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Chéﬁtef T

INTRODUCTION

A great deal of literature and discussion has revolved around
the issue of the junior college experience. As more and more of
these two-year institutions have been established in the past several
decades, the need for evaluation and research has become apparent.

A major premise upon which the junior college movement has been
based is that a gréater rnumber of students can be provided with an
opportunity for higher education, Medsker (1960) refers to the
junior college as a 'democratizing agency" by virtue of the fact that
it often provides opportunity and motivation for students to begin
some kind of educational experience beyond the high school level that
might otherwise not have been obtainable. Because the junior college
can offer a lower cost education near the students! own~home commnity,
it can meet the needs of many students who for various financial or
personal reasons cannot initially enroll in a four-year institution,
In addition, it is often contended that the junior college can pro-
vide a smaller, less pressurized academic and social environment for
its students. In theory this would allow the student to establish
himself and achieve academically without having to face the financial
and social burdens of the four year college or university; If the
student selected to continue his education beyond the two years
offered at the junior college, it would seem that this period of
ad justment would provide for an easy transition into the four-year
institution and thus increase the likelihood of success,

-1~
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In accordance with the above assumptions, a wide variety of

colleges and universities throughout the country have established two-
year campuses that are physically separated from their main campuses,
These cémpuses are essentially very similar to junior colleges in that
they provide an opportunity for more students to begin pursuing their-
baccalaureate degrees who might otherwise not be able to attend the
main campus. The Ohio State University established such a system of
branch campuses in 1958, By creating a nunber of small campuses
located throughout the state of Ohio, the university was able to pro-
vide an inexpensive, easily accessible source of higher education for
many of its students, Two year programs were established at these
branches that closely resembled the programs offered on the main
campus in Columbus, Freed from room and board fees and the social
pressures of residence on campus, it was thought that students could
begin work toward their degrees at the branch campuses and then trans-
fer to a four-year institution to complete that dégree. Because of
the accessibility of the Columbus campus and the convenience of not
having to transfer academic credits, it was expected that most of the
students would come directly to the main campus at the end of their
sophomore year,

By 1966, four branch campuses had been established and were
functioning at capacity. Students were enrolled on a commting basis
at each of the following campuses; Newark, Mansfield, Marion, and
Lima. (The Lakewood Branch was discontinued in 1966,) While no exact
statistics were kept regarding the number of students who moved to the

main campus to complete their degrees, it could be seen that many were
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enrolling as resident students in Columbus after one or two years at
the branch,

Questions have been raised regarding the success of junior college
transfer students, and these same questions might be directed toward
branch campus transfers as well. Faced with the two variables of on-
campus residence and increased size, it woulq seem as though students
transferring from the branches might find adjustment to the main campus
somewhat difficult: In addition to the non-academic variables just
mentioned, the student might find the academic experience very differ-
ent on the main campus as compared to the branch campus. Every effort
has been made on the part of the university to create an educational
experience on the branch that is comparable to that received on the
main campus. With few exceptions, courses and curriculum are identi-
cal in design, assigned texts are similar, and even the same faculty
often teach their courses at both the main and a branch campus. In
spite of these attempts however, inherent differences exist between
small and large campuses and these affect the total academic experi-
ence provided to students. Class size, classroom and laboratory
facilities, degree of student-faculty interaction, and the size of
the library all are factors that could create differences., In order
to be successful academically on the main campus, the branch campus
transfer student must adjust to these factors. Since the major
criteria of success on any college campus is grade point averages,
this would mean that the transfer students would have to obtain suffi-
cient grade point averages to meet the standards and competition of

the main campus.



alfm
In addition to the concern for the adjustment of the branch campus

student to the main campus, many feel that factors such as ability
levels and degree of motivation influence the success of the branch
transfer, They would argue that the branches tend t§ attract lower
ability students who are not adequately motivated to persist toward a
degree. Combining these factors, many wéuld hypothesize that students
who transfer from a branch campus to a main campus would not achieve at
a level equal to the native main campus students,

A lack of research in this area on the Ohio State University's
campus leaves many wondering whether or not the branch campus students
who do transfer to the Columbus campus are able to meet the standards
and achieve academically on a level equal to those students who bsgin
their academic careers on the main campus. The concerns outlined above
have a great deal of significance for the branch campuses in terms of
evaluating their role in the total university structure. If the branch
campuses are indeed performing the role that they set out to perform,
they should be providing students with an opportunity to achieve aca-
demically on an equal basis as those students on the main campus.

This study has been designed to answer the basic question; does
the branch campus transfer student who comes to the main campus psrform
on an equal level with the student who began his academic work on the
main campus? Performance will be defined in terms of grade point aver-
ages and a sample of students from both the branch campuses and the
main campus will be compared on this basis., As an outgrowth of the
primary concern, information regarding attrition rates and ability

“

levels of these students will be compared,
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In addition to tho objectives stated above, it is hoped that this

Study will provide a general picture of the transfer process that takes
place between the Ohio State Branches and the main campus. The number
of students transferring and the stages at which they transfer will be
explored,

In summary, the major concern ﬁith which this study will deal is
that of the academic performance of branch campus students who trans-
fer to the main campus of The Ohio State University. Primary emphasis
will thus be placed upon an analysis of the grade point averages
achieved by both branch and native students on the main campus, In
an effort to clarify the nature of the branch campus students who do
transfer to the main campus the following three areas will also be
exémined:

1. The pattern of the transfer process,

2. the ability levels of the branch campus students who

transfer to the main campus, and

3. the degree to which branch campus transfer students

persist toward their academic degrees, i.e. their

attrition rates,



Chaptér II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

While an abundance of research exists that concerns the junior
college transfer student, relatively little has been directed specifi-
cally toward the branch campus transfer process. It thus becomes
necessary to determine whether or not research pertaining to the junior
college student is relevant when considering branch campus students,
The majority of authors who have written about the junior college seé
little discrepancy between the two, Blocher, Plummer and Richardson
(1965) define the junior college as, "a public or private two year
college whose primary embhasis is upon college-transfer courses and
programs." (p.23) Medsker (1960) uses the term junior college to:
denote the wide réhge of two year schools rather than just those
institutions that happén to be called junior colleges." (p.16) Thus
branch or extention campuses can be' considered junior colleges in his
definition, If these definitions can be consiéered valid, research
that concerns junior coliege transfer students can be applied to
branch campus transfers as well.

Since the major concern of this study will be to look at the aca-
demic performanée of branch campus students after they transfer to the
main campus, a review of the research will concentrate primarily upon
studies that have to do with the academic success of junior college
students who transfer to four-year institutions. Included in these
studies are additional findings regarding attrition rates and varia-

bles that affect the transfer students"academic performance, Because

b



-7
these factors pertain to the secondary goals of this study, they will

also be examined,

Many studies have compared transfer students with native students
in terms of grade point averages. The conclusions reached by these
studies tend to fall along a continuam, ranging from those that find
no significant difference, to those that find transfer students per-
forming at a level below native students.

In a group of studies conducted in the early 1930's, it was shown
that students who transferred from junior colleges performed at a
level equal to, if not better than, native students, Studies con-
ducted by Watt and Teuton (1930), Grossman (1934), Congden (1932),
and Allen (1930), all found that students who transferred from two-
year colleges to four-year institutions achieved academically at a
level équal to students who were native to those campuses,

Several authors (DeRidder, 1951; Hills, 1965; Medsker, 1960)
have taken note of the fact that these early studies tend to conclude
that junior college transfer students achieve as well as native
students, DeRidder (1951) found in his review of the literature that
this trend tended to reverse itself after 1950 and studies then began
to find significant differences in levels of performance., It might
be hypothesized that this change in the outcome of the studies reflects
both a change in the nature of the junior colleges as well as a change
in the nature of the junior college students.

Martotana and Williams (1954) compared a group of étudents who
transferred to the State College of Washington with a group of native

Washington students, When they controlled for the following six



variables: sex, major curriculum area, size of high school, year 1;8-
college, scores oh the American College Examination (ACE), and high
school rank, they found no significant difference in academic per-
formance., Of the variables that they controlled for, the time of
transfer (year ih college) was significantly related to academic
success, Those students who performed below the median level were
those who had transferred after two years, while those who performed

- at or above the median had transferred after only one year.

In a similar study done at the University of Georgia, Irvine
(1966) found comparable results. While there was no significant
difference between the performance of transfer and native students, he
found a positive correlation between the amount of time spent on the
main campus and the level of academic achievement, The sooner the
student came to the main campus, the better he tended to do. In addi-
tion he found a slight difference between the performance of men and
women - the men performing at a lower level than the women.

The above two studies seem to indicate that junior college stu-
dents perform as well as native students after they transfer to a
four-year institution. It should be noted that both of these studies
controlled for the ability levels of the students as well as for other
variables that they found significantly related to academic perforu-
ance, The following group of studies agrees with the conclusion that
two-year transfer students perform at a level equal to native four-
year students, but indicates that the transfer student tends to experi-
ence some degree of difficulty immediately following his transfer.

While the final performance records are comparable, these studies



P PRI L e | 9
a grade point drop at the end of the transfer students! first

LIS e

indicafé
term da‘fhe four~year campus, .Thiskphenomenon has often Béen referred
to as "transfer shock."

Hoyt (I960) studied junior college transfers to Kansas State
University. He found that the transfer students! grade point average
went down during the term immediately following their transfer, This
decrease in grades placed the group of transfers below the main campus
median grade point average for that term, but by the end of the junior
year there was no significant difference between the two groups. Hoyt
accounted for this fact in terms of the "transfer shock!" concept.

In a study of branch campus transfer students at Pennsylvania
State University, Lindsay and Hamel (1967) found that the transfer
students performed at a level equal to that of the native students when
both groups were controlled for ability levels. They did find, however
a significant drop in the branch campus students grades at the end of
their first term on the main campus. This drop resulted in a signifi-
cant difference between the two groups for that specific term; however,
this difference disappeared by the end of the next grading period.

In a review of recent studies that were compiled for a longitudi-
nal study by the Research Center at Berkley, California, Medsker (i950)
concluded that most transfer students from junior colleges experien~sd
an initial drop in their grades when they reached a four-year colle:e
or university. While this drop was not usually over 0.3 grade points,
it did tend to place the transfers below the level of native studenis
for that semester. He reported that on the whole this difference
tended to disappear by the senior year,

While the concept of "transfer shock" has become widely accepted,
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several studies indicate that junior college transfers do not recover

sufficiently after their first term to perform at a level equal to that
of native students. The following three studies revealed a significant
difference between the academic performance of transfer students and
native students. N

In a nation-wide study of the junior college transfer student
Knoell and Medsker (1964) reported a significant drop in the grade
point averages of junior college transfers in their first term of
transfer. This drop did not tend to disappear enough, however, to com-
pensate for a lower performance level than that of the native students.
The transfer students remained slightly below the native students
throughout their period of study at the four-year institution. It must
be noted in considering this study that no control was made for the
ability levels of the two groups that were compared. The possible
ramifications of this omission will be considered at a later point in
this chapter.

Nail (1958) conducted a study at the University of Colorado in
which he compared a group of transfer students with a matched group
of native students. He found that there was a significant difference
in the grade point averages that favored the native students. While
the difference decreased from 0.49 grade points at the beginning cf the
junior year to 0,10 grade poiﬁfs by the time of graduwation, the dis .
crepancy was significant throughout. In addition to the difference
found between the two main groups, he found that the college into which
the junior college student transferred was significant. While the

transfer students as a group tended to perform below the level of the
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native students, those that transferred into the College Of Engineering

acheived a mean grade point average that exceeded the native students,

Holmes (1961) compared junior college transfers with transfers--
from four-year institutions that came to the College of Liberal Arts at
Syracuse University., He controlled for several variables, including
high school rank, and compared both of these groups with native liberal
arts students, He found that the junior college transférs performed
below the level of both the other groups, The percéntage of students
falling below the minimum grade point average of 1.0 was significantly
higher for the junior college students than for either of the other two
groups.

In any discussion of the relative academic achievement of junior
college transfer students when compared with native four-year college
students, the question of ability levels must be taken into considera-
tion, While the above group of studies seem to indicate’that Junior
college students do not perform as well as native students when they
reach the four-year campus, it is important to note whether or not they
controlled adequately for ability levels. One of the major concerns
that people share about the junior college is that it tends to attract
students who exhibit lower ability levels than do four-year instit: -
‘tions., If the junior college does indeed attract such students, tnis
factor may account for differences in performance.

Medsker (1960) discusses this factor in his book, The Junior

College: Progress and Prospective. In reviewing several studies con-

cerning the academic aptitude of junior college students, he concludes

that:



"The available facts indicate that the average academic e
aptitude of students entering two-year colleges is some-
= what below that of those who enter four-year colleges." (pe30)

He goes on to note however, that there is a wide range of abili-
ties among two-year college students and that many exhibit abilities
superior to students that enter four-year institutions,

Seashore (1958) found thit the academic abilities of jﬁhiof col-
lege students as measured by the College Qualifying Test (CQT) showed
that they compared at the 25th percentile score with college freshmen
in four-year institutions.

In a similar study Siebel (1966) compared junior college students
with four-year students in terms of scores on the Preliminary Scholas-
tic Aptitude Test (PSAT). He found that four-year students scored a
mean raw score of forty-six, while junior college students scored at a
mean of thirty-eight. ’

In a study conducted at the Pennsylvania State University (Lindsay,
Marks, and Hamel: 1966) that compared two-year branch campus transfer
students with students at the main campus, a difference was found in
predicted grade point averages. ,The native students had a signifi-
cantly higher predicted average than did the transfer students. Since
the predicted grade point averages were computed from a combination of
ability test écores and rank in high school class, this difference
tends to indicate a difference in the ability levels of the two groups.

In summary, the existing literature seems to point out a differ-
ence in the ability levels of junior college students and students who

attend four-year institutions. These findings are significant if one

"is to study the academic success of transfer students in comparison to
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native students, It would seem that the level of ability of the stu-

dents must be oontrolled if one is to gain a realistic picture of the
academic success of the transfer student as compared with the native
student, ’

In addition to finding differences in the ability levels of two-
year tran;fer students and native students, several studies have found
differences between the attrition rates of these two groups. Since
attrition tends to indicate level of motivation as well as academic
ability, it is interesting to note these findings.

Knoell and Medsker (1964) found a difference in attrition rates
in their nation-wide study of the junior college transfer. They report
that the combined group of native four-year students maintained an
average attrition rate of 5%, while the transfer group maintained a
rate of 8%.

A similar finding was also reported in the study cgnducted by
Lindsay, Hamel, and Marks (1966) at the Pemnsylvania State University.
They compared branch campus transfer students with native main campus
students and found a significant difference between the attrition rates
of both groups. The transfer group had a ﬁigher rate of attrition than
did the native group. I

In summarizing the available research on the junior college trans-
fer student, several conclusions seem warranted. While the studies of
academic success disclose varied findings, there seems to be a tendency
to conclude that little or no difference exists between the performance
of transfer students and native students when certain variables are

controlled., While the gene}al performance level seems to be equal,
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junior college transfers tend to experience academic difficulty during

the first semester following their transfer. This phenomenon has come
to be termed "transfer shock," Of the variables needing control, the
ability level of the students seems crucial, Studies have shown that
two-year colleges attract lower ability students. If this variable is
not taken into copsideration when comparing the academic performance
of the transfer student with that of native students, studies have
found significant differences in grade point averages. In addition
to the variable of ability level, the research tends to show that
other factors are significantly related to performance. Among these

variables are sex, time of transfer, and coliege enrollment,



Chapter III

METHODOLOGY

The primary concern of this study was to determine the academic
performance’of branch campus stu@epts who transferred to the main
campus of The Ohio‘State Ugiyersitj;‘iin‘addition to this ma jor con-
cern, three additional areas were to béiexa@ined:

1. Thé pattern of thé £fan¢h—£o mainﬁcampus transfer process,

2. The ability levels of the branch‘campus studénts who trans-

fer to the main campﬁs, and

3. The attrition rates of the branch campus transfer students.
The experimental design employed to determine the academic performance
of the branch campus students facilitated the examination of these
latter concerns. In the following discussion the methodology used to
determiné the academic success of branch campus students Will be
described. Special attention wiil be directed to those aspects of the
procedures that allowed examination of the three secondary concerns.,

Ih order to detérmine the academic performance of the branch
campus transfer student, an experimental design was employed that
allowed comparison between branch campus transfers and native main
campus students, In this design theiéc;démic'experience, i.e. branch
campus vs, main campus, was co;sidgfed the inaependent variable. Those
students who attended th; brahéh campuses ard then transferred to the
main campus in order to complete their degrees were considered the

experimental group; those students who attended the main campus for

-1 5~
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their entire academic careers were considered the control group.

The academic performance of these two groups was the variable
under examination; thus it was considered the dependent variable.
Since the grade point average is the only available means of measuring
academic performance, this was used as a basis for comparison and
analysis.

After reviewing the available research on the transfer student,
several variables were found to be significantly related to academic
performance. Among these were: 1) the sex of the student, 2) the col-
lege or curriculum into which the student transferred, and 3) the
measured academic ability of the student. In order to insure that the
academic experience was the primary variable affecting the academic
success of the students under examination, an attempt was made to con-
trol for these variables in the study. The methods that were used to
achieve this control will be discussed at a later point in this chapter.
Subjects

Before commencing this study it was necessary to identify a group
of students who had begun their academic work on the branch campuses
ard then transferred to the main campus to complete that work. In
order to account for the possibility of transfer shock for these stu—\
dents' academic performance once they reached the main campus, it was
'felt that their grade point ;verages should be observed over a period
of time, One academic year was considered sufficient for such obser-
vation. This necessitated the selection of a group for whom three
quarters of academic work had already been completed on the main cam-

pus. Since thesc data were available for the academic year 1966-67,

N
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this was the time period selected for examination,

One mighf assume that the identification of a group of branch
campus students who had transferred to the main campus could easily
be made by referring to student records. Upon examination of the
existing records however, it was found that this information was not
available. Because the university did not consider the move from a
branch campus to the main campus an actual “transfer", notation was
not made on the students®! records. As a result, the procedure required
to identify the experimental group proved to be somewhat complex.

In order to identify a group of students who transferred from one
of the branch campuses to the main campus at the beginning of the
autumn quarter 1966, it was necessary to refer back to the previous
spring quarter and identify those students who were enrolled on the
branch campuses., By looking through a list of branch campus students
for that quarter and comparing this list to the list of students
enrolled on the main campus for the following autumn quarter, it was
possible to identify students who had transferred.

A list of students enroclled in either of the four branch cam-
puses (i.e. Lima, Mansfield, Marion, and Newark) during the spring
quarter 1966 was initially examined. All those students who had besn
enrolled on that campus for at least three quarters were selected a-
potential transfers. Students who had completed less than three
quarters of academic work were not included on this list, It was felt
that these students would not have had sufficient experience in the
branch campus environment to be considered transfers.

The list of potential transfers was then checked against the list
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of students who had enrolled on the main campus for the autumn quarter

1966, Those students whose names appeared on both lists had trans-
ferred from the branch campus to the main campus.- The procedure used
to identify‘branch campus students who had transferred to the main
campus allowed comparisons to be made regarding the numbers of students
who came to the main campus from the various branches. Since the
examination of the transfer process was stated as one of the secondary
goals of this study, this data is presented in Table 1,
TABLE 1
Number and Percent of Transfers from the Branch
Campuses to the Main Campus at the Beginning of

Autumn Quarter 1966
Number of Potential* Number of Students

Transfers Enrolled Transferred to the
Campus Spring 1966 Main Campus % Transferred
Lima 242 55 22,5
Mansfield 251 63 25.1
Marion 130 59 L5,5
Newark 116 31 26,7
Totals 739 208 28,2

*potential transfers were defined as those students enrolled on the
branch campus for three or more quarters,

The group identified in the above manner consisted of students
whose class rank ranged from IT to III and who had completed anywhere
from three to nine quarters at the branch. In an attempt to control
for the possible effect of time of transfer for the group, it was felt
that all the s£udents should have had an equal number of quarters at
the branch before they transferred to the main campus, In order to

identify the most frequent pattern of transfer, the group was broken
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down according to the number of quarters that they had spent on the

brahch. Table /2 presents this breakdown.
TABLE 2

Number of Quarters Students Completed at the Branch
Campuses Before Transferring to the Main Campus

Number of Quarters Number of % of Total
Completed at Branch Transfers Transfers

3 25 12.0

ly 5 2.4

5 5 2.4

6 137 65.8

7 11 5.3

8 6 2.9

9 19 9.2

It can been seen upon examination of this table that about two-
thirds of the group transferred to the main campus after having com-
pleted six quarters at a branch campus. This seems to indicate that
this was the most common pattern of transfer, and so this group was
selected as the experimental group.

When the above procedure had been completed, the experimental
group consisted of 137 students. The students in this group had all
completed six quarters at a branch campus by the end of spring quarter
1966 and had then enrolled on the main campus at the beginning of
autumn quarter 1966,

After selecting the experimental group, an equal numﬁer of native
main campus students were selected as the control group. A list of
those students enrolled on the main campus during autumn quarter 1966
was used as an initial point for selection., All students who had com-
pleted six quarters of academic work and who had a class rank of II or

ITT were considered possible subjects. A random sample was then taken
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from this total group and 145 students were selected. Of this total,

eight students were deleted because they ﬁere found to have transferred
to The Ohio State University from another institution at some point
during their first two years, The final control group consisted of 137
students who had completed six quarters on the main campus by the end
of spring quarter 1966.

The final sample selected for examination in this study totaled
274 students., Half of this sample had attended a branch campus for six
quarters, the other half had attended the main campus for six quarters.
The total group was enrolled on the main campus at the beginning of
autumn quarter 1966,

Procedure

Following the selection of a total sample of 274 students, addi-
tional data were collected to allow for control for the following three
variables; 1) sex, 2) college curriculum, and 3) measured academic .
ability.

The sex of each student and the college that he was enrolled in at
the beginning of the autumn quarter 1966 were noted from the student
fee lists for that year. The branch campus group contained 76 males
and 61 females; the main campus group contained 77 males and 60 females,
Table #3 presents a summary of the data regarding college enrollmen®

for the two groups. ’



TABLE 3

College Enrollment of a Selected Group of Branch
Campus Transfer Students and Native Main Campus Students

Main Campus Group Branch Campus Group
, Nunber of Munber of

College Students % of Total Students % of Total
Agriculture 7 5.1 7 5.1
Arts & Science 25 18.2 34 24.8
Engineering 37 27.0 9 6.6
Education 43 32.1 60 43,8
Commerce 13 8.9 16 11.9
Biological Sc. 1 o7 2 1.4
Optometry 1 7 2 1.4
Home Economics 5 3.7 3 2.2
Social Work 2 1.4 2 1.4
Nursing & Allied 3 2.2 2 1.4

Medical Sc.

In order to control for the ability level of these students, data
were collected regarding their scores on the American College Test
(ACT) and their rank by thirds in their high school graduating class.
Previous research had shown that the combination of these two variables
produces the most reliable prediction formula for academic success.
Thus it was felt that bﬁ controlling for these two factors, the ability
level of the sample of students could be made comparable, Raw ACT
composit scores and the rank by thirds in the high school graduating
class were used for this purpose. Since these data represented one of
the secondary concerns of this study, means and standard deviations
were computed for each of these two variables, These data will be pre-
sented in the following chapter,

Grade point averages were then recorded for each student at three

different points in time: 1) the end of autumn quarter 1966, 2) the
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end of winter quarter 1967, and 3) the end of spring quarter 1967. For

each of these quarters, the number of academic credit hours thata stud-
dent had completed and the total number of quality points that he had
received fof those hours were noted. Since the major purpose of this
study was to coméare academic performance when both groups reached the
same environment, i.e. the main campus, previous performance was con-
sidered irrelevant, Accumulative grade point averages earned prior to
autumn quarter 1966 were therefore not included for analysis., Not con~
sidering the cumulative grade point average prior to the 1966 autumn
quarter eliminated the possible differences between the two groups that
might have occurred because of variations in course offerings between
the main and branch campuses, The data that were collected allowed
comparisons to be made for each quarter during the 1966-67 academic
year, as well as a cumulative grade point comparison for the total
three quarters.,

Treatment of the Data

The null hypothesis being tested in this study was formulated as
follows:

Evegxwhen control is made for the following three variables:

1) sex, 2) college curriculum, and 3) measured ability level,

the academic performance of studeﬁts who transfer to the main

campus from the branch campuses will not equal the academic

performance of native main campué students,

To test this hypothesis an analysis of the grade point averages
earned by both groups of students was made, In order to insure that

the academic experience was the only independent variable influencing
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the academic performance, control was made for the three wvariables

stated in the hypothesis. Because of the difficulty involved in con-
trolling for these variables by direct misthods such a$ matching,
statistical control was employed.

Winer (1962) defines statistical control as "control achieved by
measuring one.or more concomitant variables in addition to the variate
of primary interest." (p. 578) The statistical means of control used
in this study was an analysis of covariance., The three variables
mentioned above were treated as concomitant‘variables, while the pri-
mary variable under examination was the grade point average. Before
employing the anélysis of covariance, the assumptions of homogeneity
of variance and ;egression were satisfied. The analysis of covariance
was administered to the data at three different time periods and also

upon the cumulative grade point averages for the year., F~tests were

applied at each point to determine significance.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results

This study was ﬁrimarily undertaken to test the following
hypothesis:

Even when control is made for the following three variables:

1) sex, 2) college curriculum, and 3) measured ability level,

the academic performance of students who transfer to the main

campus from the branch campuses will ‘hot equal the -academic

jéérformance of native main campus students,

Tdo groups (branch campus transfer students and hative main campus
students) were compared in order to determine whether or not a signifi-
cant difference occ&rred between their levels of academic performance,
An analysis of cévariance was employed to control statistically for
the above three variables §tated in the hypothesis. Data in the form
of grade point averages were statistically treated at three different
points in time: 1) autumm quarter 1966, 2) winter quarter 1967, and
3) spring quarter 1967. An accumulative grade point average for the
total fhree quarters was also treated. The analysis of covariance
allowed an F-test for significance of difference to be performed;
inspection of the data was then required to determine the direction of
the difference. Tables 4 through 7 present the results of the analysis
" of covariance.. Sub-tables labeled 4a through 7a are used to show the

mean and adjusted mean grade point averages for each quarter,

2l
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Analysis of Covariante Table,
Autumn Quarter 1966 ... - e

N = 270% :
Source daf ss ms F B
Academic - o S
Experience 1 IRV | Lyl - 9,189%x
Error 265 128,072 483

*Four of the original subjects included in the Branch
Campus Transfer group were rejected in the analysis
because of insufficient data,

Table 4a
Mean and Adjusted Mean Grade Point
- Averages, Autumn Quarter 1966

Mean Ad justed Mean
Branch 2,392 2,396

TABLE 5

Analysis of Covariance Table,
Winter Quarter 1967

N = 249
Source af ss ms ' F
Academic
Experience 1 2.276 2.276 6.851 **
Error 244 81.062 .332
Table 5a
Mean and Adjusted Mean Grade Point
Averages, Winter Quarter 1967
Mean Ad justed Mean
Main 2.750 2.749

Branch 2,554 2.533
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TABLE 6

Analysis of Covariance Table,
Spring Quarter 1967

N = 240 ‘
Source df ss ms F
Academic
Experience 1 1.691 1.691 3.315
Error 235 114,84 510
Table 6a
Mean and Adjusted Mean Grade Point
Averages, Spring Quarter 1967
Mean Adjusted Mean
Main 2.743 2,739
Branch 2,566 2.571
TABLE 7
Analysis of Covariance Table,
Academic Year 1966-67
N = 238
Soﬁrce daf ss ms F
Academic
Experience 1 3.297 3.297 13,687%x
Error 233 56.126 241
Table 7a
Mean and Adjusted Mean Grade Point
Averages, Academic Year 1966-67
Mean Adjusted Mean
Main 2,777 2.773
Branch 2.530 2,554

** o~ gignificant at 0.01 level
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Tables 4, 5 and 7 Show that significant differences were found in

the grade point averages earned by branch campus transfer students and
native main campus students during the autumn and winter quarters and
for the academic year as a whole, In each case, the native main cam-
pus group performed at a level higher than did the branch campus trans-
fer group., While a visible difference in mean grade point averages
can be seen in Table 6, the difference for the spring quarter was not
found statistically significant.

In order to illustrate the pattern that the grade point averages
tended to assume over time, figure #1 was constructed.

FIGURE 1

Comparison of Adjusted Mean Grade Point Averages
Over Time - Branch Campus Transfers vs, Native Main Campus Groups

firade Point

(adjusted means) L_,——"”'——“
5 :

2,60

2055

2.50 - = -
2.45 Pt

2.40 -
2035

2030

— W e Tl S W -y

autumn winter spring total accum.

------ Branch Campus Transfers
Native Main

Figure #1 shows that while differences do occur between the grade
point averages earned by the branch campus transfer students and the
native main campus students, these differences tend to decrease over
time, A difference of 0.259 grade points was found for the autumn

quarter 1966. By the spring quarter 1967 however, this difference
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had decreased to 0,168 grade points.

In addition to the analysis of grade point averages that is pre-
sented, this study provided descriptive data that are relevant to an
examination of branch campus students when they are compared to native
main campus students. It was possible to extract values used in the
analysis of covariance and compute means and standard deviations.
These values represented the amount of variance due to the variables
under control and therefore can be used to describe the two groups
compared in this study. Table 8 provides a summary of this data.

TABLE 8
Means and Standard Deviations for the Variables

Controlled in the Analysis of Covariance:
Native Main Campus vs. Branch Campus Transfer Groups

N = 238
Variable | Main Branch
Mean St. Dev, Mean St. Dev,
sex o545 « 500 560 498
ACT comp. scores 26.431 10.429 24,181 12,735
high school rank 1.626 1.866 1.483 1.240

college 2,488 1.874 2.733 11,726

The values presented in Table 8 represenf a summary of the data
collected throughout the three quarters that were studied. It was
found however, that both groups decreased in size as the academic year
progressed. The native main campus group dropped from an iﬁitial 137
students to 126 students by the end of the spring quarter. This repre-
sented an attrition rate of 8.8%4. From the original group of 134 that

were included for analysis in the branch campus group, 117 remained by
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the end of spring quarter 1967. This represented an attrition rate of

12.75.

Because of the attrition that .occurred in the two groups during
the academic year, thé values in.Table 8 did not remain stable for
each point of analysis. For each time that an analysis of covariance
was applied to the sample, the values assigned to the controlling
variables changed-as a result of students withdrawing from the uni-
versity. The variable that showed the greatest amount of variance
was the ACT composit scores, The following table presents a summary
of the changes in the mean scores throughout the academic year, |

TABLE 9

Quarterly Mean ACT Composit Scores:
Native Main Campus vs. Branch Campus Transfer Groups

Mean ACT Score Mean ACT Score
Quarter Main Campus Group Branch Transfer Group
Autumn 27.635 23.56
Winter 26.93 23.95

Spring 26.37 k4,16

"y

~r

An inverse reléﬁionship seems to emerge upon e%amination of this
table., The ACT composit scores for the branch campus transfer group
tends to increase with time, while the mean ACT composit scores for
the native main campus group decreases with time. Figure #2 provides

an illustration of this relationship.
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FIGURE 2

Comparison of Mean ACT Composit Scores Over Time:
Branch Campus Transfer Students vs, Native Main Campus Students

Mean ACT N
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Discussion
The primary aspect of the branch campus transfer process under

examination in this study was the academic success of the transfer
student when he reached the main campus, By comparing the grade point
averages earned by a group of branch campus transfers with the grade
point averages earned by a gro;p of native main campus students, this
study shows that the branch campus transfer students tend to perform

at a level below that achieved by the main campus students., An analy-
sis of covariance reveals significant differences in the grade point
averages for three out of the four points in time that were examined.
As a result of the significance found, the rull hypothesis stated at
the outset of this study cannot be rejected. Before one can make
generalizations concerning these results however, the pattern of the

difference must be noted,

While a real difference exists between the academic performance
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of branch campus transfer students and nat1ve ma1n campus students, the
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pattern that th1s d1fference assumes’over“tlme is 1mportant to con-/““
sider, By looking at F1gure 1, it can be seen that although a wide
difference exists during the f1rst quarter after transfer, this differ-
ence tends to decrease with time. By the end of the spring quarter,
the difference‘noalonger remains statistically significant, While the
cumulat1ve grade p01nt averages for the total academic year are signifi-
cantly h1gher for the nat1ve students, one mnght pred1ct that this
d1fference would become less by the end of the follow1ng year. These
results seem to support the concept of "transfer shock" that has been
found in s1m11ar stud1es of Junlor college students. The 1n1t1al gap
in the grade p01nt averages earned by the two groups could be indica-
tive of an adjustment perlod that transfer students exper1ence when
they first come to the‘ma;nlcampus, Faced with the 1ncreased size and
complexity of the main campus,and the»new;experience ofion-campus resi-
dence, the branch campus transfer student may find adjustment difficult,
The lower level of academic performance exhibited by the branch trans-
fer group could be a reflection of this difficulty. The gradual
improvement in the grade point averages for this group seems to indi-
cate that this initial difficulty-decreases with time,

In addition to the difference fourd between the academic per-
formance of branch campus transfer students andlnative main campus
students, this study revealed differences in both the attrition rates
and ability levels measured by the ACT composit score and high school
rank of these two groups.,

The attrition rate found for the group of branch campus transfer
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students was 12,7% as compared to the attrition rate of 8.8% for the

native main campus students., The difference between these two rates
tends to sﬁppért'tﬁe notion that two-year transfer students do not
persist toward their dég¥sds at 4 level equal to that of four-year
native students. While no real conclusions can be dfawh from this
finding, it might tend to reflect a difference in the degree of motiva-
tion that exists between the two groups., If one can assume that an
equal number of students from both groups withdraw from the universify
because of academic difficulties, the difference that exists in the
attrition rates might reflect a difference in motivation,

In light of the above findings, it would seem as though branch
campus transfer students closely resemble junior college transfer stu-
dents. The fact that they tend to experience "transfer shock" immedi-
ately following transfer and that they tend to have higher attrition
rates and lower ability levels than native main campus students, sup-
port the existing research concerning junior college transfer students,

It is interesting to note the différence found in the measured
academic ability levels of the two groups of students that were exam-
ined, The findings of this study tend to support previous research
that has found that less able students attend branch or two-year col-
leges before going on to four-year institutions, It‘further illus-
trates the importance of controlling for this variable in any study of
the transfer student when they are being compared to native four-year
students,

An interesting relationship becomes apparent when one combines the

data on ACT composit scores with the grade point averages. It can be
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seen that as the grade point averages for the main campus students
improved over time, the mean ACT scores for this group decreased., The
branch campus transfer group also exhibited a gradual improvement in
grade point averages, This improvement however, was accompanied by an
increase in the mean ACT scores. This would tend to indicate that the
less able students (as me;sured by the ACT scores) in the transfer
group withdrew during the course of the academic year, leaving the
more able students to continue toward their degrees. This pattern
seems to be both reasonable and predictable, The same pattern does not -
hold for the group of native main campus students. The decrease in
their mean ACT scores seems to indicate that the more able students
withdrew during the academic year, leaving the péorer students to con-
tinue, The significance of this relationship is difficult to assess;
however, it is interesting to note,

The data collected on the high school ranks of the students
included in this study are somewhat confusing to assess. Table 8 shows
that the two variables initially used to measure academic ability are
somewhat unrelated. While the ACT scores for the main campus group
exceed those of the branch campus group, the mean high school ranks are
lower. (1.626 as compared to 1.424) Previous research has found that
the high school rank usually provides a reliable predictor of academic
success., The fact that the high school rank was not significantly
related to the ACT scores in this study appears somewhat contradictory.
Two factors seem apparent that might account for these differences.
Neither the size of the high school graduating class nor thelcaliber

of the school were examined in this study. It might be hypothesized
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that these additional variables could have a great deal of effect upon

the accuracy of the high school rank as a predictor of academic success,
If they had been taken into account in this study, the high school rank

might have yielded more relevant data,

Y



Chaptér V -
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

- N

Summagx

- The primary purpose of this study was to examine the academic
performance of students who transfer from the branéh campuses of The
Ohio State University to the main campus. As an outgrowth of this
primary purpose, three secéﬁdary goals were established:

1. to provide information concerning the nature of the
branch~to-main campus transfer process,
2. to determine the ability levels of branch campus stu-~
dents who transfer to the main campus, and
3. to examine the attrition rates of branch campus
transfer étudents.
In order to determine the level of academic performance of the
branch campus students when they reach the main campus, two groups
were selected for comparison, The experimental group consisted of stu-
dents who had attended a branch campus for six quarters and had then
transferred to the main campus at the beginning of the autumn quarter
1966. The control group consisted of an equal number of students who
had completed six quarters of academic work on the main campus and were
enrolled for the autumn quarter 1966, These two groups were then exam~
ined for three quarters during the academic year 1966-67. Analysis of
the mean grade point averages earned by both groups was made at the end
of each quarter and at the end of the year, Statistical control was

made for possible confounding variables in order to insure that the
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academic experience (main vs. branch) was the primary factor affecting
the performance of the two groups. The variablés placed under control
were: 1) sex, 2) college curriculum, and 3) measured academic ability
level. Statistical control was achieved through the use of an analy-
sis of covariance ani significance was determined by applying F-tests
of differencé.

The procedures used to determine the academic performance of the
branch campus student, facilitated the examination of the secondary
goals of the study. The nature of the transfer process was revealed
through the selection of the sample, ability levels were compared in
the statistical treatment of the data, and attrition rates were dis-
closed at each point of analysis.

Conclusions

Within the limitations of this study several conclusions regard-
ing the Ohio State University branch campus students who transfer to
the main campus seem warranted.

In terms of academic performance, the branch campus transfer stu-
dents tend to perform below the level that native main campus students
perform. Even when control is made for variables that tend to affect
academic achievement, differences occur in the mean grade point aver-
ages earned by both groups.

The degree of the difference that occurs in academic performance
between branch campus transfer students and native main campus students
tends to decrease over time, The greatest discrepancy found in this
study occurred at the end of the first quarter following the branch

campus students'! transfer to the main campus. The least discrepancy
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was found at the end of the third quarter; the transfer students having
achieved a mean grade point average that more closely approximated
that earned by the native main campus students. This pattern of differ-
ence tends to support the concept of "transfer shock.!

In spite of the tendency for the branch campus transfer students
to improve their grade point averages following the initial quarter
after transfer, they tend to be handicapped by the lower level of their
earlier performance., Their cumlative grade point averages remain
significantly lower than native students at the end of one year.

Branch campus students who transfer to the main campus tend to
have lower measured ability levels than do native main campus students.
Attrition rates for branch campus students who transfer to the

main campus tend to exceed the rates of native main campus students.

Branch campus students who transfer to the main campus of the
Ohio State University share many of the same characteristics with stu-
dents who transfer to four-year institutions from junior colleges.

The majority of students who transfer from the branch campuses
to the main campus tend to do so after having completed six academic
quarters at the branch campus. The numbers transferring from the
different branch campuses at the end of six quarters varies from branch
to branch. While the major portion of transfer students tend to enter
either the College of Education or the College of Arts and Sciences,
all college curriculums on the main campus tend to receive branch
campus transfers.

Limitations

There are two limitations inherent in the design of this study
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that should be noted when considering the above conclusions.

The first limitation concerns the selection of the variables that
were controlled in the study. In any study of the academic achievement
of students, arbitrary decisions must be made regarding those variables
that will be placed under control, The decision to select the varia-
bles in this study was made on the basis of previous research findings
and availability of data, As a result, many variables that might have
had a significant affect upon the branch campus transfer students!
academic performance may have been neglected.

The second limitation that should be mentioned concerns the method
used for examination of the branch campus transfer group. Rather than
look at each one of the four branch campuses separately when comparing
transfer students to na@?ve students, the total group of students from
the branch campuses were treated collectively. In doing this an
assumption of homogeneity was made regarding the four branch campuses.
In actuality, such an assumption might be proven false, and differences
inherent in these campuses could have been overlooked in the results of
this study.

Implications

This study was conducted in an effort to gain a clearer picture of
the branch campus-main campus system that exists én The Ohio State Uni-
versity. Many have raised questions concerning this system, and yet
little research has been conducted. While this study has helped to
answer a few of these questions, it has posed a great deal more. The

following list presents areas that warrant further examination.
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The characteristics of students who attend the branch
campuses, How do branch campus studenfs compare with
main campus students in terms of; a) academic ability,
b) motivation, c) personality characteristics, d) family
background, e) reasons for attending college, f) career
interests, etc.

The patterns of academic experience that the branch cam-
pus students tend to follow, Of those that do not trans-
fer to the main campus, how many continue to pursue
degrees elsewhere? If students do transfer to other
four-year institutions, whore do they go? If students

do not continue their education, where do they go?

The success of the branch campus transfer students after

one year on the main campus. Do these students actually
catch up with the native students? How many of those
that transfer actually receive a degree? How loné does
it take for them to complete their degrees?‘

The perceptions that branch campus transfer students have
of both the branch campus and the main campus.

The adequacy of the preparation that the branch campuses
give to their students., Are the academic experiences on

these campuses equal to those on the main campus?

In addition to an implication for further research this study

tends to indicate a need on the part of the university to look more

-39-

closely at the students who come to the main campus from the branch

campuses.

This study has shown that these students tend to experience



some kind of difficulty when they begin their academic work on the
main campus, Whether this difficulty is a result of inadequate
preparation while on the branch campuses or the "transfer shock" of

coming to the main campus, attention seems in order.
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