to merge the twelve 

black community colleges with the newly created “white” junior colleges. Smith (2013), 

a former president of Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University, the oldest 

historically black university and only historically black university in the State University 

System of Florida, asserted 

in many instances it appears that there are efforts to forget that much of 

the foundation of today’s “Great 28” contains the heart of a magnificent 

group of colleges that were stripped of their own development. Further 

these institutions were forced into a system that often forgot some aspects 

of the meaning of “Equal Educational Opportunity. (p.62) 
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In 1983, the State published a Master Plan for the Florida College System to 

address and emphasize “the improvement of qualify, the trend toward increased part-time 

enrollments, minority needs, women’s needs, and the student financial aid needs”. Five 

years later, The Master Plan was updated to identify challenges such as quality education, 

economic development, and the quality of life (Florida Department of Education, 2016).  

Restructuring of Higher Education Systems 

Over the past twenty years, higher education systems were restructured, and 

community colleges were approved to offer baccalaureate degrees starting in 2001 

through the passing of state Senate Bill 1162. The bill establishes, amongst other things, 

1) a community college may be authorized by the Florida Board of Education to offer a 

limited number of  baccalaureate degrees designed to meet local workforce needs, 2) 

community colleges may not terminate its associate in arts of associate in science degree 

program as a results of the authorization, and 3) The primary mission of a community 

college, including a community college that offers baccalaureate degree programs, 

continues to be the provision of associate degrees that provide access to a university” 

(The Florida Senate , 2001). 

St. Petersburg College was the first college to offer baccalaureate programs in 

2003, and in 2004, formal legislation allowed community colleges to change their names 

to reflect their expanding mission of offering baccalaureate degrees and subsequently, the 

Florida Community College System was renamed to “The Florida College System” in 

2009 (Association of Florida Colleges, 2013). As of the 2018-19 academic year, 27 of the 

28 Florida College System two-year institutions offer two types of baccalaureate degree 

programs (Bachelor of Science and Bachelor of Applied Science) with a total of 197 
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approved programs throughout the system (Florida Department of Education, 2021a). A 

map of the institutions included in the Florida College System can be found in Figure 3.1.  

Figure 3.1 

Map of Community Colleges in the Florida College System 

 

The Florida College System (2012) 

 

State University System of Florida  

 

The State University System of Florida (SUS) was created in 2002 and serves as 

the constitutional body to oversee the state’s twelve public universities (State University 

System of Florida, 2019). The State University System of Florida (SUS) is operated, 
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regulated, controlled, and managed by the Board of Governors (State University System 

of Florida, 2019) and has a mission  

… to provide undergraduate, graduate and professional education, research, and 

public service of the highest quality through a coordinated system of institutions 

of higher learning, each with its own mission and collectively dedicated to serving 

the needs of a diverse state and global society. (p. 8) 

 

The SUS consists of 12 universities throughout the state and all, but one, 

participates in the Florida Statewide Course Numbering. To facilitate ease of transfer of 

lower-level academic credits into the SUS, common prerequisites are standardized across 

all public universities, state, and community colleges in Florida (State University System 

of Florida, 2020f). In the fall 2019 term, 278,751 undergraduate students were enrolled 

across all SUS institutions. Fifty-seven percent of students were FTIC college students 

and 25% were FCS AA transfer students (State University System of Florida, 2020a).  

The State University System is funded on a Performance Based Funding model. 

The Performance Based Funding Model was approved by the Board of Governors in 

2014 and includes ten metrics that evaluate Florida institutions on a range of issues (State 

University System of Florida, 2020e). Per the State University System of Florida (2020e), 

the metrics include: 

1. Percent of bachelor's graduates employed (earning $25,000+) or continuing their 

education  

2. Median wages of bachelor’s graduates employed full-time  

3. Average cost to the student (Net tuition per 120 Credit Hours)  

4. Four-year graduation rate (Full-time FTIC)  

5. Academic progress rate (2nd year retention with GPA Above 2.0  

6. Bachelor’s degrees areas of strategic emphasis  
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7. University access rate (percent of undergraduates with a Pell-grant)  

8a. Graduate degrees awarded in areas in areas of strategic emphasis  

8b. Freshman in top 10% of graduating high school class- for NCF only 

9. Board of Governors choice- percent of bachelor’s degrees without excess hours 

10. Board of Trustees Choice.  

 

In 2014, the retention and graduation metric were specified as the six-year 

graduation rate for FTIC students and second fall retention rate for full-time, FTIC 

students with at least a 2.0 GPA. In 2018, the Florida Legislature changed the FTIC 

graduation rate metric from a six-year to a four-year measure and one year later, the two-

year graduation rates for Florida College System AA transfers were added to the 

performance-based funding model (State University System of Florida, 2020c). For the 

2019-2020 school year, the Board of Trustees choice for FAU and FIU, the institutions 

from the southern region, was “bachelor’s degree awarded to minorities”. The other 

Board of Trustees choice for the institutions included in the study were “national rank 

higher than predicted by the financial resources ranking based on a US and World News 

Report” (FSU), number of licenses/options executed annually (UF), number of bachelor’s 

degrees awarded annually (UCF), and number of postdoctoral appointees (USF) (State 

University System of Florida, 2020e). A map of the State University System institutions 

can be found in Figure 3.2. 
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Figure 3.2 

Map of Florida Four-Year Universities   

State University System of Florida (2019)  
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction  

The current study researched the extent to which post-secondary articulation 

policies have an impact on graduation rates of students who transfer with an associate’s 

degree from a public two-year institution to earn a baccalaureate degree from a public 

four-year institution in states with varying degrees of statewide articulation policies. The 

study is based on the quantitative analyses of three databases, two of which were 

federally collected databases and one which was constructed from data collected in this 

research project. Before considering how these data are related to the research questions, 

each must be described. The federal data sets were the Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (IPEDS) and the National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG). 

The other project data set, referred to as Florida College and University Surveys (FCUS), 

was constructed from survey responses from two- and four-year public Florida 

institutions. The databases were used to respond to the project’s research questions as 

shown in table 4.1 below.  

Table 4.1 

Data Sources  

Research Questions Data Sources 

1. How do transfer students’ baccalaureate graduation rates 

differ from the graduation rates of FTIC students? 

IPEDS 

2. How do the baccalaureate rates in lock-step STEM fields of 

study differ between transfer students and their FTIC 

counterparts? 

NSCG 
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Table 4.1 

Data Sources (continued) 

3. Do states with more comprehensive articulation policies have 

higher graduation rates than states with weaker articulation 

policies?  

IPEDS 

4. Is there a statistically significant difference in Florida transfer 

student outcomes compared with transfer students from states 

with varying degrees of articulation policies? 

IPEDS 

 

5. What institutional factors affect student graduation rates? IPEDS, FCUS 

 

The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 

IPEDS is the National Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) core 

postsecondary education data collection program, designed to help NCES meet its 

mandate to report full and complete statistics on the condition of postsecondary education 

in the United States. IPEDS collects institution-level data from providers of 

postsecondary education in the United States (the 50 states and the District of Columbia) 

and other jurisdictions, such as the U.S. Virgin Islands. IPEDS is a single, comprehensive 

system that is built around a series of interrelated survey components designed to collect 

institution-level data in such areas as enrollment, admissions, program completions, 

graduation rates, and other outcome measures, retention rates, student financial aid, 

tuition and fees, faculty, staff, library data, and finances (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2019b, p. 1). According to the U.S. Department of Education’s web site, 

IPEDS data are submitted at the aggregated-level from postsecondary institutions and do 

not have student-level information. 
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How IPEDS is Used  

 IPEDS data was used to answer research questions s due to the national 

comprehension of data as well as the consistency in data collection and definition of 

variables across participating institutions. Secondary institution-level data for two- and 

four-year public institutions in Florida, Arizona, New York, and Pennsylvania were 

considered for the study. The 2010-2011 cohort data were selected to ensure complete 

four- and six-year graduation outcome data, which are critical graduation timeframes for 

degree granting institutions (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018c).  

Graduation Rate (GR), and Outcome Measures (OM) variables were considered 

and analyzed. Graduation Rate data provide information on institutional productivity and 

include the adjusted cohort of full-time, first-time degree and certificate-seeking 

undergraduate students (National Center for Education Statistics, 2022a). Outcome 

Measures includes the outcomes of degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students 

who are not only first-time, full-time students, but also part-time attending and non-first-

time transfer-in students (National Center for Education Statistics, 2022b). 

Initially the project’s focus was primarily on transfer student outcomes of students 

vertically transferring from a public two-year institution with an AA degree to a public 

four-year institution in Florida to earn a bachelor’s degree. However, to make the 

analysis more robust, other states with varying levels of transfer policies to compare the 

differences in transfer student outcomes in relation to Florida. After an analysis of the 

state governance, and transfer policies and structure of other U.S. states, Arizona, New 

York, and Pennsylvania were selected as comparison states. Arizona was included in the 



39 

 

current study as a similar state, New York was included as a somewhat similar state, and 

Pennsylvania was used in this study as a dissimilar state. See Table 4.2 for further details.  

 

Table 4.2  

States Demographics  

State Governance Transfer Structure 

Florida 

Public institutions overseen by 

two different systems.  

 

Florida College System (FCS): 

Public community colleges  

 

State University System (SUS): 

Public state universities  

Statewide and institution to institution 

articulations  

 

Common course numbering 

 

Community college graduates are 

guaranteed admission to an upper division 

program at a state university 

 

Two-year institutions award baccalaureate 

degrees 

 

Arizona 

Public institutions overseen by 

two different systems.  

 

10 Arizona Community Colleges 

Districts: Public community 

colleges 

 

Arizona Board of Regents: Public 

state universities 

Institution to institution articulations 

 

Common course numbering  

 

Community college graduates are 

guaranteed admission to an upper division 

program at a state university 

 

New York 

Public institutions overseen by 

two different systems.  

 

City University of New York 

(CUNY): Public community 

colleges and universities  

 

State University of New York 

(SUNY): Public community 

colleges and universities 

Institution to institution articulations 

 

Community college graduates are 

guaranteed admission to an upper division 

program at a state university within their 

respective systems. 

 

Two-year institutions award baccalaureate 

degrees 
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Table 4.2  

States Demographics (continued) 

Pennsylvania 

Public institutions overseen by 

two different systems.  

 

The Pennsylvania Department of 

Education (PDE): Public 

community colleges and 

universities  

Pennsylvania State System of 

Higher Education (PASSHE): 

Public state universities  

Statewide Program-to-Program 

Articulation 

 

Data Analysis. IPEDS data were analyzed using SPSS software. Descriptive 

statistics frequencies were conducted to determine the distribution of values for single 

categorical variables and bivariate analyses were computed to analyze the relationships 

between variables. Mode imputation was computed to address missing values from 

IPEDS data. IPEDS data reported as raw numbers were converted to percentages to 

accurately compare respective populations. To compute analyses between all two- and 

four-year institutions, I reclassified and collapsed each respective institution into binary 

categories (two-year community colleges and four-year universities) from 33 different 

Carnegie classifications. 

State Demographics. The initial criterion of public two- and four-year 

institutions yielded a total of 196 public two- and four-year institutions between the 

states. This number includes multi-campus institutions that were reported to IPEDS as 

unique individual institutions. Upon further review of the data, four institutions were 

removed from the study. Two tribal community colleges in Arizona and one university in 

Florida were removed from the study due to the amount of missing data fields. 

Additionally, one satellite campus of a university in Pennsylvania was removed as it is 
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categorized as an exclusively graduate institution. As a result, the study included a total 

of 192 institutions, as shown in Table 4.2.  

The levels of institutions were not uniformly distributed among the states 

(χ2=165.829, ρ =.001). Of the states, two- and four-year institutions in New York (N=73) 

represented the largest percentage of institutions in the study (73, 38.0%), followed by 

Pennsylvania (55, 28.7%), Florida (39. 20.3%), and Arizona (25, 13.0%). Four-year 

institutions represented 63% of the study (N=121), with Pennsylvania representing 33.1% 

of all 4-year institutions.  Two-year institutions made up 80% of Arizona’s institutions. 

Florida (97.4%) and Pennsylvania (72.3%) were mostly made up of four-year institutions. 

The percentages of two- and four-year institutions in New York were somewhat balanced 

with 52% four-year institutions.  

 

Table 4.3 

Crosstabulation of Levels of Institutions by State Defined by IPEDS 

State 
Level of Institution   

Two-year Four-year Total 

Arizona 20 (10.4%) 5 (2.6%) 25 (13.0%) 

Florida 1 (0.52%) 38 (19.8%) 39 (20.3%) 

New York 35 (18.2%) 38 (19.8%) 73 (38.0%) 

Pennsylvania 15 (7.8%) 40 (20.8%) 55 (28.7%) 

Total 71 (37%) 121 (63%) 192 (100%) 

χ2=165.829, ρ =.001 

Additionally, the degree of urbanization of the institutions was not uniformly 

distributed among the states (χ2=69.709; ρ =.001). See Tables 4.3 and 4.4 for detailed 

information.  
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Table 4.4 

Crosstabulation of Degree of Urbanization by State  

Institution 

Setting 

State 
Total 

AZ FL NY PA 

City: large 10 (5.2%) 6 (3.1%) 22 (11.5%) 4 (2.1%) 42 (21.9%) 

City: midsize 2 (1%) 5 (2.6%) 1 (0.52) 0 (0%) 8 (4.2%) 

City: small 4 (2.1%) 10 (5.2%) 5 (2.6%) 6 (3.1%) 25 (13%) 

Suburb: large 2 (1%) 9 (4.7%) 13(6.78%) 20 (10.4%) 44 (22.9%) 

Suburb: midsize 1 (0.52%) 2 (1.1%) 3 (1.6%) 2 (1.1%) 8 (4.2%) 

Suburb: small 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%) 5 (2.6%) 7 (3.65%) 

Town: fringe 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%) 5 (2.6%) 7 (3.65%) 

Town: distant 0 (0%) 3 (1.6%) 10 (5.2%) 6 (3.1%) 19 (9.9%) 

Town: remote 1(0.52%) 1 (0.52%) 6 (3.1%) 3 (1.6%) 11 (5.7%) 

Rural: fringe 5 (2.6%) 3 (1.6%) 7 (3.6%) 4 (2.1%) 19 (9.9%) 

Rural: distant 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%) 

Total 25 (13%) 39 (20.3%) 73 (38%) 55 (28.7%) 192 (100%) 

χ2=64.447, ρ =.001 

 

Of all institutions included in the study, 39% were in a city setting, 31% suburb, 

19% town, and 11% rural. Arizona (16, 64%) had the largest percentages of institutions 

in a city setting, followed by Florida (21, 53.8%), and New York (28, 32.3%). Close to 

half of institutions in Pennsylvania in a suburban setting (49.0%). See Table 4.5 for 

additional information.  
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Table 4.5 

Crosstabulation of Institution Setting by State  

Institution 

Setting 

State 
Total 

AZ FL NY PA 

All city  16 (64.0% 21(53.8%) 28 (38.3%) 10 (18.2%) 75 (39%) 

All suburb 3 (12%) 11 (28.2%) 18 (24.7%) 27 (49%) 59 (31%) 

All town 1 (4%) 4 (10.3%) 18 (24.7%) 14 (25.5%) 37 (19%) 

All rural 5 (20%) 3 (7.7%) 9 (12.3%) 4 (7.3%) 21 (11%) 

Total 25 (100%) 39 (100%) 73(100%) 55 (100%) 192 (100%) 

χ2=64.447, ρ =.001 

 

The size of institutions was not uniformly distributed among the states (χ2= 

58.123, ρ =.001). See Table 4.6 for additional information. Small institutions made up 

28.1% of the study (N=54). Pennsylvania was primarily made up of small (20, 36.4%) 

and very small institutions (15, 27.2%). Most institutions in Arizona were medium sized 

(9, 36.0%) and small (6, 24.0%). The percentage of institutions were similar in New York 

with 32.9% of medium institutions (N=24) and 31.5% of small institutions (N=23).  

Institutions in Florida were mostly large (14, 35.9%) and very large in size (13, 33.4%). 

See Table 4.6 for additional information.  

 

Table 4.6 

Crosstabulation of Size of Institutions by State  

Institution Size 
State 

Total 
AZ FL NY PA 

Under 1,000 

(Very Small) 

1  

(4.0%) 

2  

(5.1%) 

1  

(1.4%) 15 (27.2%) 

19  

(9.9%) 

1,000 - 4,999 

(Small) 

6 

(24.0%) 

5  

(12.8%) 23 (31.5%) 20 (36.4%) 

54  

(28.1%0 

5,000 - 9,999 

(Medium) 

9 

(36.0%) 

5  

(12.8%) 24 (32.9%) 10 (18.2%) 

48  

(25.0%) 
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Table 4.6 

Crosstabulation of Size of Institutions by State (continued) 

10,000 - 19,999 

(Large) 

5 

(20.0%) 

14 

(35.9%) 20 (27.4%) 

7  

(12.7%) 

46  

(24.0%) 

20,000 and above 

(Very Large) 

4 

(16.0%) 

13 

(33.4%) 

5  

(6.8%) 

3  

(5.5%) 

25 

 (13%) 

Total 
25 

(100%) 39 (100%) 

73  

(100%) 

55  

(100%) 192 (100%) 

χ2=58.123, ρ = .001 

 

Pennsylvania had the largest percentage of White students enrolled in the state’s 

public 2- and 4-year institutions (55, 67.37%), followed by Florida (39, 51.10%), New 

York (73, 50.07%), and Arizona (25, 43.88%).  

 

Table 4.7 

Frequency of White Students Per State  

State Mean 

AZ 25 (43.88%) 

FL 39 (51.10%) 

NY 73 (50.07%) 

PA 55 (67.38%) 

Total 192 (54.43) 

 

Characteristics of State Transfer Systems   

Arizona. Arizona has three public four-year universities and twenty-one two-year 

community colleges. One state university (Arizona State University) is a multi-campus 

system that report to IPEDS as three different institutions. The State’s public universities 

are governed by the Arizona Board of Regents and the community colleges are 

coordinated by 10 individual community college districts. Public post-secondary 
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institutions throughout the state are coordinated through the AZTransfer System. The 

Arizona Transfer System (AZTransfer) was established in 1996 and coordinates 

statewide articulation and transfer in the state to ensure community college students may 

transfer without loss of credit towards a baccalaureate degree. AZTransfer also offers a 

shared unique number system (SUN) of courses that have direct equivalency at all 

Arizona public community colleges and universities (AZTransfer, 2021).  

Florida. Florida has 12 public four-year universities that are governed by the 

State University System and 28 public two-year community colleges that are governed by 

the Florida College System. Twenty-seven of the 28 public community colleges award 

baccalaureate degrees, and thus are categorized as four-year institutions by IPEDS. 

Florida guarantees transfer of postsecondary credit through several mechanisms, 

including common statewide course numbering, common prerequisite courses between 

institutions, guaranteed admission to an upper division program at a state university in the 

State University System (Florida Department of Education, 2019b). Additionally, four-

year state universities provide priority admission to AA graduates from Florida College 

System (FCS) two-year institutions over out-of-state transfer students and in the Fall 

2019 semester, FCS AA transfer students represented 25% of all undergraduate students 

enrolled at 4-year state universities (State University System of Florida, 2020b). 

New York. New York has two major higher education public systems, The City 

University of New York (CUNY) and The State University of New York (SUNY). The 

CUNY system was formed in 1961 and consists of 25 public institutions spread across 

New York City’s five boroughs (The City University of New York, 2021). To support 

students with the transfer process, CUNY has a Pathways initiative that guarantees 30-
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credit general education requirements fulfilled at one CUNY college will transfer over to 

another CUNY college seamlessly. In addition to the Pathways initiative, CUNY 

institutions also have articulation agreements between participating institutions (The City 

University of New York, 2021). 

The State University of New York (SUNY) was established in 1948 and includes 64 

schools. The State University Board of Trustees is responsible for the central 

administration, supervision, and coordination of the State-operated institutions. The 30 

community colleges are each legal entities sperate from the State University and from 

each other community college; however, the state-operated institutions, statutory colleges 

and community colleges are informally referred to as the State University System (The 

State University of New York, 2021a). 

According to the State University of New York (2021b), SUNY has system-wide 

policies in place to assist students with the transfer process. These include: 

1. Guaranteed admission to a SUNY four-year campus for New York students 

transferring directly from a SUNY campus with an AA or AS degree 

2. Guaranteed junior standing for SUNY students who graduate with an AA or AS 

degree and transfer to a parallel program at a SUNY four-year campus. 

3. A common foundation of general education requirements across campuses 

4. Transfer Paths which outline core coursework for specified majors that is common to 

all SUNY campuses offering those majors.  

5. Program to program articulation agreements across campuses.  
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Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania has 14 public four-year universities, four state-

related universities and 15 public community colleges located throughout the 

commonwealth. Two public universities (Penn State University and University of 

Pittsburgh) are multi-campus institutions that report each satellite campus as unique 

institutions to IPEDS. One state- related institution is also multi-campus but makes only 

one report to IPEDS. Uniquely, one University of Pittsburgh campus is classified as a 

two-year regional institution. The Pennsylvania Department of Education exercises 

jurisdiction over colleges and universities. Each institution has its own board (or council) 

of trustees, which is responsible for the governance of that institution. The Pennsylvania 

State System of Higher Education (PASSHE) governs the 14 state system universities 

(Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2021).  

The Pennsylvania Transfer and Articulation Center (PA TRAC) is a statewide 

transfer and articulation system which was established in 2006 aimed to benefit college 

students transferring between public colleges and universities in the commonwealth. The 

system includes five key components: 

1. Participating PA TRAC Colleges: Includes the state’s 14 community colleges, 14 

universities, and 4 state-related universities that have varying levels of participation.  

2. 30-Credit Transfer Framework: An advising tool established in the fall semester of 

2008, which includes courses from which students can select up to 30 credits to 

transfer towards the degree requirements or majors offered by participating PA 

TRAC colleges. 

3. Statewide Program-to-Program Articulation: Policy established in the fall semester of 

2012, which allows students who graduate with specified associate degrees to transfer 
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as juniors into bachelor’s degrees in similar fields of study at participating PA TRAC 

colleges. 

4. Pennsylvania Transfer and Articulation Center (PA TRAC): A tool for transfer 

information related to Pennsylvania’s statewide transfer and articulation system and 

the participating PA TRAC colleges  

5. Transfer and Articulation Oversight Committee: Comprised of representatives from 

the participating PA TRAC colleges, state-related universities, the PASSHE Office of 

the Chancellor, The Pennsylvania Commission for Community Colleges, and 

Pennsylvania Department of Education (Pennsylvania Transfer and Articulation 

Center , 2021). 

IPEDS Limitations  

 While IPEDS provides a valuable national look at transfers and the institutions 

that serve them, there are limitations with the database as it relates to transfer students. 

Prior to 2015-16, comprehensive measures of student success for different cohorts of 

students were limited. As a response to collect data for a broader group of students, the 

Outcome Measures (OM) survey was implemented to collect information on entering 

students who are first-time students as well as non-first-time students (i.e., transfer-in 

students).  Institutions were required to report on the completions of transfer students at 

three points in time (4,6, and 8 years). However, IPEDS does not collect transfer data on 

where students transfer from or to; this cannot be used to describe the pathway of transfer 

students or any field of study information (Jones, 2019).  

 Additionally, as aforementioned, Florida allows all but one of the State’s two-year 

community colleges to offer bachelor’s degrees, and consequently, the institutions are 
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classified as public four-year institutions by IPEDS. This classification can skew the data 

for transfer-in students as students who begin at the “community college” institution as a 

first-time student to earn an associate’s degree and continued at that same institution to 

earn a bachelor’s degree.  IPEDS defines transfer-in students as: 

…a student entering the reporting institution for the first time but known to have 

previously attended a postsecondary institution at the same level (e.g., 

undergraduate, graduate). This includes new students enrolled in the fall term who 

transferred into the reporting institution the prior summer term. The student may 

transfer with or without credit. For systems of coordinated institutions (multi-

campus system), students are to be identified as transfer-in students upon entering 

an institution from another institution within the same coordinated system. 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2021) 

In a study to examine how transfer students are defined and reported, both to 

IPEDS and other sources, Miller, et al., (2018) argued:  

IPEDS has the capacity to answer fairly basic questions about transfer, 

particularly with the addition of the OM survey component. Institutions and 

states, however, seem to rely primarily on their internal data for detailed, 

disaggregated information about nuances in transfer credits, patterns, experiences, 

and outcomes. (p.30) 

 

National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG) 

The National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG) is a repeated cross-sectional 

biennial that provides student level data on the nation’s college graduates, with a focus on 

those in the science and engineering workforce. NSCG is sponsored by the National 

Science Foundation and it samples individuals who are living in the United States during 

the survey reference week and have at least a bachelor’s degree across all academic 

disciplines (National Science Foundation, 2022).  

Secondary student level data from the 2017 National Survey of College Graduates 

were used to investigate research question 2. Students’ demographic and educational 

background data were analyzed to measure the outcomes of transfer student that declared 
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lock-step majors. Variables included community college enrollment, reasons for 

attending community college, associate and bachelor's degree status and field of study. 

These data were analyzed using SPSS software. Descriptive statistics frequencies were 

conducted to determine the distribution of values for single categorical variables and 

bivariate and univariate analyses were computed to analyze the relationships between 

variables. 

Florida College and University Surveys (FCUS) 

To contextualize and provide a deeper understanding of the quantitative findings 

of the institutional factors that affect student graduation rates, two different versions of a 

survey was developed to public institution faculty and staff in Florida to gather state-level 

data with the intent to measure the extent to which public two- and four-year institutions 

in the state of Florida have adopted policies and practices to support successful transfer 

and degree completion. The survey was constructed using Qualtrics software and 

included dichotomous and interval (Likert Scale) questions. Interval questions were rated 

on a five point “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” scale. 

One version of the survey was constructed to measure the extent to which each 

public community college institution provided three common themes or characteristics: a 

structured academic pathway; a student-centered culture; and culturally sensitive 

leadership, which appeared to contribute to higher-than-expected transfer rates in the 

Smith, et al. (2009) study (see Appendix C). The other survey was constructed to 

determine the extent to which each State University System institution provided five 

common characteristics: transfer specific services, targeted student services; community 

college partnerships, transfer student data tracking; and coherent transfer pathways, 
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which appeared to contribute to successful transfer student outcomes in the Miller, et al. 

(2011) study (see Appendix D). 

Survey Data Collection  

To identify faculty and staff to distribute the surveys to, I browsed the websites of 

the 12 public four-year universities and 28 community colleges in Florida for current 

employees that work with undergraduate students, starting with academic advisors and 

personnel that were linked directly to transfer student services. Using a spreadsheet, I 

created a database of stakeholder’s names, department, titles, and e-mail addresses. The 

search yielded a total of 889 staff. An e-mail including a description of the study, the link 

to the respective Qualtrics survey and a request to complete the survey were sent to each 

stakeholder’s e-mail address. To identify other potential participants through snowball 

sampling, a request to share the survey with their network of colleagues who provide 

services to transfer students at their institution or any other two-year college or four-year 

university in the State was included. The initial emails were sent out at the end of June 

2021 and then again at the end of July 2021. See Appendices E and F for the e-mails. 

Descriptive statistics including frequency distributions were computed to 

determine the distribution of values for single categorical variables. Bivariate and 

univariate analyses were computed to analyze the relationships between variables. To 

address missing data, mode imputation was computed to replace missing values from 

IPEDS data. Florida College and University Survey respondents with a self-reported race 

of Asian, Hispanic, or Native American were categorized as “other” due to the limited 

racial representativeness of respondents. African American and White were retained as 

these respective categories. Additionally, reported job titles were collapsed into four 



52 

 

categories (Dean/Vice-President, Director, Faculty, Advisor/Coordinator) to minimize 

respondent ambiguity. 

Characteristics of the Survey Respondents  

The surveys yielded a total of 119 responses between June 30th and August 9th. 

Some individuals responded directly to the e-mails to report they were choosing not to 

participate as they were no longer employed by the institution or recently retired. I also 

received several out of office automatic responses. Additionally, it is important to note 

the surveys were sent out when staff were working remotely for over 18 months due to 

the COVID-19 pandemic, which could have impacted the response rate, as research of 

the impact of the pandemic suggests burnout in academia (Business Wire, 2021).  

Community College Survey. The Florida College Survey received 62 responses 

from faculty and staff members representing 20 of the 28 public two-year community 

colleges across Florida. Most respondents represented institutions located in Central 

Florida (41, 66.1%). See Figure 4.1  
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Figure 4.1 

Community College Survey Respondents by Region  

 

 

The largest number of respondents were employed at Valencia College (19. 

30.6%). Additional information can be found in Table 4.8. Also, see Figure 3.1 regarding 

the locations of two-year institutions in Florida. 

 

Table 4.8 

Frequency of Community College Survey Respondents  

Institution Name Frequency 

Broward College 3 (4.8%) 

Chipola College 1 (1.6%) 

Daytona State College 1 (1.6%) 

Florida Gateway College 1 (1.6%) 

Florida State College at Jacksonville 6 (9.7%) 

Gulf Coast State College 1 (1.6%) 

Hillsborough Community College 3 (4.8%) 

Lake Sumter State College 1 (1.6%) 

Miami Dade College 1 (1.6%) 

Palm Beach State College 6 (9.7%) 

Pasco-Hernando State College 3 (4.8%) 

Pensacola State College 1 (1.6%) 

Polk State College 2 (3.2%) 

Seminole State College 1 (1.6%) 
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Table 4.8 

Frequency of Community College Survey Respondents (continued) 

South Florida State College 3 (4.8%) 

St. Petersburg College 6 (9.7%) 

State College of Florida, Manatee-Sarasota 1 (1.6%) 

State Johns River State College 1 (1.6%) 

Tallahassee Community College 1 (1.6%) 

Valencia College 19 (30.6%) 

Total 62 (100%) 

 

Respondents were mostly female (41, 66.1%). See Table 4.9.   

 

Table 4.9 

Frequency of Gender of Community College Survey Respondents  

Gender Frequency 

Male 21 (33.9%) 

Female 41 (66.1%) 

Total 62 (100%) 

 

A large percentage of respondents were White (30, 48.4%). See Table 4.10 for 

further details. 

 

Table 4.10 

Frequency of Race/Ethnicity of Community College Survey Respondents  

Race/Ethnicity Frequency 

African American/ Black 22 (33.5%) 

White 30 (48.4%) 

Other 10 (16.1%) 

Total 62 (100%) 
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Advisor/Coordinator was the most represented job title (38, 61.3%). The 

percentages of males (13, 62%) and females (25, 61%) that reported their current job title 

as advisors or coordinators were almost equally distributed between the genders. 

 

Table 4.11 

 

Crosstabulation of Community College Job Title and Gender  

 

Job Title 
Gender 

Total 
Male Female 

Dean/ Vice President 6 (28.5%) 4 (9.8%)  10 (16.1%)  

Director 0 (0%) 6 (14.6%) 6 (9.7%) 

Faculty 2 (9.5%) 6 (14.6%) 8 (12.9%) 

Advisor / Coordinator 13 (62%) 25 (61%) 38 (61.3%) 

Total 21(100%) 41(100%) 62 (100%) 

χ=6.404, ρ =.094 

 

Of all African American/Black represented in the study 72.7% (N=16) reported 

their current job titles as advisors/coordinators. See Table 4.12. 

 

Table 4.12 

Crosstabulation of Community College Job Title and Race  

Job Title 

Race/Ethnicity  

Total African 

American 
White Other 

Dean/ Vice President 2 (9.1%) 7 (23.3%) 1 (10%) 10 (16.1%) 

Director 1 (4.6%) 5 (16.7%) 0 (0%) 6 (9.7%) 

Faculty 3 (13.6%) 4 (13.3%) 1 (10%) 8 (12.9%) 

Advisor / Coordinator 16 (72.7%) 14 (46.7%) 8 (80%) 38 (61.3%) 

Total 22 (100%) 30 (100%) 10 (100%) 62 (100%) 

χ2=7.121, ρ = .310 
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The majority of respondents reported being in their current position between one 

to five years (36, 58.1%). See Table below.  

 

Table 4.13 

Frequency of Community College Length in Position  

Length in Current Position Frequency 

Less than 1 year 4 (6.5%) 

1 year to 5 years 3 (58.1%) 

5 years to 10 years 12 (19.4%) 

More than 10 years 10 (16.1%) 

Total 62 (100%) 

 

University Survey. The Florida University Survey received 57 responses from 

faculty and staff members distributed across the state, representing 9 of the 12 public 

universities in Florida. See Table 4.14. Additionally, refer to Figure 3.2 regarding the 

locations of four-year institutions in Florida.  

 

Table 4.14 

Frequency of University Survey Institutions   

Name of Institution Frequency 

Florida A&M University 3 (5.3%) 

Florida Atlantic University 12 (21.1%) 

Florida International University 7 (12.3%) 

Florida State University 8 (14%) 

The University of Florida 1 (1.8%) 

University of Central Florida 10 (17.5%) 

University of Florida 12 (21.1%) 

University of South Florida 3 (5.3%) 

University of West Florida 1 (1.8%) 

Total 57 (100%) 
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The largest percentage of respondents were employed at institutions located in 

north Florida (25, 43.9%). See Figure 4.2. 

Figure 4.2 

University Survey Respondents by Region  

 

 

As shown in Table 4.15, most of the university survey respondents were female 

(45, 78.9%). See Table 4.15 for further details. 

 

Table 4.15 

Frequency of Gender of University Survey Respondents  

 

 

In terms of race, 42.1% identified as White, 31.6%, African American/ Black, 

22.8% Hispanic, and 3.5% as other. See Table 4.16. 
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Gender Frequency 

Female 45 (78.9%) 

Male 12 (21.1%) 

Total 57 (100%) 
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Table 4.16 

Frequency of Race/Ethnicity of University Survey Respondents  

 

 

 

 

 

The largest category of respondents was employed as advisors or coordinators 

(44, 77.2%). As shown in Table 4.17, 80% of female and 77.6% of male respondents 

reported their job title as Advisor or Coordinator.  

 

Table 4.17 

Crosstabulation of University Job Title and Gender 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

χ2=4.248, ρ =.236 

 

Further, the largest category of respondents was Advisor/Coordinator for each 

race. See Table 4.18 for further details.  

 

Race/Ethnicity Frequency 

African American/ Black 18 (31.6%) 

Hispanic 13 (22.8%) 

White 24 (42.1%) 

Other 2 (3.5%) 

Total 57 (100%) 

Job Title  
Gender 

Total  
Male Female 

Dean/ Vice President 
0  

(0%) 

1  

(2.2%) 

1  

(1.8%) 

Director 
2  

(16.7%) 

7  

(15.6%) 

9  

(15.8%) 

Faculty 
2  

(16.7%) 

1  

(2.2%) 

3  

(5.2%) 

Advisor/ Coordinator 
8  

(66.6%) 

36  

(80.0%) 

44  

(77.2%) 

Total 
12  

(100%) 

45  

(100%) 

57  

(100%) 
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Table 4.18 

Crosstabulation of University Job Title and Race  

Job Title 
Race/Ethnicity 

Total 
Black Hispanic White Other 

Dean/ Vice 

President 

0  

(0%) 

0  

(0%) 

1  

(4.2%) 

0  

(0%) 

1  

(1.8%) 

Director 
1  

(5.6%) 

3 

 (23.0%) 

4  

(16.7%) 

1  

(50%) 

9  

(15.8%) 

Faculty 
1  

(5.6%) 

0  

(0%) 

2  

(8.3%) 

0  

(0%) 

3  

(5.2%) 

Advisor/ 

Coordinator 

16  

(88.8%) 

10  

(77.0%) 

17  

(70.8%) 

1  

(50.0%) 

44  

(77.2%) 

Total 
18  

(100%) 

13 

(100%) 

24  

(100%) 

2  

(100%) 

57  

(100%) 

 

Close to half (49.1%) of respondents reported being in their current job between 

one and five years, 43.9% were in their current job for five years or more and 7% up to 

one year. See Table 4.19 for further details.   

 

Table 4.19 

Frequency of University Length in Current Position  

Length in Current Position Frequency 

Up to 1 year 4 (7%) 

1 year to 5 years 28 (49.1%) 

5 years or more 25 (43.9%) 

Total 57 (100%) 
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS  

Introduction 

The primary focus of the current study was to examine transfer student outcomes 

in Florida by comparing that group to first-time-in-college students in the State. For 

comparison purposes, three other states (Arizona, New York, and Pennsylvania) were 

included in the analyses to be able to generalize the results beyond the state of Florida. 

These comparison states are similar in size and composition and have differing policies 

regarding transfer students. 

The organization of this chapter is based on the study’s research questions as 

illustrated in Table 5.1. Specifically, this study examined five main research questions. 

The first question addressed the differences in graduation rates between first-time-in-

college students and transfer students. The second question explored the differences in 

transfer student outcomes between students in STEM majors and non-lock-step majors. 

The third and fourth questions addressed the differences in transfer graduation rates 

between states measured by the comprehensiveness of their articulation policies. The fifth 

question focused on institutional factors that affect student graduation rates. Additional 

information regarding hypotheses, data sources and method of analysis of each research 

question are summarized in Table 5.1.  
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Table 5.1 

Research Questions, Hypotheses, Data Sources, and Analyses  

Research Questions Hypotheses Data Sources Analyses 

1. How do transfer students’ 

baccalaureate graduation 

rates differ from the 

graduation rates of FTIC 

students? 

 

FTIC baccalaureate graduates 

will have a higher 4-year and 

6-year graduation rate than 

FCS AA transfer 

baccalaureate graduates. 

IPEDS 

 

ANOVA, 

Crosstabs, 

Frequencies 

2. How do the baccalaureate 

rates in lock-step STEM 

fields of study differ 

between transfer students 

and their FTIC 

counterparts? 

FTIC students will earn 

degrees in lock-step STEM 

majors at a higher rate than 

transfer students. 

NSCG ANOVA, 

Crosstabs 

3. Do states with more 

comprehensive articulation 

policies results in higher 

graduation rates than does 

states with weaker 

articulation policies?  

 

States with more 

comprehensive articulation 

policies will be more 

effective at keeping transfer 

students on a timely pathway 

to graduation. 

 

IPEDS ANOVA, 

Regression 

4. Is there a statistically 

significant difference in 

Florida transfer student 

outcomes compared with 

transfer students from 

states with varying degrees 

of articulation policies? 

 

There will be a statistically 

significant difference 

between graduation rates 

from transfer students in 

Florida and transfer students 

from similar states without 

transfer articulation policies. 

IPEDS 

 

ANOVA, 

Crosstabs, 

Tukey Post-

hoc 

5. What institutional factors 

affect student graduation 

rates? 

 

Transfer students from rural 

community colleges will 

experience higher transfer 

rates than their counterparts 

from city and suburban 

institutions and universities 

with transfer receptive and 

transfer-affirming cultures 

will produce higher 

graduation rates. 

IPEDS, 

FCUS 

 

Regressions 
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Research Question #1:  

How do transfer students’ baccalaureate graduation rates differ from the 

graduation rates of FTIC students? 

The graduation rates of first-time-in-college students (FTIC) and transfer 

students’ were compared to assess the differences between the two groups. The 

independent variables were transfer and FTIC students, and the four- and six-year 

graduation rates were the dependent variables. It is important to note that in this 

computation and in subsequent analyses, four-year completers are also included in the 

six-year graduation rate. Across the states, the highest graduation rates were the six-year 

rate for transfer students in Pennsylvania (40, 63.90), followed by New York (38, 61.79), 

Arizona (40, 59.83), then Florida (38, 55.55). The second highest rate across the states 

was the four-year graduation rates of transfer students. The lowest graduation rates in 

each state were the four-year rate of FTIC students: Arizona (6, 35.17), Florida (38, 

38.26), New York (38, 38.24), and Pennsylvania (40, 33.33). Further, there was a 

statistically significant difference in transfer graduation rates between the states at the 

six-year marker (F=2.819, ρ =0.042). See Table 5.2 for details. 

 

Table 5.2 

Transfer and FTIC Students’ four- and six-year Graduation Rate  

  
State  Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Min Max F Sig. 

  

Four-Year 

Graduation 

Rate transfer 

students 

Arizona  54.83 25.28 4.00 73.00 

1.305 0.276 

Florida 52.00 12.01 33.00 84.00 

New York  55.92 13.10 26.00 84.00 

Pennsylvania 57.90 12.63 33.00 79.00 

Total  55.30 13.42 4.00 84.00 
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Table 5.2 

Transfer and FTIC Students’ four- and six-year Graduation Rate (continued) 

Six-year 

graduation 

rate 

transfer 

students 

Arizona  59.83 27.66 4.00 78.00 

2.819 0.042 

Florida 55.55 13.16 36.00 87.00 

New York  61.79 11.28 34.00 85.00 

Pennsylvania 63.90 11.78 38.00 83.00 

Total  60.44 13.42 4.00 87.00 

Four-year 

graduation 

rate FTIC 

students 

Arizona  35.17 16.17 4.00 49.00 

1.123 0.343 

Florida 38.26 10.18 13.00 67.00 

New York  38.24 18.35 6.00 77.00 

Pennsylvania 33.33 11.38 5.00 67.00 

Total  36.48 13.88 4.00 77.00 

Six-year 

graduation 

rate FTIC 

students 

Arizona  51.50 23.77 4.00 67.00 

0.985 0.402 

Florida 47.97 12.44 33.00 87.00 

New York  53.79 17.73 16.00 82.00 

Pennsylvania 51.83 12.83 15.00 85.00 

Total  51.22 15.01 4.00 87.00 

Note: Arizona = 6, Florida = 38, New York = 38, Pennsylvania = 40, Total=122 

 

In comparison to the other states, Arizona had the highest standard deviations for 

transfer students at the four- (6, 25.28) and six-year rates (6, 27.66), and for FTIC 

students at the six-year rate (6, 23.77). In comparison to the other states, Florida had the 

lowest standard deviations for transfer students at the four-year rate (38, 12.01) as well as 

FTIC students at the four- (40, 10.18) and six-year rates (40, 12.44). This finding could 

suggest that there is more consistency of the graduation behaviors of FTIC and transfer 

students in the State who earn their baccalaureate degrees in four-years and possibly 

could be explained by the statewide transfer and articulation efforts in place to facilitate 

efficient and effective transfer of students between and among public postsecondary 

institutions.  
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Research Question #2: 

How do the baccalaureate rates in lock-step STEM fields of study differ between 

transfer students and their FTIC counterparts? 

Secondary college graduate data from the 2017 National Survey of College 

Graduates (NSCG), a National Science Foundation sponsored survey, were analyzed to 

answer Research Question 2. The survey consisted of 83,672 respondents that earned at 

least a bachelor’s degree. Over half of the respondents were male (45,470, 54.3%). See 

Table 5.3.  

 

Table 5.3 

Frequency of Gender of NSCG Respondents  

Gender Frequency 

Female 38,202 (45.7%) 

Male 45,470 (54.3%) 

Total 83,672 (100%) 

 

Most respondents identified as non-minority (66,700, 79.2%). See Table 5.4. 

 

Table 5.4 

Frequency of Race of NSCG Respondents  

Race Minority Status Frequency 

No 66,700 (79.2%) 

Yes 16,972 (20.3%) 

Total 83,672 (100%) 
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Of the 83,672 2017 NSCG respondents, 12,859 (15.4%) reported having earned 

an associate’s degree. Of the 41,880 respondents who reported the bachelor’s as their 

highest level of degree, 62.1% reported they also earned an associate degree. The 

percentage of transfer students who earned advanced degrees decreased at each level. As 

shown in Table 5.5, 86.8% of respondents with a Master’s (MS, MA, MBA) degree did 

not earn an associate’s degree, 93.7% of Doctoral (PHD, DSc, EdD) holders did not earn 

an associate’s degree and 91.6% of respondents with an “other” professional degree (JD, 

LLB, MD, DDS, DVM) did not earn an associate’s degree. These findings match those 

observed in earlier studies which found a student’s expectation to earn a graduate degree 

was associated with a stronger likelihood for students to enter at the university and not as 

a community college student (Wang, 2013). For the duration of the study, respondents 

who earned an associate’s degree will be referred to as transfer students and non-

associate degree holders will be referred to FTIC students.  

 

Table 5.5 

Crosstabulation of NSCG Respondents and Level of Degree   

Level of Highest Degree FTIC  Transfer Total 

Bachelors (BA, BS) 33,896 (47.9%)  7,984 (62.1%) 41,880 (50.1%) 

Masters (MS, MA, MBA) 27,500 (38.8%) 4,166 (32.4%) 31,666 (37.8%) 

Doctoral                    

(PHD, DSc, EdD) 

6,342 (9.0%) 426 (3.3%) 6,768 (8.1%) 

Professional Degree      

(JD, LLB, MD, DDS, 

DVM) 

3,075 (4.3%) 283 (2.2%) 3,358 (4.0%) 

Total 70,813 (100%) 12,859 (100%) 83,672 (100%) 

χ2= 1111.751, ρ = .0001 
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The survey respondents reported diverse fields of study across three major 

education groups. The National Science Foundation categorized fields of study into three 

major categories consisting of seven fields: 

Science and Engineering Fields (S&E Fields) 

1. Computer and mathematical sciences 

2. Biological, agricultural, and environmental life sciences 

3. Physical and related sciences 

4. Social and related sciences 

5. Engineering 

Science and Engineering Related Fields (S&E-Related Fields) 

6. S&E-Related Fields 

Non-Science & Related Fields and Other (Non-S&E Fields) 

7. Non-S&E Fields 

Respondents who did not report a field of study was categorized in the missing 

category. S&E Fields included computer and mathematical sciences, biological, 

agricultural and environmental life sciences, physical and related sciences, social and 

related sciences, and engineering. S&E- Related Fields included health (includes 

nursing), science, and mathematics teacher education, technology and technical related 

fields, and architecture and actuarial science. Non-S&E Fields included management and 

administration fields, education (except science and math teacher education), social 

service and related fields (includes social work), sales and marketing fields, and other art 

and humanities fields (National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, 2012).  
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With respect to their first earned bachelor’s degree, most of the respondents 

reported a S&E field of study (65.8%). On a percentage basis, slightly more FTIC 

students (67.9%) earned a bachelor’s degree in a S&E field than transfer students (54%). 

On the contrary, transfer students (14.9%) earned more bachelor’s degrees in S&E 

related fields and non-S&E related fields (27%) at a higher rate than FTIC students 

(9.7%, 19% respectively). See Table 5.6 below for additional information. Information 

regarding the field of study included in each category can be found in Appendix E. 

 In comparison to FTIC students, transfer students earn bachelor’s degrees in 

science and engineering fields at a lesser rate and earn bachelor’s degrees in science and 

engineering related fields at higher rates. The finding that transfer students earn fewer 

degrees in science and related fields on a percentage basis could be due to the difference 

in the academic readiness of students who attend community colleges and students who 

enroll directly into the university. One possible explanation for the higher percentage of 

science and engineering related and non-science and engineering related degrees amongst 

transfer students could be related to the curriculum alignment challenges transfer students 

face at the university which could lead to the decision to switch their major to a related 

field that would not lead to additional credits or time to degree.  

 

Table 5.6 

Crosstabulation of Associate Degree by Bachelor’s Degree Major 

 

Field of Study FTIC Transfer Total 

Science and Engineering Fields  
48,025 

(67.9%) 

6,940 

(54.0%) 

54,965 

(65.7%) 

S&E-Related Fields 
6,898  

(9.7%) 

1,914 

(14.9%) 

8,812  

(10.6%) 
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Table 5.6 

Crosstabulation of Associate Degree by Bachelor’s Degree Major (continued) 

χ2=1105.726, ρ = .0001 

 

Research Question #3: 

Do states with more comprehensive articulation policies result in higher transfer 

student graduation rates than do states with weaker articulation policies?  

To answer this research question, a comparison of the transfer policies present in 

each state and one-way ANOVAs were computed to determine if there was a relationship 

between the states and transfer students. The transfer and articulation state comparisons 

were informed by four common transfer metrics used by the Education Commission of 

the States (ECS) to track and evaluate articulation policies in all 50 states. These metrics 

include 1) common course numbering, 2) transferable core of lower-division courses, 

guaranteed transfer of an associate degree, and 4) reverse transfer. More information can 

be found in Table 5.7 and definitions of each metric as defined by ECS (Education 

Commission of the States, 2020) can be found below:   

1. Common course numbering: A uniform numbering convention used at all public 

postsecondary institutions for lower-division courses. 

2. Transferable core of lower-division courses: A set of general education courses 

agreed upon across all public postsecondary institutions. It must be fully transferable 

at all public institutions. Institutions may have different naming conventions; 

Non-S&E Fields 
13,464 

(19.0%) 

3478  

(27.0%) 

1,6942 

(20.2%) 

Missing 
2,426  

(3.4%) 

527  

(4.1%) 

2,953 

(3.5%) 

Total 
70,813 

(100%) 

12,859 

(100%) 

83,672  

(100%) 
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however, if that is the case, there is a crosswalk for institutions to use in the transfer 

process. 

3. Guaranteed transfer of an associate degree: Guarantees students who are awarded 

an associate degree before transfer to a four-year institution can transfer all of their 

credits to the four-year institution and enter at the junior-standing level. The majority 

of policies state that students are not required to complete any further general 

education courses unless required for a specific major. 

4. Reverse transfer: Allows all public institutions to implement the process of 

retroactively granting an associate degree to students who have not completed the 

requirements of an associate degree before they transferred to a four-year institution. 

A state received a “yes” by ECS if their policies included participation from all 

public two- and four-year institutions. Previous literature asserts all policies are not the 

same and the presence of these impact students differently (Gross & Goldhaber, 2009). 

Influenced by the methodology of assessing states on a Likert scale used by Ignash and 

Townsend (2000), each metric was ranked on a four-point scale, with “1” representing 

the least impactful and “4” representing the most impactful. The ranking was based on 

my professional experience working as an academic advisor that worked directly with 

transfer students at both community college and university levels in two of the states 

(with polar policy practices) included in the study. The ranking of policies are as follows: 

• Common course numbering: 4 

• Transferable core of lower-division courses: 3 

• Guaranteed transfer of an associate degree: 2 

• Reverse transfer: 1 
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Common course numbering was rated as “4” due the credit protection and 

preservation provided to students as they transfer from institution to institution. Based on 

a historical review of state statues, Roksa and Keith (2008) argue the “main purpose of 

articulation policies is to prevent the loss of credits when students transfer within state 

higher education systems” (p.236). Ignash and Townsend (2000) also argued this metric 

is a strong component of the success of states’ transfer and articulation policies. The 

results from all four metrics were tallied to assess the strength of each state’s overall 

statewide policies and ranked the overall policy strength as “strong”, “fairly strong”, 

“moderate”, “fairly weak” and “weak”. A score between 1-2 represented “weak”, 3-4 

“fairly weak”, 5-6 “moderate”, 7-8 “fairly strong”, and 9-10 “strong”.  

The comparison concluded Florida was the only state with all four metrics and 

thus had the “strongest” and most comprehensive statewide articulation policies in 

comparison to the other states. Common course numbering and transferable core of 

lower-division courses were found in Arizona, making it “fairly strong”. Pennsylvania’s 

statewide policy was “moderate” due to its implementation of a transferable core of 

lower-division courses and guaranteed transfer of associate degrees. New York’s 

statewide policy was “weak” due to the presence of only one metric, which was the least 

impactful. All states, except New York, offered a transferable core of lower-division 

courses and Florida and Arizona were the only two states to offer common course 

numbering. See Table 5.7 for additional information.   
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Table 5.7 

Evaluation of State Transfer and Articulation Policies   

State 

 

Common 

course 

numbering 

(4) 

Transferable 

core of 

lower-

division 

courses (3) 

 

Guaranteed 

transfer of 

associates 

degree (2) 

Reverse 

transfer 

(1) 

State’s 

Policy 

Strength 

Arizona Yes Yes No No 

Fairly 

Strong 

7 

Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong 

10 

New York No No No Yes 
Weak 

1 

Pennsylvania No Yes Yes No 
Moderate 

5 

 

Some of the specific characteristics that were considered for each state were:  

• Arizona: The AZTransfer pathway guaranteed transfer of some associate degrees and 

the reverse transfer of some associate degrees; however, this did not constitute as 

“statewide”.  

• Pennsylvania: The state was not found to have statewide common course numbering; 

however, the State had a course equivalency database. Additionally, a statewide 

reverse transfer agreement between all 14 community colleges and 14 State System 

universities was signed to allow students who have earned at least 60 total credits to 

apply for an associate's degree from the community college where they started; 

however, this did not constitute as “statewide”. 
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• New York: The state has two different systems (State University New York, City 

University New York), which has individual transfer policies within the systems. 

Additionally, the State does not have statewide guaranteed transfer of an associate 

degree; however, both the SUNY and CUNY systems have transfer policies. 

ANOVAs were computed for transfer students who earned a baccalaureate degree 

in four- and six- years. The one-way ANOVAs revealed there was a strong relationship 

between transfer graduation rates and the states at the six-year rate (F=2.819, ρ =.042). In 

comparison to Arizona, New York, and Pennsylvania, Florida had the lowest graduation 

rates of transfer students at the four- (38, 52.00), and six-year rates (38, 55.55). Transfer 

students in Pennsylvania had the highest graduation rates at the four (40, 57.90) and six-

year rates (40, 63.90).  

 

Table 5.8  

One-Way ANOVA of four- and six-Year Transfer Graduation Rates  

  
State  Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Min Max F Sig. 

  

Four-Year 

Graduation 

Rate 

transfer 

students 

Arizona  54.83 25.28 4.00 73.00 

1.305 0.276 

Florida 52.00 12.01 33.00 84.00 

New York  55.92 13.10 26.00 84.00 

Pennsylvania 57.90 12.63 33.00 79.00 

Total  55.30 13.42 4.00 84.00 

Six-year 

graduation 

Rate 

Transfer 

Students 

Arizona 59.83 27.66 4.00 78.00 

2.819 0.042 

Florida 55.55 13.16 36.00 87.00 

New York 61.79 11.28 34.00 85.00 

Pennsylvania 63.90 11.78 38.00 83.00 

Total 60.44 13.42 4.00 87.00 

Note: Arizona = 6, Florida = 38, New York = 38, Pennsylvania = 40, Total=122 
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Table 5.9 provides the intercorrelations of state policies and transfer student 

graduation outcomes.  

 

Table 5.9 

Comprehension of State Policy and Transfer Graduation Rates  

Note: *1 = Highest, 4= Lowest, ** 10= Strongest, 1 = Weakest 

 

Interestingly, these findings are the opposite of what would be expected based on 

the strengths of the state policies. Florida, the State with the strongest and most 

comprehensive transfer policies of the states had the lowest transfer graduation rates in 

comparison to the other states. Further, in comparison to the other states, transfer students 

in New York were found to have the second highest graduation rates of transfer students 

at the four- (38, 55.92) and six-year rates (38, 61.79). These findings are the opposite of 

what would be expected based on the strengths of the state policies. Additionally, Florida 

had the lowest variability in transfer student graduation rates within the state which 

suggests transfer graduation rates are similar across the State.  

These findings are consistent with those of Gross and Goldhaber’s (2009), which 

suggest the presence of state transfer and articulation policies offer little improvement in 

the transfer of students from two- to four-year colleges. There are several possible 

State 
Transfer Graduation Rates Ranking* 

State’s Policy 

Ranking** 

Arizona 3 7 

Florida 4 10 

New York 2 1 

Pennsylvania   1  5 
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reasons for these results. One possible explanation for this might be that each metric 

impacts students differently based on their demographic characteristics, as suggested by 

Gross and Goldhaber (2009). Other possible explanations could be that each of these 

elements is likely implemented and resourced in different ways in each state, or perhaps 

the relationship between institutional characteristics and the use of these elements 

produce different student outcomes in each state.  

The performance of transfer students in Florida could be attributed to the makeup 

of who is involed in the policy making process related to transfer students. The university 

survey, which was administered to determine the extent to which each State University 

System institution provided transfer specific services and community college 

partnerships, reveled 75.6% (N=31) of the university faculty and staff respondents who 

indicated working with transfer students every day were Advisors/Coordinators. See 

Table 5.10  below. 

 

Table 5.10 

Crosstabulation of Job Title and Frequency of Transfer Student Interaction 

 How often do you work directly with transfer students? 

Total 
Job Title 

Every 

day 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

Once a 

semester 
Never 

Dean/ Vice 

President 

0 

(0%) 

0  

(0%) 

1 

(25%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

1 

(1.8%) 

Director 
8 

(19.5%) 

0 

(0%) 

1 

(25.0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

9 

(15.8%) 

Faculty 
2 

(4.9%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

1 

(50.0%) 

0 

(0%) 

3 

(5.3%0 

Advisor/ 

Coordinator 

31 

(75.6%) 

8 

(100%) 

2 

(50.0%) 

1 

(50.0%) 

2 

(2%) 

44 

(77.2%) 

Total 
41 

(100%) 

8 

(100%) 

4 

(100%) 

2 

(100%) 

2 

(100%) 

57 

(57.0%) 

χ2= 25.335, ρ = 0.13 
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 However, 93.1% (N=27) of Advisors/Coordinators reported they are never 

involved with polices related to transfer students. See Table 5.11. 

 

Table 5.11 

Crosstabulation of Job Title and Frequency of Transfer Policy Involvement  

What is 

your job 

title? 

How often are you involved with making policies relating to transfer 

students? 

Every 

day 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

Once a 

semester 
Never Total  

Dean/ Vice 

President 

0 

(0%) 

1 

(50%) 

0 

 (0%) 

0  

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

1  

(1.8%) 

Director 
1 

(25.0%) 

1 

(50.0%) 

1 

(33.3%) 

5 

(26.3%) 

1 

(3.4%) 

9 

(15.8%) 

Faculty 
1 

(25.0%) 

0 

(0%) 

0  

(0%) 

1  

(5.3%) 

1 

(3.4%) 

3  

(5.3%) 

Advisor/ 

Coordinator 

2 

(50.0%) 

0 

(0%) 

2 

(66.7%) 

13 

(68.4%) 

27 

(93.1%) 

44 

(77.2%) 

Total 
4 

(100%) 

2  

(100%) 

3  

(100%) 

19 

(100%) 

29 

(100%) 

57 

(100%) 

χ2= 40.429, ρ =.001 

 

 These results show that those who work directly with transfer students the 

most and perhaps have a more well-versed and more up-to-date understanding of transfer 

student needs are virtually not involved in the policy making process that directly impacts 

students. It is plausible that the absence of advisors and coordinators, who work with 

transfer students most frequently, in the policy making process has an inverse impact on 

the success of the transfer and articulation metrics in place in the state. 
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Research Question #4:  

Is there a statistically significant difference in Florida transfer student outcomes 

compared with transfer students from states with varying degrees of articulation 

policies? 

As evidenced from the findings in Table 5.8, there was a statistically significant 

difference in transfer student graduation rates between the states at the six-year rate 

(F=2.819, ρ =.042), which allows us to reject the null hypotheses that there is no 

difference between the states at the six-year rate. Further, the differences between Pell 

grant eligible and non-Pell grant recipients were of interest. as the percentage of 

undergraduates with a Pell Grant is one of the metrics measured as part of Florida’s 

performance-based funding for public institutions, as aforementioned. To measure the 

differences between Pell grant recipients and non-recipients, one-way ANOVAs were 

computed to further investigate the differences in the graduation rates of Pell Grant 

eligible transfer students’ graduation rates between the states.  

Similar to the results from Table 5.8, the tests revealed a strong relationship 

between transfer graduation rates and the states at six-year marker (F=2.949, ρ =.0036). 

On a percentage basis it was observed the graduation rates of Pell eligible students were 

measurably lower than the overall population of transfer students. On the state level, the 

percentage of Pell Grant eligible transfer student graduates at the six-year rate was the 

highest in Pennsylvania (40, 61.35), followed by New York (38, 59.24), Arizona (6, 

59.00), then Florida (38, 52.87). see Table 5.12. 
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Table 5.12 

One-Way ANOVA Graduation Rates of Pell Eligible Transfer Students 

  State Mean 
Std. 

Dev. 
Min. Max. F  

P 

value  
 

Four-year 

Graduation 

rate of Pell 

Grant 

Eligible TR 

Students  

Arizona 53.83 23.68 7.00 72.00 

1.5 0.218 

 

Florida 48.84 13.32 26.00 81.00  

New York 52.95 11.41 28.00 77.00  

Pennsylvania  55.10 13.10 29.00 81.00  

Total 52.42 13.39 7.00 81.00  

Six-year 

Graduation 

Rate of 

Pell Grant 

Eligible TR 

Students  

Arizona 59.00 26.07 7.00 77.00 

2.949 0.036 

 

Florida 52.87 14.08 29.00 85.00  

New York 59.24 9.94 36.00 79.00  

Pennsylvania  61.35 12.18 38.00 83.00  

Total 57.93 13.39 7.00 85.00  

Note: Arizona = 6, Florida = 38, New York = 38, Pennsylvania = 40, Total=122  

 

After rejecting the null hypothesis that that there is no difference between the 

states at the six-year rate for all transfer students and Pell Grant eligible transfer students, 

post-hoc analyses were conducted for graduation rates of all transfer students and for Pell 

Grant eligible transfer students to determine precisely which means differ amongst the 

states. The Tukey analyses for both groups of students reveled Florida and Arizona 

transfer graduation rates differed significantly at the .05 level. See Table 5.13 for the 

findings. It is important to note the size of Arizona is different from the other states and 

these results should be viewed with caution due to heterogeneity in state sizes. 
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Table 5.13  

Tukey HSD Post-hoc of Graduation Rates of Transfer Students 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 

Note: Arizona = 6, Florida = 38, New York = 38, Pennsylvania = 40, Total=122  

 

The Tukey tests on Pell Grant eligible students also revealed a significant 

difference between Florida and Arizona at the 0.05 level. See Table 5.14. 

 

Table 5.14 

Tukey HSD Post-hoc Graduation Rates of Pell Eligible Transfer Students 

Four-year 

Grad Rate 

of Pell 

Eligible 

Transfer 

Students 

State Mean Arizona Florida New York Pennsylvania 

Arizona 33.8400 -    

Florida 48.3333 0.003* -   

New York 41.9583 0.139 0.200 -  

Pennsylvania  47.0000 0.005* 0.979 0.308 - 

Six-year 

Grad Rate 

of Pell 

Eligible 

Transfer 

Students 

Arizona 37.2400 -    

Florida 52.2821 0.004* -   

New York 47.0694 0.068 0.423 -  

Pennsylvania  52.2727 0.002* 1.000 0.330 - 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 

Note: Arizona = 6, Florida = 38, New York = 38, Pennsylvania = 40, Total=122  

 

Four-year 

Grad Rate 

of Transfer 

Students 

State Mean Arizona Florida New York Pennsylvania 

Arizona 37.12 -    

Florida 51.62 0.004* -   

New York 44.29 0.244 0.119 -  

Pennsylvania  49.18 0.015* 0.895 0.351 - 

Six-year 

Grad Rate 

of Transfer 

Students 

Arizona 40.32 -    

Florida 55.13 0.005* -   

New York 49.19 0.124 0.313 -  

Pennsylvania  54.25 0.005* 0.995 0.362 - 
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Therefore, we accept the hypotheses that there are no differences in transfer 

students’ graduation rates between Florida and states with weaker and less 

comprehensive transfer policies included in the study.  

 

Research Question #5:  

What institutional factors affect student graduation rates?  

Regression analyses were used to investigate what institutional factors affect 

student graduation rates. The dependent variable was the overall percent of students who 

complete a bachelor’s degree within 150% of time. The 150% rate is equivalent to the 

six-year graduation rate and was chosen as the dependent variable due to the percentage 

of FTIC and transfer students who earn their baccalaureate degrees at this rate (see Table 

5.2). The independent variables included the transfer out rate of the bachelor’s cohort, 

average net-price of students awarded grant or scholarship aid, percent of undergraduate 

enrollment that is White, the transfer in rate, baccalaureate colleges in the state, and 

percent of full-time enrollment taken together. The analysis produced an R Square of 

.511. This means 51.1% of the variation was explained by the independent variables 

taken together. The F stat was significant (ρ =.001), which allows us to reject the null 

hypothesis that there is no relationship between the dependent variable and independent 

variables taken together. See Table 5.15 below. 

Two variables had a statistically significant negative relationship with the 

dependent variable at the .001 level or better. All things equal, for every 100 students 

transferring into the institution, the bachelor’s degree graduation within 150% of time 

decreases by 18.05 points and for every one-unit change in the percent of full-time 
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students enrolled, the bachelor’s degree graduation within 150% of time decreases by 

10.43 points.  

 

Table 5.15 

Regression Results  

 Regression 

Coefficient 
Beta t 

Arizona 68.691 0.101 0.958 

New York 95.140 0.257 1.959 

Pennsylvania 39.560 0.098 0.615 

Transfer-out rate - Bachelor cohort 1.440 0.064 0.635 

Average net price-students awarded 

grant or scholarship aid 
0.004 0.106 0.601 

Percent of undergraduate 

enrollment who are White 
1.196 0.158 1.288 

Transfer-in rate -18.047 -0.571 -5.014 *** 

Baccalaureate level institutions 52.543 0.083 0.849 

Percent full-time enrollment -10.428 -0.870 -7.041*** 

Constant 838.678  6.794 

R²= .511, ρ =.001 

Dependent Variable: Bachelor's graduation rate at 150% 

*=.05, ** = .01, *** = .001 

 

 

There are several likely causes for the inverse relationship between in the 150% 

graduation rate and transfer-in students enrolling at universities. One possible explanation 

for this might be that institutions do not have the proper resources available to support 

transfer students or conversely, transfer students are less likely to use institutional 

resources, as suggested by Townsend (1995). Another variable that had an inverse effect 

on the 150% graduation rate at a significant level was the percent of full-time students 

enrolled at the university. This may be due to the challenges transfer students face when 

transferring from smaller institutions to larger more complex institutions. These 

challenges could perhaps be on an individual level such as transfer shock, or on an 
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institutional level, such as lack of support services for transfer students or curriculum 

misalignment that requires additional pre-requisite courses which leads to additional time 

to degree.   
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction  

Timely graduation is important on a national scale, as evidenced by the 1990 

Student Right-to-Know Act, which required institutions of higher education receiving 

federal financial assistance to report graduation rates via IPEDS (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2018c). Graduation rates are also imperative on the state level, in 

states such as Florida, which adopted the use of the six-year graduation rates of FTIC 

students as part of the State’s performance-based funding model established in 2014. 

Recently, in 2019, the State’s legislature added graduation rates for in- state AA transfer 

students to the metrics of the performance-based model for the first time (State 

University System of Florida Board of Governors, 2020), which makes the importance of 

transfer student outcomes even more pivotal.  

Previous literature has found mixed results regarding the impact which 

articulation agreements have on student outcomes. Some researchers suggest articulation 

policies have a positive effect on the transfer process (Chen et al., 2012; Falconetti, 2007; 

Stern, 2016), while others claim articulation polices have no or even a negative effect on 

transfer student outcomes (Anderson, et al., 2006; Gross & Goldhaber, 2009; Kienzl, et 

al., 2012; Long & Kurlaender, 2009; Roska & Keith, 2008; Stern, 2016; Taylor & Jain, 

2017). With a focus on Florida, a state with strong statewide transfer and articulation 

policies, the aim of this study was to investigate the differences between transfer student 

outcomes in Florida by comparing that group to FTIC students in the State, and the 

outcomes of students in states with varying degrees of statewide articulation policies. 
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This study aimed to further contribute to the body of research on articulation policies and 

transfer student outcomes. This chapter summarizes the main findings of the current 

study and discusses limitations, provides implications, and offers policy 

recommendations for future research. 

Summary of the Study  

 The current study researched the extent to which post-secondary articulation 

policies have an impact on graduation rates of students who transfer with an associate’s 

degree from a public two-year institution to earn a baccalaureate degree from a public 

four-year institution in states with varying degrees of statewide articulation policies. The 

study is based on the quantitative analyses of three databases, two of which were 

federally collected databases, the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS) and the National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG), and one which was 

constructed from survey responses from two- and four-year public Florida institutions 

collected in this research project, referred to as Florida College and University Surveys 

(FCUS). Graduation Rate (GR), and Outcome Measures (OM) variables for two- and 

four-year public institutions in Florida, Arizona, New York, and Pennsylvania were 

collected from IPEDS to address the research questions. The subgroup dataset included 

192 institutions across the four states. The NSCG included 83,762 FTIC (70,813, 84.6%) 

and transfer student (12,859, 15.4%) graduates from across the nation with diverse fields 

of studies.  

The Florida College and University Surveys included two different versions of a 

survey to public institution faculty and staff in Florida with the intent to measure the 

extent to which public two- and four-year institutions in the state of Florida have adopted 
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policies and practices to support successful transfer and degree completion. I identified 

participants by browsing the websites of the twelve public four-year universities and 

twenty-eight community colleges in Florida for current employees that work with 

undergraduate students, starting with academic advisors and personnel that were linked 

directly to transfer student services. The surveys were sent out at the end of June 2021 

and July 2021. The Community College Survey yielded 62 responses from faculty and 

staff members representing 20 of the 28 public two-year community colleges in Florida. 

The University Survey received 57 responses from faculty and staff members distributed 

across the state, representing nine of the twelve public universities in Florida. 

Summary of Findings  

Graduation Rates  

Statistical analyses proved there was a strong relationship between the states and 

graduation rates. The four-year graduation rates of FTIC students were the lowest across 

all states. In Pennsylvania, New York, and Arizona, the highest graduation rate was the 

six-year graduation rate for transfer students, followed by the four-year graduation rate 

for transfer students. In Florida, the highest graduation rate was the six-year graduation 

rate of transfer students, followed by the four-year graduation rate for FTIC students. 

Florida had the lowest standard deviations for transfer students at the four- year rate as 

well as FTIC students at the four and six-year rates. This finding could suggest that there 

is more consistency of the graduation behaviors of FTIC and transfer students in the State 

and possibly could be explained by the statewide transfer and articulation efforts in place 

to facilitate efficient and effective transfer of students between and among public 
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postsecondary institutions. Further, Pell Grant eligible transfer students had considerably 

lower graduation rates on a percentage basis in comparison to all transfer students. 

The study found transfer graduation rates were not correlated with the strengths of 

statewide transfer and articulation policies. Florida had a “strong” statewide policy and 

was the strongest of the four states. Arizona had a “fairly strong” policy followed by 

Pennsylvania, which had a “moderate” policy, then New York, which had a “weak” 

policy. Pennsylvania, a state with a “moderate” statewide policy, had the highest 

graduation rates of transfer students on a percentage basis. This suggests the presence of 

common statewide transfer and articulation characteristics does not guarantee higher or 

better transfer student outcomes as found in previous studies (Anderson, et al., 2006; 

Gross & Goldhaber, 2009; Kienzl, et al., 2012; Long & Kurlaender, 2009; Roska & 

Keith, 2008; Stern, 2016; Taylor & Jain, 2017). 

Arguably, the success of transfer students in New York could also be attributed to 

the separate, but similar transfer and articulation metrics offered by the CUNY and 

SUNY systems within the state. Although the State was ranked as “weak” due to the 

policies not constituting as “statewide”, the performance of transfer students in the State 

makes it evident the two public systems within the State do a quality job at moving 

students from associates to baccalaureate programs and subsequently graduating them, 

and the finding should not be discounted. Similarly, in a study on the impact of 

articulation policies that also only considered statewide policies as those on a coordinated 

state level, Roksa and Keith (2008) argued maybe articulation policies do not need to be a 

part of state legislation to have a positive impact on students, and statewide and 

coordinated efforts on a smaller scale could still be effective. Foremost, as 
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aforementioned, although the CUNY and SUNY policies are not coordinated on a 

“statewide level”, transfer students of New York are offered at least three of the four 

metrics by way of these two systems. The only metric that was not found in the State in 

any capacity was common course numbering.  

There are several possible explanations why the graduation rates of transfer 

students in Florida do not reflect the comprehensiveness of the State’s transfer and 

articulation policies. First, there could be a disconnection between state policies and 

practices and thus impact transfer student outcomes. For example, Florida passed a law in 

2001 allowing community colleges to offer bachelor’s degrees to meet local workforce 

needs. Degree programs were originally in high need areas, such as teaching and nursing 

and applied sciences, but have since expanded to a wide range of programs such as 

business, communications technologies and visual and performing arts (Love, 2020). 

According to the Florida College System 2021 Fact Book (2021b), total community 

college enrollment has been on the decline for at least the past five years, down over 12% 

between the 2016-17 and 2020-21 school years. It can be hypothesized that community 

colleges are not as focused on preparing students to vertically transfer to the university 

when those students can be retained and enrolled at the community college to earn the 

four-year credential. Student enrollment is especially critical for community colleges 

during this time as the coronavirus crisis has led to significant declines at community 

colleges across the country, close to 15% decline in enrollment between the fall 2019 and 

fall 2021 terms across the nation (National Student Clearning House Research Center, 

2021). The Florida College System’s performance-based funding model, which measures 

retention, completion and graduation, job placement/continuing education, and entry 
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level wages of students, increases the gravity for community college institutions to retain 

associate completers and secure continuing enrollment directly at the community college 

after earning the two-year credential.   

Institutional Characteristics  

The study found a statistically significant negative relationship between the six-

year transfer student graduation rate and the percent of students transferring into the 

institution and the percent of full-time students enrolled at the institution. There are 

several likely causes for the inverse relationship between in the 150% graduation rate and 

transfer-in students enrolling at universities. One possible explanation for this might be 

that institutions do not have the proper resources available to support transfer students or 

conversely, transfer students are less likely to use institutional resources, as suggested by 

Townsend (1995). Additionally, although each states’ articulation policies included some 

level of the guaranteed transfer of associate degree policy (which protects students from 

the loss of credits), it is important to note acceptance into the university does guarantee 

acceptance into their desired field of study, and perhaps, as a result, transfer students are 

required to complete additional pre-requisites for their desired major of choice, which 

results in additional time to degree. Another variable that had an inverse effect on the 

150% graduation rate at a significant level was the number of full-time students enrolled 

at the university. This may be due to the challenges transfer students face when 

transferring from smaller institutions to larger more complex institutions. These 

challenges could perhaps be on an individual level such as transfer shock, or on an 

institutional level, such as lack of support services for transfer students or curriculum 
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misalignment that requires additional pre-requisite courses which leads to additional time 

to degree.   

The Florida College and University surveys suggested Florida has a transfer 

affirming culture. Survey results suggested community college and university faculty and 

staff actively regularly engage with one another to ensure transfer student success. The 

majority of community college respondents indicated their institution “definitely” 

actively pursued relationships with four-year institutions (55, 88.7%) while most 

university respondents (38, 66.7%) agreed their college department faculty worked with 

feeder two-year colleges to align curricula. However, despite these findings, the fruits of 

these efforts are not reflected in the completion rates of transfer students in comparison to 

transfer students in states with weaker statewide agreements. Considerably more work 

will need to be done to develop a better understanding of how the transfer and 

articulation policies are interpreted and implemented at public institutions across the 

state.  

Field of Study and Degree Attainment  

When it came to degree attainment, the study found interesting but expected 

results. Only 12,859 (15.4%) of the 83,672 respondents to the National Survey of College 

Graduates earned an associate’s degree. Of the 41,880 respondents who reported the 

bachelor’s as their highest level of degree, 62.1% reported they also earned an associate 

degree, and thus were transfer students. 

Transfer students were found to earn fewer graduate level degrees than their FTIC 

counterparts. Of all survey respondents included in the study, only 13.2% earned a 

masters level degree, 6.3% earned a doctorate level degree, and 8.4% earned a 
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professional degree. This finding is consistent with that of Wang (2013) which found a 

higher percentage of students who enrolled in four-year institutions (FTIC students) had 

the expectation to earn a graduate degree in comparison with students enrolled in two-

year community colleges. 

 It was also found transfer students (54%) earned their first bachelor’s degrees in 

science and related fields, at a lower rate than FTIC students (67.9%). Additionally, on a 

percentage basis, more transfer students earned their first bachelor’s degrees in S&E 

related fields and non-S&E related fields at a higher rate than FTIC students. It was 

important to investigate the differences in STEM degree attainment between transfer 

students and FTIC for multiple reasons. First, roughly 40% of first-time freshman 

currently enter college at two-year institutions (Ginder, et al., 2015) and many intend to 

transfer to earn a bachelor’s degree. It is understood that STEM majors require a highly 

sequenced pre-requsite structure that students must follow prudently to stay on track for 

timely graduation. With respects to the importance of degree attainment for employment 

opportunites and the needs of the national workforce, it is imperative the pipeline of 

students in STEM fields of studies earn baccalaureate degrees in comparable rates to their 

FTIC to meet the increased demand of the future workforce. These findings can be 

further examined through the framework of human capital theory, in which education 

scholars argue the economic correlation between degrees and income varies based on 

majors/field of study. 

These trends in degree attainment could be attributed to the difference in the 

academic readiness of students who attend community colleges, which could influence 

students’ choice of major as well as their decision to remain enrolled in a major once the 
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curriculum requirements of the major are better understood. In regard to academic 

preparedness, previous research found more than half of transfer students majoring in 

engineering had to complete a lower-level math course before taking a college-level 

course in calculus or above (Terenzini, et al., 2014). Also, the need for remedial courses 

could perhaps influence a student to change their major out of the STEM field. Previous 

research found 35% of students who had originally declared a STEM major had changed 

their field of study within three years (National Center for Education Statistics, 2017). 

Another possible explanation for the higher percentage of science and engineering related 

and non-science and engineering related degrees amongst transfer students could be 

related to the curriculum alignment challenges. It is plausible STEM transfer students are 

required to complete additional courses at the university which could add more time to 

degree and perhaps STEM students decide to and/or the lack of academic resources in 

place to support transfer students. 

Implications 

 Florida was chosen as a focus state due to the comprehensiveness of the statewide 

articulation agreement in place to facilitate efficient and effective progression and 

transfer of students between public postsecondary institutions. The findings of the study 

support a number of conclusions for Florida. The findings of the first research question 

indicated transfer students graduated at rates higher than FTIC students. As the six-year 

graduation rate is generally seen as the best representation of completion, this suggests 

Florida’s statewide agreement could have a positive impact on transfer student 

completion rates in relation to the completion rates of FTIC students. However, transfer 

students in states with fewer and/or less comprehensive transfer and articulation policies 
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had higher graduation rates, on a percentage basis, than transfer students in Florida. 

Further, Pell Grant eligible transfer students had the lowest graduation rates across all 

states.  

States should analyze which elements or characteristics have the most significant 

impact on transfer students’ graduation rates and strengthen those resources and policies 

to increase transfer students’ outcomes. Based on the findings of previous research 

(Handel, 2011a; Smith, et al., 2009), the following practices are suggested to minimize 

transition issues for students and improve transfer from community colleges to four-year 

institutions:   

• Prioritize institutional leadership support and collaboration between the sending 

and receiving institutions 

• Provide clear, concise, and frequent communication about preparation 

• Create unique transfer pathways such as summer bridge programs 

• Offer guaranteed admission to the university for community college students who 

complete prescribed requirements and meet with advisors at both the two- and 

four-year institutions 

• Allow community college students to participate in university campus activities 

• Invite university advisors to the community college campuses or provide a 

permanent on campus office on the community college campuses  

• Offer Dual Admissions to students, particularly students from schools in a 

proximate region 

• Provide training to university outreach and recruitment staff to work with 

prospective community college applicants  
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• Align curricula through strong student-centered articulation 

• Create transparent transfer credit policies and provide timely credit evaluations 

• Involve faculty in the transfer admission process 

• Create incentives, identify transfer targets and provide admission preferences for 

transfer students 

• Innovate financial aid opportunities to community college transfer students to 

eliminate economic challenges, such as creating financial aid partnerships 

between institutions, packaging transfers like dependent students, and funding 

transfer student scholarships 

• Create a “transfer receptive culture” at four-year institutions by offering and 

requiring transfer specific orientations, transfer skills courses, transfer housing, 

and investing in on campus transfer centers 

• Provide transfer “ambassador” mentors 

• Provide targeted low-income/first-generation support services, perhaps through 

the support of federal TRIO grant programs 

• Provide flexible scheduling of coursework, such as evenings and on weekends 

• Reward faculty and staff who value students and implement a performance and 

accountability culture by encouraging innovation and risks to support the 

institution’s transfer-receptive culture. 

Additionally, this study found transfer students earned fewer bachelor’s degrees 

in science and engineering and more degrees in science and engineering related fields 

than their FTIC counterparts. Additionally, on a percentage basis, transfer students were 

found to earn fewer graduate level degrees than their FTIC counterparts. To increase the 
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percentage of transfer students who earn bachelor’s degrees in STEM fields, community 

colleges should consider offering intensive academic programming to incoming students 

such as a mathematics bridge program, focused tutoring, and/or study groups to prepare 

students (who have been found to be traditionally less academically prepared than their 

FTIC counterparts) for collegiate level curriculum and increase retention in STEM 

majors. To address the low percentage of transfer students who earn graduate level 

degrees, community colleges can provide more targeted workshops and information 

sessions with the goals to increase students’ aspirations to earn a bachelor’s degree and to 

potentially increase student’s exposure to the pathways to and benefits of earning 

graduate credentials. This will demystify the transfer process and potentially increase 

community college students’ interest in graduate level STEM programs.  

Furthermore, to reduce potential problems due to curriculum misalignment during 

the transfer process, community colleges and four-year universities should continue to 

collaborate regularly to ensure the transfer pathways are accurate, especially for STEM 

majors. Some public colleges and universities in the State of Florida have implemented 

field of study partnerships programs to create pathways for students in select majors.  

For example, The University of Florida maintains partnerships with two local 

community colleges, which provides pathways for science and engineering fields of 

study. Students participating in the program benefits includes access to advisors from 

both the two- and four-year institutions, critical tracking of the completion of all math 

and science coursework, courses developed exclusively for program members, taught by 

a university faculty member, and smaller class sizes, and the opportunity to apply for and 

pursue undergraduate research (University of Florida , 2022). To support students pursing 
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Nursing, a science and engineering related field, The University of Central Florida and 

Valencia College has a concurrent ASN to BSN program to allow students to earn a 

nursing more quickly than the 2+2 model. The program allows students to take ASN-

level courses at the community college while also taking BSN courses taught by the 

university faculty, allowing students to have earned more than half of their BSN credits 

upon completion of the ASN degree from the community college. These approaches 

could be best used between universities and “feeder” community colleges that serve 

students within a local region. 

 Further, it was found that transfer graduation rates were not correlated with the 

strengths of statewide transfer and articulation policies. The implications from this are 

that there could be transfer and articulation policies and practices that are not part of a 

statewide policy that could have a positive impact on transfer student success. States that 

currently have statewide transfer and articulation policies should assess what policies are 

found to have a greater impact on transfer student transfer and completion and consider 

how they could scale that or those policies across the state to increase transfer student 

completion rates to be comparable with those of FTIC students. States should also 

include more transfer practitioners in policy making process. The Florida College and 

Surveys showed faculty and staff who work with transfer students the most are the least 

represented in the policies related to transfer students. It is recommended that staff, such 

as advisors and coordinators, are more involved in the policy making process. 

Limitations of the Study  

The findings in this study are subject to some limitations. First, this study 

primarily compared student outcomes on institution-level data and thus does not provide 
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information about the nuances that may exist within the states. Additionally, community 

colleges in Florida offer four-year baccalaureate degrees and thus report to IPEDS as 

four-year institutions. This skews the number of bachelor’s degree earners as all transfer 

student baccalaureate earners in the state did not vertically transfer from a two-year 

institution to a four-year institution as originally intended by the Statewide 2+2 

articulation agreement. Lastly, the FCUS surveys were not randomly distributed, and 

survey respondents decided whether they wanted to participate in the survey or not. This 

self-selection bias does not allow for the results to represent the entire population of 

faculty and staff in the State of Florida.  

Recommendations for Future Research  

This study proves transfer policies that are not connected to statewide legislation 

could still have a positive impact on transfer student outcomes. Conflicts exist in the 

literature regarding the extent to which locally established transfer policies, such as 

major/program-based institution-to-institution agreements, have on students over 

coordinated statewide policies. To investigate this phenomenon, future research on the 

impacts of statewide transfer articulation policies should explore the extent to which 

individual transfer policies have on impact student outcomes. Additionally, it would be 

interesting for future research to expand on the surveys to provide a deeper understanding 

of how practitioners in different states interpret and implement transfer and articulation 

policies, the differences in interpretation and practice between community college and 

university faculty and staff, and how these variables correlate with transfer student 

outcomes. Further, additional research is needed to understand the imbalance in the rates 
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of STEM bachelor’s degrees and graduate level degrees between FTIC and transfer 

students. 

As it relates to Florida, it is recommended that future research examine if the 

offering of baccalaureate degrees by community colleges affect community college and 

university collaboration and thus transfer student outcomes. Another research 

recommendation is to focus on student level data to investigate transfer student 

behaviors. This will provide detailed data about course completion (remediation, pre-

requisites to major pathways, major changes, gaps in enrollment) and their impacts on the 

students’ outcomes. This research is pivotal to the understanding and advancement of 

transfer and articulation programs.  

  



97 

 

REFERENCES CITED 

Anderson, G. M., Sun, J. C., & Alfonso, M. (2006). Effectiveness of statewide 

articulation agreements on the probability of transfer: A preliminary policy 

analysis. Review of Higher Education, 29(3), 261-291. 

Anderson, L. (2019). Transfer and Articulation Policies . Retrieved March 7, 2019, from 

Education Commission of the States: https://www.ecs.org/transfer-and-

articulation-policies-db/ 

Association of Florida Colleges (2013). Florida College System Trustee Manual. 

Retrieved from 

https://afc.memberclicks.net/assets/Publications/Trustees/2k13trusteemanual.pdf 

AZTransfer (2021). Organization & Leadership . Retrieved from AZTransfer: 

https://aztransfer.com/about/organization.html 

Bailey, T. R., & Averianova, I. E. (1998). Multiple missions of community colleges: 

conflicting or complementary? Teachers College, Columbia University, 

Community College Research Center, New York, NY. 

Banks, D. L. (1990). Why a consistent definition of transfer? An ERIC review. 

Community College Review, 18(2), 47-53. 

Bender, L. W. (1990). Spotlight on the transfer function: A national study of state 

policies and practices. American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, 

Washington, D.C. 

Berkner, L., Horn, L., & Clune, M. (2000). Descriptive summary of 1995–96 beginning 

postsecondary students: Three years later with an essay on students who start at 



98 

 

less-than-4-Year institutions. U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 

Education Statistics. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

Board of Governors (2019). Universities. Retrieved from State University System of 

Florida Board of Governors: https://www.flbog.edu/universities/ 

Bradburn, E. M., Hurst, D. G., & Peng, S. (2001). Community college transfer rates to 4-

year institutions using alternative defintions of transfer, NCES 2001-197. U.S. 

Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for Education 

Statistics. 

Brown v. Board of Education , 347 (U.S. 483 1954). 

Brundage Jr., V. (2017). Profile Of The Labor Force By Educational Attainment. 

Retrieved from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics: 

https://www.bls.gov/spotlight/2017/educational-attainment-of-the-labor-

force/pdf/educational-attainment-of-the-labor-force.pdf 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2019). Labor force statistics from the current population 

survey. Retrieved from https://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/wkyeng.pdf 

Burning Glass Technologies (2014). Moving the goalposts: How demand for a bachelor's 

degree is reshaping the workforce. Boston. 

Business Wire (2021). Fidelity investments & the chronicle of higher education study: 

More than half of college and university faculty considering leaving teaching, 

citing burnout caused by pandemic. Retrieved from 

https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20210225005616/en/Fidelity-

Investments-The-Chronicle-of-Higher-Education-Study-More-Than-Half-of-



99 

 

College-and-University-Faculty-Considering-Leaving-Teaching-Citing-Burnout-

Caused-by-Pandemic 

Carnevale, A. P., Strohl, J., Ridley, N., & Gulish, A. (2018). Three educational pathways 

to good jobs: High school, middle skills, and bachelor's degree. Georgetown 

University, Center on Education and the Workforce, Washington, D.C . 

Chase, M., Dowd, A., Pazich, L. B., & Bensimon, E. M. (2014). Transfer equity for 

"minoritized" students: A critical policy analysis of seven states. Educational 

Policy, 28(5), 669-717. doi:10.1177/0895904812468227 

Chen, G. (2018). Why more students are choosing community colleges over traditional 

four-year schools. Retrieved from Community College Review: 

https://www.communitycollegereview.com/blog/why-more-students-are-

choosing-community-colleges-over-traditional-four-year-schools 

Chen, Q., Christy, A., Owens, M., Bortz, D., Greene, W., & King, B. (2012). Two-plus-

two construction management programs and articulation agreements. 

International Journal of Construction Education and Research, 8(1), 4-25. 

Chen, X., Elliott, B., Kinney, S., Cooney, D., Pretlow, J., Bryan, M., Wu, J., Ramirez, 

N.A., Campbell, T. (2019). Persistence, retention, and attainment of 2011–12 

first-time beginning postsecondary students as of spring 2017 (first look) (NCES 

2019-401). U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 

Statistics , Washington, DC. 

Coley, R. J. (2000). The american community college turns 100: A look at its students, 

programs and prospects. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 



100 

 

Community College Research Center (2020). Community college FAQs. Retrieved from 

Teachers College, Columbia University: https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/Community-

College-FAQs.html 

Congressional Research Service (2020). Unemployment rates during the COVID-19 

pandemic: In brief. Retrieved from Federation of American Scientists: 

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R46554.pdf 

Corcoran, R. (2020). Statewide Postsecondary Articulation Manual. Retrieved from 

Florida Department of Education: 

http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/5421/urlt/statewide-postsecondary-

articulation-manual.pdf 

Deming, D. J., Yuchtman, N., Abulafi, A., Goldin, C., & Katz, L. F. (2016). The value of 

postsecondary credentials in the labor market: An experimental study. American 

Economic Review, 106(3), 778-806. 

Education Commission of the States (2019). State Postsecondary Governance Structures. 

Retrieved from Education Commission of the States : 

https://www.ecs.org/postsecondary-governance-structures/ 

Education Commission of the States (2020). 50-State comparison: Transfer and 

articulation policies. Retrieved from Education Commission of the States: 

https://www.ecs.org/transfer-and-articulation-policies-db/ 

Eells, W. C. (1931). The junior college. Boston: Houghton Mifflin company. 

Falconetti, A. M. (2007). Articulation, academic progress, and graduation: A comparison 

of community college transfer and native students in selected florida univerisites. 

UNF Graduate Theses and Dissertations, 335. 



101 

 

Florida Department of Education (2006). Rule: 6A-10.030. Retrieved from Florida 

Administrative Code & Florida Administrative Register : 

https://www.flrules.org/gateway/ruleNo.asp?id=6A-10.030 

Florida Department of Education (2014). Statewide Articulation Manual. Retrieved from 

Florida Department of Education: 

http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/5423/urlt/statewide-postsecondary-

articulation-manual.pdf 

Florida Department of Education (2016). The fact book: Report for the Florida college 

system. Retrieved from 

http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/15267/urlt/FactBook2016.pdf 

Florida Department of Education (2017). 2017 Fact book. Retrieved from Florida 

Department of Education: http://www.fldoe.org/accountability/data-

sys/CCTCMIS/reports.stml 

Florida Department of Education (2018). Statewide 2+2 articulation agreement: A guide 

to Florida's policies. Retrieved March 10, 2019, from 

https://www.floridacollegesystem.com/sites/www/Uploads/Articulation%20Agree

ment/Articulation%20Guide%20Final.pdf 

Florida Department of Education (2019a). About us. Retrieved from Florida Department 

of Education: http://www.fldoe.org/schools/higher-ed/fl-college-system/about-us/ 

Florida Department of Education (2019b). Postsecondary Articulation. Retrieved from 

Florida Department of Education: http://www.fldoe.org/schools/higher-ed/fl-

college-system/postsecondary-articulation.stml 



102 

 

Florida Department of Education (2019c). Statewide Course Numbering. Retrieved from 

Florida Department of Education: https://flscns.fldoe.org 

Florida Department of Education (2020). Statewide Articulation Agreements. Retrieved 

from Florida Department of Education: http://www.fldoe.org/academics/career-

adult-edu/career-technical-edu-agreements/ 

Florida Department of Education (2021a). Baccalaureate accountability report. 

Tallahassee, FL: Division of Florida Colleges. Retrieved from 

https://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/7724/urlt/BaccReport1819.pdf 

Florida Department of Education (2021b). Community College & Technical Center 

Management Information Systems Reports. Retrieved from Florida Department of 

Education: https://www.fldoe.org/accountability/data-sys/CCTCMIS/reports.stml 

Florida Virtual Campus (2019). Retrieved from Florida Virtual Campus: 

https://courses.flvc.org/Colleges/Search/#/?degrees=FourYear&groupBy=Campu

sSetting&orderBy=Name&includeBranchCampuses=true&institutionTypes=Publ

icUniversity  

Fuller, J., & Raman, M. (2017). Dismissed by degrees: How degree inflation is 

undermining U.S. comptetitiveness and hurting america's middle class. 

Accenture, Grads of Life, Harvard Business School. 

Gemici, A., & Wiswall, M. (2014). Evolution of gender differences in post-secondary 

human capital investments: college majors: Evolution of college major choice. 

International economic review (Philadelphia), 55(1), 23-56. 

Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce (2013). Recovery: 

Projections of jobs and education requirements through 2020. Retrieved from 



103 

 

Center on Education and the Workforce: https://1gyhoq479ufd3yna29x7ubjn-

wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-

content/uploads/2014/11/Recovery2020.FR_.Web_.pdf 

Ginder, S. A., Kelly-Reid, J. E., & Mann, F. B. (2015). Enrollment and employees in 

postsecondary institutions, fall 2014; and financial statistics and academic 

libraries, fiscal year 2014: First look (Provisional Data) (NCES 2016-005). U.S. 

Department of Education . Washington, DC: National Center for Education 

Statistics. 

Goenner, C. F., & Snaith, S. M. (2004). Predicting graduation rates: An analysis of 

student and institutional factors at doctoral universities. Journal of college Student 

Retention: Research Theory & Practice, 5(4), 409-420. 

Goff, D. (2003). Governance of articulation and transfer in Maryland and Florida.  

Greene, T. (2017). The characteristics and experiences of students who transfer to four-

year institutions . Education Research and Data Center , Olympia, WA. 

Gross, B., & Goldhaber, D. (2009). Community college transfer and articulation policies: 

Looking beneath the surface . University of Washington . Seattle, WA: Center on 

Reinventing Public Education . 

Handel, S. J. (2011a). Improving Student Transfer from Community Colleges to Four-

Year Institutions — The Perspective of Leaders from Baccalaureate-Granting 

Institutions. New York, New York: The College Board. 

Handel, S. J. (2011b). Increasing higher education access and success using new 

pathways to the baccalaureate: The emergence of a transfer-affirming culture. 

The College Board. 



104 

 

Hodara, M., Martinez-Wenzl, M., Stevens, D., & Mazzeo, C. (2016). Improving credit 

mobility for community college transfer students: Findings and recommendations 

from a 10-state study. Retrieved from 

http://www.luminafoundation.org/files/resources/improving-credit-mobility.pdf 

Horn, L., & Skomsvold, P. (2011). Community college student outcomes: 1994-2009. 

Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics . 

Ignash, J. M., & Townsend, B. K. (2000). Evaluating state-level articulation agreements 

according to good practice. Community College Revie, 28(3), 1-21. 

Irwin, N. (2020). The pandemic depression is over. The pandemic recession has just 

begun. Retrieved from The New York Times: 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/03/upshot/pandemic-economy-recession.html 

Jain, D., Herrera, A., Bernal, S., & Solorzano, D. (2011). Critical race theory and the 

transfer function: Introducing a transfer receptive culture. Community College 

Journal of Research and Practice, 35(3), 252-266. 

Jenkins, D., & Fink, J. (2016). Tracking transfer: New measures of institutional and state 

effectiveness in helping community college students attain bachelor’s degrees. 

Columbia College, Teachers College. New York: Communicy College Research 

Center . 

Joliet Junior College (2019). History. Retrieved from Joliet Junior College: 

https://www.jjc.edu/about-jjc/history 

Jones, G. (2019). Explore transfer student data from the integrated postsecondary 

education data system (IPEDS). Retrieved from National Center for Education 



105 

 

Statistics: https://nces.ed.gov/blogs/nces/post/explore-transfer-student-data-from-

the-integrated-postsecondary-education-data-system-ipeds 

Kane, T. J., & Rouse, C. E. (1995). Labor-market returns to two-and four-year college. 

The American Economic Review, 85(3), 600-614. 

Keith, B. (1996). The context of educational opportunity: States and the legislative 

organization of community college systems. American Journal of Education, 

105(1), 67-101. 

Kienzl, G., Wesaw, A., & Kumar, A. (2012). Understanding the transfer process: A 

report by the Institute for Higher Education Policy. Washington, DC: Institute for 

Higher Education Policy. 

Long, B. T., & Kurlaender, M. (2009). Do community colleges provide a viable pathway 

to a baccalaureate degree? Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 31(1), 30-

53. 

Lopez, C., & Jones, S. J. (2017). Examination of factors that predict academic adjustment 

and success of community college transfer students in STEM at 4-year 

institutions. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 41(3), 168-

182. 

Love, I. (2020). The baccalaureate and beyond: An analysis of demographics and labor 

market outcomes of Florida community college baccalaureate graduates. Center 

on Education & Labor Education Policy. 

Miller, A. (2013). Institutional practices that facilitate bachelor's degree completion for 

transfer students. New directions for higher education, 2013(162), 39-50. 

doi:10.1002/he.20055 



106 

 

Miller, A., Clery, S., & Topper, A. (2018). Assessing the capacity of IPEDS to collect 

transfer student data. U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National 

Postsecondary Education Cooperative : Coffey Consulting. 

Miller, A., Erisman, W., Bermeo, A., & Smith, C. T. (2011). Sealing the gaps: 

Supporting low-income, first-generation students at four-year institutions in texas 

post-transfer. Washington, DC: Pell Institute for the Study of Opportunity in 

Higher Education. 

Mosholder, R. S., & Zirkle, C. J. (2007). Historical trends of articuation in America: A 

review of the literature. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 

31(9), 731-745. 

Mullin, C. (2012). Transfer: An indispensable part of the community college mission 

(Policy Brief 2012-03PBL). Washington, DC: American Association of 

Community Colleges . 

National Center for Education Statistics (2013). Table P152 Total number of credentials 

awarded by Title IV postsecondary institutions, overall and in occupational 

education, by credential level, control, and level of institution: United States.  

National Center for Education Statistics (2017). Percentage of 2011–12 first time 

postsecondary students who had ever declared a major in an associate's or 

bachelor's degree program within 3 years of enrollment, by type of degree 

program and control of first institution: 2014. Washington, D.C.: Institute of 

Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved from 

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/2018434/index.asp 



107 

 

National Center for Education Statistics (2018a). Percentage of recent high school 

completers enrolled in college, by race/ethnicity: 1960 through 2017. Retrieved 

from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d18/tables/dt18_302.20.asp 

National Center for Education Statistics (2018b). The Condition of Education 2018. 

Retrieved from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cha.asp 

National Center for Education Statistics (2018c). Undergraduate Retention and 

Graduation Rates. Retrieved from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_ctr.asp 

National Center for Education Statistics (2019a). Indicator 22: Financial aid. Retrieved 

from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/raceindicators/indicator_rec.asp#:~:text=Similar%2

0to%20the%20patterns%20for%20grants%20overall%2C%20the,Islander%20%2

827%20percent%29%2C%20and%20Asian%20%2827%20percent%29%20stude

nts. 

National Center for Education Statistics (2019b). NCES handbook of survey methods. 

Retrieved from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/statprog/handbook/pdf/ipeds.pdf 

National Center for Education Statistics (2020). Undergraduate retention and graduation 

rates. Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics . 



108 

 

National Center for Education Statistics (2021). IPEDS Glossary. Retrieved from 

National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/IPEDS_py/Downloads/Forms/IPEDSGlossary.pdf 

National Center for Education Statistics (2022a). IPEDS Survey Componets: Graduation 

Rates. Retrieved from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/use-the-data/survey-components/9/graduation-rates 

National Center for Education Statistics (2022b). IPEDS Survey Components: Outcome 

Measures. Retrieved from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/use-the-data/survey-components/9/graduation-rates 

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education (2000). Measuring up 2000: The 

state-by-state report card for higher education. National Center for Public Policy 

and Higher Education , San Jose. 

National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics (2012). SESTAT Education Codes 

and Educational Groups. Retrieved from National Center for Science and 

Engineering Statistics: https://ncsesdata.nsf.gov/docs/ed03maj.html 

National Science Foundation (2022). National Survey of College Graduates . Retrieved 

from National Science Foundation : 

https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/srvygrads/#tabs-1 

National Student Clearning House Research Center (2021). Stay informed with the latest 

enrollment information. Retrieved from National Student Clearning House 

Research Center: https://nscresearchcenter.org/stay-informed/ 

Office of Articulation (2015). Statewide postsecondary articulation manual. Florida 

Department of Education . Tallahassee, Fl: Florida Department of Education. 



109 

 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2020). Employment Outlook. 

Retrieved from Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development : 

http://www.oecd.org/employment-outlook/2020/ 

Oyer, P., & Schaefer, S. (2019). The returns to elite degrees: The case of American 

lawyers. ILR Review, 72(2), 446-479. 

Pennsylvania Department of Education (2021). Colleges and Universities. Retrieved 

from Pennsylvania Department of Education: 

https://www.education.pa.gov/Postsecondary-

Adult/CollegeCareer/Pages/College-and-Universities.aspx 

Pennsylvania Transfer and Articulation Center (2021). About PA TRAC. Retrieved from 

https://www.patrac.org/About-PA-TRAC 

Postsecondary Education Planning Commission (1990). Progress in implementing the 

master plan for Florida postsecondary education. Retrieved from Council for 

Education Policy Research and Improvement: 

http://www.cepri.state.fl.us/Documents/ProjectsIndexedBy/1990%20Progress%20

in%20Implementing%20the%20Master%20Plan%20for%20Florida%20Postseco

ndary%20Education%20(PEPC).pdf 

Radford, A., Berkner, L., Wheeless, S., & Shepherd, B. (2010). Persistence and 

attainment of 2003– 04 beginning postsecondary students: After 6 years (NCES 

2011-151. U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for 

Education Statistics. 



110 

 

Radford, A., Tasoff, S., & Weko, T. (2009). Choosing a postsecondary institution: 

Considerations reported by students. Retrieved from National Center for 

Education Statistics: https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2009/2009186.pdf 

Richardson Jr., R., & Martinez, M. (2009). Policy and performance in American higher 

education: An examination of cases across state systems. Baltimore: The Johns 

Hopkins University Press. 

Robertson-Smith, M. (1990). Articulation models for vocational education. Information 

series no. 343. Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research and 

Improvement (ED). 

Roska, J., & Keith, B. (2008). Credits, time, and attainment: Articulation policies and 

success after transfer . Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 236-254. 

Sasser, A. S., Shoag, D., & Ballance, J. (2014). Upskilling: Do employers demand greater 

skill when skilled workers are plentiful? Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, 

Working Paper(No. 14-17). Retrieved from Federal Reserve Bank of Boston . 

Senie, K. (2016). Implementing transfer and articulation: A case study of community 

colleges and state universities. Community College Journal of Research and 

Practice, 40(4), 269-284. 

Shapiro, D., Dundar, A., Huie, F., Wakhungu, P., Yuan, X., Nathan, A., & Hwang, Y. 

(2017). Tracking transfer: Measures of effectiveness in helping community 

college students to complete bachelor’s degrees (Signature Report No. 13). 

Herndon, VA: National Student Clearning House Research Center. 

Shapiro, D., Dundar, A., Ziskin, M., Chiang, Y.-C., Chen, J., Harrell, A., & Torres, V. 

(2013). Baccalaureate attainment: A national view of the postsecondary outcomes 



111 

 

of students who transfer from two-year to four-year institutions. Herndon, VA: 

National Student Clearning House Research Center, Lumina Foundation. 

Shultz, T. W. (1960). Capital Formation by Education. Journal of Political Economy, 

68(6), 571-583. 

Simone, S. A. (2014). Transferability of postsecondary credit following student transfer 

or coenrollment: Statistical analysis report (NCES 2014-163). U.S. Department 

of Education, National Center for Education Statistics , Washington, DC. 

Smith, C. T., Miller, A., & Bermeo, C. A. (2009). Bridging the gaps to success: 

Promising practices for promoting transfer among low-income and first-

generation students: An in-depth study of six exemplary community colleges in 

Texas. Washington, D.C.: Pell Institute for the Study of Opportunity in Higher 

Education. 

Smith, M. (2010). Transfer and articulation policies. Retrieved from 

https://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/90/70/9070.pdf 

Smith, W. (2013). Florida's black junior colleges: Building blocks of the "great 28". 

Florida College System Trustee Manual, pp. 57-62. 

State University System of Florida (2018). Florida statewide 2+2 articulation 

enhancement programs & parternships at state universities as of march 1, 2018. 

Retrieved from https://www.flbog.edu/wp-

content/uploads/0270_1121_8484_6.4.2-TWO-22_04b_Enhancement-

Programs_March-2018_2_27_18_CE_JMI.pdf 



112 

 

State University System of Florida (2019). 2025 System strategic plan. Retrieved from 

State University System of Florida: https://www.flbog.edu/wp-

content/uploads/2025_System_Strategic_Plan_2019.pdf 

State University System of Florida (2020a). Data Dashboards. Retrieved from State 

University System of Florida: https://www.flbog.edu/resources/data-

analytics/dashboards/ 

State University System of Florida (2020b). Enrollment by student type. Retrieved from 

https://flbog.ondemand.sas.com/SASVisualAnalytics/?reportUri=%2Freports%2F

reports%2Fbd9d4373-6bba-49b2-bc80-

6032259eeaa4&sectionIndex=3&sso_guest=true&objectName=ve221&quickVie

w=true&sas-welcome=false 

State University System of Florida (2020c). Florida Board of Governors. Retrieved from 

Retention and graduation rates for FTICs and FCS AA Transfer Cohorts: 

https://www.flbog.edu/wp-

content/uploads/PBF__GRADUATION__RETENTION-Methodology_2020-09-

01.pdf 

State University System of Florida (2020d). Florida Statewide 2+2 Articulation 

Enhancement Programs & Partnerships at State Universities as of March 1, 

2018. Retrieved from State University System of Florida: 

https://www.flbog.edu/wp-content/uploads/0270_1121_8484_6.4.2-TWO-

22_04b_Enhancement-Programs_March-2018_2_27_18_CE_JMI.pdf 



113 

 

State University System of Florida (2020e). Performance-Based Funding. Retrieved from 

State University System of Florida: https://www.flbog.edu/finance/performance-

based-funding/ 

State University System of Florida (2020f). Transfer students. Retrieved from State 

University System of Florida: https://www.flbog.edu/universities/admissions-

transfers/transfer-students/ 

State University System of Florida Board of Governors (2020). Performance Funding 

Metrics: retention and graduation rates for FTICs and FCS AA transfer cohorts. 

Retrieved from State University System of Florida: https://www.flbog.edu/wp-

content/uploads/PBF__GRADUATION__RETENTION-Methodology_2020-09-

01.pdf 

Stern, J. M. (2016). The effect of articulation agreements on community college transfers 

and bachelor’s degree attainment. Community College Journal of Research and 

Practice, 40(5), 355-369. 

Student Right-To-Know and Campus Security Act, S.580 (101st Congress 1990). 

Taylor, J., & Jain, D. (2017). The multiple dimensions of transfer: Examining the transfer 

function in american higher education. Community College Review, 45(4), 273-

293. 

Taylor, Z. W. (2019). Inarticulate transfer: Do community college students understand 

articulation agreements? Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 

43(1), 65-69. 

Terenzini, P., Lattuca, L., Ro, H. K., & Knight, D. (2014). America's overlooked 

engineers: Community colleges and diversity in engineering education .  



114 

 

The American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (2019). 

Articulation agreements. Retrieved from American Association of Collegiate 

Registrars and Admissions Officers: 

https://champlain.instructure.com/courses/898279/pages/articulation-

agreements?module_item_id=34788986 

The City University of New York (2021). About CUNY . Retrieved from The City 

University of New York: https://www.cuny.edu/about/ 

The Education Commission of the States (2018). Transfer and Articuation Statewide 

Common Course Numbering. Retrieved from Education Commission of the 

States: http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/MBquest3RTA?Rep=TR1802 

The Florida College System (2012). Stepping up: A strategic plan for the Florida college 

system, 2012-13 to 2017-18. Retrieved from The Florida College System: 

https://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/7724/urlt/0083475-

fcsstrategicplan_2012.pdf 

The Florida Legislature (2020). The 2020 Florida statutes. Retrieved from The Florida 

Legislature: 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL

=1000-1099/1007/1007.html 

The Florida Legislature (2021). The 2020 Florida statutes. Retrieved from The Florida 

Legislature: 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Searc

h_String=&URL=1000-1099/1001/Sections/1001.60.html 



115 

 

The Florida Senate (2001). SB 1162. Retrieved from 

https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2001/1162/BillText/er/PDF 

The Florida Senate (2012). HB 7135: Postsecondry Education . Retrieved from The 

Florida Senate : https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2012/7135 

The Institute for Higher Education Policy (1998). Reaping the benefits: Defining the 

public and private value of going to college .  

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education (2008). Measuring up 2008: 

The national report card on higher education . San Jose. 

The State University of New York (2021a). SUNY Governance. Retrieved from The State 

University of New York: https://system.suny.edu/academic-affairs/suny-

governance/ 

The State University of New York (2021b). SUNY Transfer Policies. Retrieved from The 

State University of New York: https://www.suny.edu/attend/get-started/transfer-

students/suny-transfer-policies/ 

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (2010). Promising practices in 

statewide articuation and transfer system. Boulder, Colorado: Western Interstate 

Commission for Higher Education. 

Tinto, V., & Pusser, B. (2006). Moving from theory to action: Building a model of 

institutional action for student success . Washington, D.C.: National 

Postsecondary Education Cooperative, Department of Education . 

Townsend, B. (1995). Community college transfer students: A case study of survuval. 

The Review o f Higher Education, 175-193. 



116 

 

U.S. Department of Education (2001). Community college transfer rates to 4-year 

institutions using alternative definitions of transfer. National Center for Education 

Statistics, Washington, DC. Retrieved from 

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2001/2001197.pdf 

U.S. Department of Education, National Ceneter for Education Statistics (2018). The 

Condition of Education 2018 (NCES 2018-144), Undergraduate Retention and 

Graduation Rates. Retrieved from National Center for Education Statistics: 

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d17/tables/dt17_326.40.asp?current=yes 

U.S. Government Accountability Office (2017). Students need more information to help 

reduce challenges in transferring college credits. Retrieved from 

https://www.gao.gov/assets/690/686530.pdf 

University of Florida (2022). Partnership Programs. Retrieved from University of 

Florida : https://admissions.ufl.edu/apply/freshman/partnership-programs 

Wang, X. (2013). Modeling entrance into STEM fields of study among students 

beginning at community colleges and four-year institutions. Research in higher 

education, 54(6), 664-692. 

Wattenbarger, J. L., & Albertson, H. T. (2007). A succint history of the Florida 

community college system. Retrieved from Association of Florida Colleges: 

https://www.myafchome.org/assets/site/the%20florida%20community%20college

%20system%20history%20with%20update.pdf 

Wellman, J. V. (2002). State policy and community college-baccalaureate transfer. The 

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education , Institute for Higher 

Education Policy , Washington, D.C. 



117 

 

APPENDIX A 

FLORIDA BLACK COLLEGES MERGERS 

Source: (Association of Florida Colleges, 2013) 

  

College Name Year 

Established 

Merger Institution Year 

Merged 

Booker T. Washington Junior 

College 

1948 Pensacola Junior College 1965 

Gibbs Junior College 
1957 St. Petersburg Junior 

College 

1966 

Volusia County Community 

College 

1957 Daytona Beach Junior 

College 

1966 

Hampton Junior College 

(founded as Howard Junior 

College) 

1958 Central Florida Junior 

College 

1966 

Roosevelt Junior College 
1958 Palm Beach Junior 

College 

1965 

Lincoln Junior College 
1959 Indian River Junior 

College 

1965 

Rosenwald Junior College 
1958 Gulf Coast Junior 

College 

1966 

Suwannee River Junior College 
1959 North Florida Junior 

College 

1967 

Carver Junior College 
1959 Brevard Junior College 1964 

Collier-Blocker Junior College 
1960 St. Johns River Junior 

College 

1965 

Jackson Junior College 
1960 Chipola Junior College 1966 

Johnson Junior College 
1969 Lake-Sumter Junior 

College 

1965 
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APPENDIX B 

 

FLORIDA STATEWIDE 2+2 ARTICULATION ENHANCEMENT PROGRAMS 

& PARTNERSHIPS AT STATE UNIVERSITIES 

  
University Number of 

2+2 

agreements  

Community Colleges  

Florida 

Agricultural and 

Mechanical 

University  

10 Tallahassee Community College, Pasco-Hernando State 

College, Santa Fe Community College, Broward College, 

Florida Gateway College, Florida State College at 

Jacksonville, Miami Dade College, Palm Beach State 

College, St. Petersburg College, Valencia College  

Florida Atlantic 

University  

3 Broward College, Indian River State College, Palm Beach 

State College  

Florida Gulf Coast 

University  

2 State College of Florida  

Florida 

International 

University  

4 Miami Dade College, Broward College, Florida Keys 

Community College, Palm Beach State College  

Florida Polytechnic 

University  

1 Polk State College  

Florida State 

University  

4 Tallahassee Community College, Northwest Florida State 

College, Pensacola State College, Gulf Coast State College 

New College of 

Florida  

N/A N/A 

University of 

Central Florida  

13 College of Central Florida, Daytona State College, Eastern 

Florida State College, Lake Sumter State College, Seminole 

State College, Valencia College, Florida Gateway College, 

Indian River State College, Florida Keys Community 

College, Polk State College, Pasco-Hernando State College, 

Miami-Dade College, North Florida Community College  

University of 

Florida  

2 Santa Fe College, State College of Florida  

University of North 

Florida  

4 Florida State College at Jacksonville, Santa Fe College, St. 

Johns River State College, Florida Gateway College  

University of South 

Florida  

8 College of Central Florida, Hillsborough Community 

College, Pasco-Hernando State College, Polk State College, 

Santa Fe College, South Florida State College, St. 

Petersburg College, State College of Florida  

University of West 

Florida   

2 Santa Fe College, State College of Florida 

(State University System of Florida , 2020d) 
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APPENDIX C 

 

FCUS COMMUNITY COLLEGE SURVEY QUESTIONS 

 

 

Name of Institution: 

Department in which you are employed: 

Job Title: 

Length of employment in this capacity: 

Gender: 

Race: 

Do you identify as a first-generation college student?  

Highest level of education completed:  

If you have a bachelor’s degree or higher, did you begin college at a four-year university 

or a two-year institution? 

If you began at a two-year institution, did you earn an Associates in Art degree prior to 

transferring to the four-year institution? 

If yes, did you earn your AA and Bachelor’s degree from public 

institutions within the state of Florida? 

Do you work directly with transfer students in any capacity? 

Do you serve on institutional committees regarding transfer student success? 

Please answer the following questions regarding policies and procedures set at your 

university as it relates to transfer students:  

1. To my knowledge, the college actively pursue relationship with four-year institutions 

2. To my knowledge, college faculty and staff develop individually tailored degree plans 

that students can continually consult in order to make sure they are taking the 

coursework they need to transfer to their bachelor’s degree program of interest 

3. To my knowledge, the college invite representatives from partnering universities and 

provide dedicated space to house these representatives on campus 
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4. To my knowledge, the college regularly contact university representatives to 

demystify and humanize the university for first-generation college students who do 

not have a college-going background.  

5. To my knowledge, the college continuously examine, redesign, and improve their 

course offerings with the goal of moving students the developmental education 

process quickly and preparing them for success in their transfer curriculum  

6. To my knowledge, the college offers active group learning methods (i.e.; by infusing 

practical hands-on research activities drawn from the “real-world” scenarios into the 

curriculum).  

7. To my knowledge, college staff and faculty work collaboratively across departments 

and programs to encourage transfer 

8. To my knowledge, professional advisors, faculty members, support program 

counselors and staff help students think about and adopt long-term strategies 

regarding their academic goals 

9. To my knowledge, professional advisors, faculty members, support program 

counselors and staff ensure students are aware of financial planning, financial aid 

availability, and college application procedures, requirements, and deadlines 

10. The college has full-time transfer coordinators who regularly schedule representatives 

from partnering universities to provide students with transfer-specific information  

11. Our college has a transfer center dedicated to assist students with the transfer process 

12. To my knowledge, college staff regularly schedule representatives from partnering 

universities to provide students with transfer-specific information  

13. To my knowledge, our college offer coursework and academic support in the 

evenings, and, at some campuses, on the weekends 

14. To my knowledge, the college hold first-year orientation seminars that go beyond 

typical campus tours (provide essential skills for college, such as note-taking 

techniques, study techniques, test-taking, and navigating campus services). 

15. To my knowledge, our college have programs through which students enroll as a 

cohort in a structured curriculum and engage in both academic and social activities. 

16. To my knowledge, our college engage students in co-curricular experiences through 

active clubs and organizations  

17. I have knowledge of the specific co-curricular experiences and student clubs and 

organizations that are available to students and can assist students should they have 

questions regarding these things.  

18. To my knowledge, the faculty and staff at the college comes from similar 

socioeconomic and ethnic backgrounds as the student body. 

19. To my knowledge, the college use data to gain a better insight into the social 

economic contexts that encourage student’s success in transfer 

20. To my knowledge, the college emphasize the importance of community outreach 

through partnering and co-sponsoring events with local school districts and local 

organizations. 

21. To my knowledge, the college host events to inform parents and students about 

financial aid and scholarship guidelines and deadlines, college programs, courses, 

services, and transfer opportunities.  
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22. I have knowledge about the specific college events that are held for parents and 

students and can provide information regarding these things should a student or 

parent have questions.  
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APPENDIX D 

 

FCUS UNIVERSITY SURVEY QUESTIONS 

 

Name of Institution: 

Name of Department/College in which you are employed: 

Job Title: 

Length of employment in this capacity: 

Gender: 

Race: 

Do you identify as a first-generation college student?  

Highest level of education completed:  

If you have a bachelor’s degree or higher, did you begin college at a four-year university 

or a two-year institution? 

If you began at a two-year institution, did you earn an Associates in Art degree prior to 

transferring to the four-year institution? 

If yes, did you earn your AA and Bachelor’s degree from public 

institutions within the state of Florida? 

Do you work directly with transfer students in any capacity? 

Do you serve on institutional committees regarding transfer student success? 

Please answer the following questions regarding student services that are available to 

students at your institution: 

1. The university has university transfer centers to provide a range of academic, social, and 

financial resources specific to transfer students and prove a central location for transfer 

students to connect and engage with each other and the campus 

2. The university offers transfer-specific academic advising to help students overcome barriers 

to degree completion   

3. The university offers transfer-specific career counseling to help students overcome barriers to 

job placement following graduation  

4. The university requires transfer-specific orientation 

5. The university offers peer mentors or ambassadors to help transfer students acclimate to a 

new culture  
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6. The university offer social and networking events for transfer students to attend to help 

facilitate a connection to the campus 

7. The university offers financial literacy workshops for transfer students to provide information 

regarding financial aid and financial literacy early on 

8. The university offers transfer specific institutional grants  

9. I have knowledge of the transfer-specific financial aid opportunities that are available to 

transfer students at the university and can assist students with this should they have questions. 

10. The university offers targeted student organizations for students based on student 

characteristics (i.e.; first-generation students) 

11. The university offers accessible services online or at extended hours, outside of traditional 

office hours.  

12. The university offers free commuter shuttles or busses to commuter students 

13. The university offers on-campus childcare support for enrolled students  

14. I have knowledge of the details of the different student services that are available to transfer 

students at the university and can assist students with this should they have questions. 

 

Please answer the following questions regarding policies and procedures set at your 

university as it relates to transfer students:  

 
1. University faculty and/or staff frequently communicates with feeder two-year colleges to 

clarify specific degree program requirements to ensure that students take only the classes they 

for their intended major  

2. College department faculty work with the feeder two-year colleges to align curricula and 

make necessary changes based on student outcome data. 

3. I have knowledge of the details regarding the curricula requirements that are required for 

transfer students and can assist students with this should they have questions 

4. The university tracks and use and analyze academic outcomes and support service usage data 

to target challenges of specific student groups  

5. The university has cross-campus committees that consists of institutional leaders to examine 

transfer student data and propose strategies for improving transfer student success. 

6. I have knowledge of the metrics in which transfer students are measured on at the university  

7. I am aware of who the individuals are that are responsible for transfer student data at the 

university  

8. The university offers advising on site at partnering two-year institutions 

9. The university provide opportunities for advisors from partnering two-year institutions to 

receive cross-institutional training to ensure two-year college advisors have up-to-date 

information about university admission and degree requirements.  

10. The university has online degree audit systems available for students to access information 

regarding degree requirements and how their course choices fit into degree programs 

11. The university offers joint admissions whereby community college students have access to 

the university’s advising and other resources on their campus while still taking courses at the 

community college.  
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APPENDIX E 

 

NATIONAL SURVEY OF COLLEGE GRADUATES BACHELOR’S DEGREES 

BY FIELD OF STUDY 

 

χ2 = 1105.726, ρ = .0001 

* Includes: Health, Science and Mathematics Teacher Education, Technology and 

Technical Fields, Architecture/Environmental Design, Actuarial science 

** Includes: Management and administration fields, education (except science and math 

teacher education), Social service and related fields, Sales and Marketing Fields, 

Communications, Journalism, Criminal Justice, Law/Prelaw/Legal Studies, Public 

Administration, Other Non-S&E Fields 

  

Field of Study 

Categories 
1st Bachelor’s 

Major Field of 

Study 

Has AA Degree 
Total 

No Yes 

Science and 

Engineering 

Fields  

(S&E Fields) 

 

Computer and 

mathematical 

sciences 

5721 (8.1%) 

(83.5%) 

1123 (8.7%) 

(16.5%) 

6844  

(8.2%) 

Biological, 

agricultural, and 

environmental life 

sciences 

8234 

(11.6%) 

1103  

(8.6%) 

9337  

(11.2%) 

Physical and 

related sciences 

4156  

(5.9%) 

489  

(3.8%) 

4645  

(5.6%) 

Social and related 

sciences 

14851 

(21.0%) 

2383 

(18.5%) 

17234 

(20.6%) 

Engineering 
15063 

(21.3%) 

1842 

(14.3%) 

16905 

(20.2%) 

Total S&E 
48025 

(67.9%) 

6940 

(54.0%) 

54965 

(65.7%) 

*Science and 

Engineering 

Related Fields  

(S&E-Related 

Fields) 

S&E-Related 

Fields 

6898  

(9.7%) 

1914 

(14.9%) 

8812  

(10.6%) 

**Non-S&E 

Fields 
Non-S&E Fields 

13464 

(19.0%) 

3478 

(27.0%) 

16942 

(20.2%) 

 
Missing 

2426  

(3.4%) 

527  

(4.1%) 

2953  

(3.5%) 

 
Total 

70813 

(100%) 

12859 

(100%) 

83672  

(100%) 
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APPENDIX F 

 

SURVEY EMAIL TO COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY/STAFF 

 

Greetings! 

 

I am conducting a research study as part of doctoral degree requirements and am writing 

to request your participation in a brief survey. The purpose of this research is to 

understand how 2- and 4-year institutions, that are governed by a statewide articulation 

agreement, provide support and resources to students wishing to transfer from a 

community college to a 4-year institution and earn a bachelor's degree. 

 

College 

Survey:  https://educationtemple.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b2YKewNkcB0Od4a 

 

To better understand institutional characteristics that influence transfer students' 

educational outcomes, and to develop and implement needed programs and supports, we 

are asking you to share your experiences and thoughts with us as a higher education staff 

member that provide services to transfer students.  

 

The survey is brief and will only take about 6-10 minutes to complete. Your participation 

in this survey is completely voluntary and all of your responses will be kept 

confidential. If possible, please share this survey with your colleagues at your 

institution, or any other public 2-year college or 4-year state university in Florida, that 

provide services to transfer students.  

 

 

If you have any questions, you can contact Tyra Madison (tyra.madison@temple.edu) for 

further information and an explanation of the research. Your feedback is very important 

to us. Thank you for your time and consideration! 

 

 

Tyra Madison 

Doctoral Candidate  

Higher Education EdD 

Temple University  

 

  

https://educationtemple.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b2YKewNkcB0Od4a
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APPENDIX G 

 

SURVEY EMAIL TO UNIVERSITY FACULTY/STAFF 

 

Greetings! 

 

 

I am conducting a research study as part of doctoral degree requirements at Temple 

University and am writing to request your participation in a brief survey. The purpose 

of this research is to understand how 2- and 4-year institutions, that are governed by a 

statewide articulation agreement, provide support and resources to students wishing to 

transfer from a community college to a 4-year institution and earn a bachelor's degree. 

 

University 

Survey:  https://educationtemple.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_aeIUMZASxyyZthY 

 

To better understand institutional characteristics that influence transfer students' 

educational outcomes, and to develop and implement needed programs and supports, we 

are asking you to share your experiences and thoughts with us as a higher education staff 

member that provide services to transfer students.  

 

The survey is brief and will only take about 6-10 minutes to complete. Your participation 

in this survey is completely voluntary and all of your responses will be kept 

confidential. If possible, please share this survey with your colleagues at your 

institution, or any other public 2-year college or 4-year state university in Florida, that 

provide services to transfer students.  

 

If you have any questions, you can contact Tyra Madison (tyra.madison@temple.edu) for 

further information and an explanation of the research. Your feedback is very important 

to us. Thank you for your time and consideration! 

 

Tyra Madison 

Doctoral Candidate  

Higher Education EdD 

Temple University  

  

https://educationtemple.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_aeIUMZASxyyZthY
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APPENDIX H 

 

IRB APPROVAL FORM  

 

 


