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Introduction

During the 1996 Legislative session, the S.C. General Assembly passed Act 359, commonly referred to as the “Performance Funding Legislation”.  Act 359 changed how funding for public higher education would be determined.  The plan consists of two major components: determining financial need for the institutions and establishing a process for rating each institution’s performance.  The determination of financial need identifies the total amount of money the institution should receive based on comparable costs for institutions nationwide which have similar mission, size and programs.  The result is referred to as the Mission Resource Requirement (MRR) for the institution.  The performance rating is determined by whether or not the institution meets, exceeds, or does not meet its individual goals.  For some factors, the institutions propose goals subject to the Commission’s approval; others are established by the Commission on Higher Education.  Each institution is rated annually on its success in meeting each goal.  The plan as outlined above was developed in 1996-97 and modified in 1999 and in 2001.  While funding has scarcely changed because of the indicators, the institutions remain responsible for them as measures of public accountability.






The four sectors of higher education, as per the performance funding criteria, are the Research Sector, the Teaching Sector, the Regional Campuses, and the Technical Sector.  Each sector has unique roles and missions for the State.  State technical colleges have a mission of establishing programs that lead directly to employment or maintenance of employment and will also enable students to gain access to other post-secondary opportunities.  As a result of Performance Funding legislation, technical colleges are accountable for the successes of students based on such factors as employment rates, students who continue their education, and graduation rates.  The increased emphasis on transfer rates presents a challenge for many institutions in both data and perspective, as South Carolina technical colleges evolve into more of a community college system.

With this new mandate, faculty and administrators in the technical colleges are asking more questions about the students who transfer.  Counting the number of students who transfer to other institutions is not something that a technical college can do from its own student records.  They have to rely on data from the receiving institution, which is reported to the Commission of Higher Education each year.  However, this information is limited to the number of new transfers each fall semester based on the institution last attended.  Though probably fairly consistent, these numbers do not reflect the entire picture since a substantial number of transfers enter in the spring.  Because of these factors, as well as the increasing number of questions about how well transfer students perform at Clemson University, the IR office has created a mechanism for tracking cohorts of transfer students by area of study and reporting the details of their success.  This study focuses on students who transfer from SC technical colleges to Clemson University, and it reveals academic performance, retention and graduation statistics for these students who enrolled at Clemson University for the first time between fall 1993 and 2002.  

Literature Review

In the two-year community, there are three general models for public institutions.  States like Texas and Mississippi have a well-developed junior college system with athletic departments and on-campus housing.  Other states, like Maryland and Washington, have a community college system oriented around transferring their students to four-year institutions.  Many of the first two categories of schools have tenured faculty, full-time students, and campus activities.  Finally, the South Carolina model is typical for many states – the technical college campus where most students are part-time, and attend more to learn a trade than to transfer to a four-year institution.  However, research shows that more students are attending with the intent of transferring to a four-year institution.  Choosing the community college route is becoming preferable to students concerned with costs, competing priorities, or unclear goals (Dougherty 1992; Cohen & Brawer, 1996).  For states like South Carolina, this means a new challenge in balancing the traditional role of teaching specific skills with the new role of offering general education courses that meet the four-year institutions’ standards.

There is conflict in the higher education literature on the effect attending a community college has on a student’s future options.  Intuitively, the choice would seem to follow that as with all of higher education, an individual’s traits play the most significant role and therefore trends are difficult to discern.  One set of literature contends that the initial choice to attend a two-year institution automatically lowers the possibility that the student will acquire a baccalaureate degree (Dougherty 1992; Prager 1993; Strauss & Volkwein 2002).  The counter to that argument suggests that some students, particularly minorities and those from lower socio-economic backgrounds, benefit from time at two-year institutions as time to set goals and gain confidence (Cohen & Brawer 1996; Strauss & Volkwein 2002).  Additional research is needed to assess variables that significantly affect success to determine how an institution can better assist students, regardless of their intent to transfer.

Community colleges enroll over 50% of the students in higher education nationally and their importance cannot be ignored.  In 1986, the Center for the Study of Community Colleges national survey identified four major reasons that students attend community colleges.  The survey found that 36% were seeking transfer, 34% were seeking job entry skills, 16% job upgrading, and 14% personal interest (Cohen & Brawer 1996).  With new curriculum restrictions placed on four-year institutions related to remedial education, community colleges are often the only choice for students who need further preparation in basic English and math.  Many states do not allow senior institutions to offer remedial courses, in an attempt to both raise academic standards and save money.  A study by the Maryland Higher Education Commission backed this rationale in a study that showed that fewer than 25% of the students who needed English and math remediation graduated from a four-year institution (Keller 1995).  However, for community colleges asked to assess student outcomes, determining who intends to transfer is a challenge.  

Tinto (1987, 1993) noted that student persistence and growth depend on the degree of successful integration into the academic and social structures of the institution.  This model implies that “fitting in” is more important than a student’s academic preparation or clearly defined goals.  The “fit” may be more important to community college students, who are more likely to have competing demands of family and work (Strauss & Volkwein 2002).  Following this thought, however, is the first year transition that must be made by community college students choosing to transfer to four-year institutions.  The first two semesters are paramount to the long-term retention of these transfers, and highly traditional four-year institutions may not have the culture amenable to transfer student success.  

The increase in the population transferring from community colleges to four-year institutions has led to specific articulation agreements within states.  These agreements are intended to provide detailed information on the courses a four-year institution will accept for credit from the respective community colleges.  They originated because of concerns as to how the rigor of a community college matched that of senior institutions.  In most states, like Maryland and South Carolina, the battles were long over how a community college course could be the “equivalent” of that offered at a research university.  However, longitudinal analyses tend to show what one may expect; success at four-year institutions is dependent on much more than courses taken at community colleges.  Additional research is needed to assess the role permanent faculty versus adjunct faculty play in the community colleges.  Students may be more successful as transfers when their community college faculty have a permanent stake in the institution’s success.

These issues of two-year institutional focus, culture, academic preparation, and articulation agreements all play a role in this research.  The following section describes the methodology, research questions, the results, and the many implications for future research.


Methodology

The primary research questions can be stated as follows:  Do transfer students at Clemson succeed at rates comparable to the non-transfer population?  Are there significant variations based on the type of institution from which a student comes?  Clemson has a reputation for being a very traditional undergraduate institution, with an emphasis of living on-campus, full-time enrollment, and interest in student activities.  The institution typically enrolls less than 700 transfer students each fall, compared with over 2,500 first-time freshmen.  Given this proportion, coupled with a first-time freshmen graduation rate of over 70%, the assessment of transfer student success is long overdue.

While there are many questions related to institutional culture and transfer students, the focus of these analyses are performance, retention, and graduation indicators based on those who transferred from South Carolina technical colleges to Clemson University.  The key measures of student performance include:

· Average number of hours transferred

· Number and percentage of transfers earning a degree

· Average number of years taken to graduate

· Retention rate after one year

Between 1993 and 2002, Clemson University received 9,515 transfer students.  These students came from several types of institutions, including two-year and four-year private and public institutions, and technical colleges.  This study focuses on the success rate of students who transferred from the technical colleges in South Carolina.  Between 1993 and 2002, there were 2,866 students that entered Clemson University after transferring from a South Carolina technical college.  Data for this study was compiled from records that were previously submitted to the Commission on Higher Education in South Carolina.  

Data collected included gender, birth date, ethnic group, and transfer institution.  Student age was calculated for each student.  For each student entering during the fall semester, their age was calculated as of August 1, and January 1 for students entering during the spring semester.  Students were further described as being minority or non-minority.  Any student not classified as white (Race Code = 6) was classified as a minority.  This data was summarized for the 2,866 students who transferred from the SC technical colleges.

All students were classified into discipline areas based upon either their entering major or CIP code.  Due to the small cell size associated with over a 100 different majors, the CIP family grouping was used for this study.  The first two digits of the CIP code determined the discipline grouping, for a total of 20 groups.  Undeclared majors were grouped together as “Undeclared”.  However, students entering in general engineering were classified in engineering.  

Students were classified into academic classes based on the quantity of cumulative hours earned at the start of their first semester at Clemson University.  Students with less than 30 hours were classified as freshmen, students with between 30 and 60 hours as sophomores, 61 to 94 hours juniors, and over 94 hours seniors.  Student retention was monitored for the first four semesters following a student’s entrance to Clemson University.  

Graduation data, including year and semester of graduation, along with graduating CIP grouping were collected.  The time to graduate was determined to the nearest semester.  Graduation summary information was limited to students who entered between the falls of 1993 and 1998 (1,567 students).  This allowed for a comparison of transfer students to traditional first-time students.  Transfer students entered with a mean of 36 hours, making them sophomores.  Due to this fact, and to present a more accurate comparison, three and four year graduation rates for transfer students were compared to four and five year graduation rates for traditional students.  

Results

Between 1993 and 2002, 9,515 students transferred to Clemson University.  Table 1 provides summary data for the transfer students, including type of institution transferred from, hours transferred, mean age, and distribution of minority and female students.  Of the 9,515 students in this summary, 5,895 (61.2%) transferred from South Carolina institutions.  Technical college transfers made up 2,866 (30.0%) of the transfer population.

Minority students made up 14.5 percent of the transfer population as compared to 11.0% of traditional first-time freshmen.  The transfer population contained 42.4% female students compared to 47.9% for traditional first-time students.  However, over the last three terms the transfer minority population has increased to 27.8%.  

Table 1.  1993-2002 Clemson University transfer students by institution type, hours transferred, age, minority and female distribution. 

	Transfer Institution Type 
	Students
	Mean Hours
	Mean Age 
	Minority Students
	Percent Minority Students
	Female Students
	Percent Female Students

	Foreign
	100
	44
	22
	96
	96.0%
	34
	34.0%

	Out-of-State
	3,520
	33
	23
	557
	15.8%
	1482
	42.1%

	Private Senior Institution
	913
	35
	22
	106
	11.6%
	449
	49.2%

	Private Two-Year College
	155
	38
	21
	19
	12.3%
	52
	33.6%

	Public Senior Institution
	1,775
	34
	21
	200
	11.3%
	776
	43.7%

	Technical College
	2,866
	36
	23
	381
	13.3%
	1168
	40.8%

	Two-year Regional Campus (USC)
	186
	32
	20
	18
	9.7%
	71
	38.2%

	Totals
	9,515
	34
	22
	1,377
	14.5%
	4,032
	42.4%


Table 2 provides the distribution of the entering population of transfer students from South Carolina technical colleges.  Students from Greenville Tech and Tri-County Tech make up 69.8% of the technical college transfers to Clemson University.  A major reason for this is the close proximity of both institutions to Clemson.  Greenville Tech is within a 45 minute drive while Tri-County Tech is located only minutes away.  Students from South Carolina technical colleges transfer an average of 36 credit hours to Clemson University.  This allows these students to enter as sophomores.  These hours generally consist of general education courses that are transferable to any discipline and are used to satisfy degree requirements. 

 Minorities made up 14.5% of the transfer population from the technical colleges.  In comparison, minorities make up only 11.0 % of the traditional first-time freshmen at Clemson University.   However, beginning with the fall 2001 term minorities have made up 21.8% of the transfer population from the technical colleges.  The ratio of female students has been slightly lower for the transfer populations than traditional first-time freshmen.
Table 2.  1993-2002 Clemson University transfer students by institution, hours transferred, age, minority and female distribution for South Carolina technical colleges.

	Transfer Institution
	Students
	Mean  Hours
	Mean Age
	Minority Students
	Percent Minority Students
	Female Students
	Percent Female Students

	AIKEN TECH
	24
	38
	23
	3
	12.5%
	4
	16.7%

	CENTRAL CAROLINA TECH
	31
	30
	21
	2
	6.5%
	4
	12.9%

	FLORENCE-DARLINGTON TECH
	36
	28
	21
	4
	11.1%
	10
	27.8%

	GREENVILLE TECH
	1060
	37
	23
	152
	14.3%
	490
	46.2%

	HORRY-GEORGETOWN TECH
	75
	34
	22
	4
	5.3%
	14
	18.7%

	MIDLANDS TECH
	174
	31
	22
	23
	13.2%
	59
	33.9%

	NORTHEASTERN TECHNICAL COLLEGE
	19
	35
	20
	1
	5.3%
	11
	57.9%

	ORANGEBURG-CALHOUN TECH
	30
	32
	20
	2
	6.7%
	5
	16.7%

	PIEDMONT TECH
	88
	33
	23
	14
	15.9%
	32
	36.6%

	SPARTANBURG TECH
	87
	37
	22
	15
	17.2%
	20
	23.0%

	TECHNICAL COLLEGE OF THE LOW COUNTRY
	7
	35
	26
	0
	0.0%
	4
	57.1%

	TRI-COUNTY TECH
	941
	37
	23
	123
	13.1%
	443
	47.1%

	TRIDENT TECH
	208
	35
	22
	29
	13.9%
	55
	26.4%

	WILLIAMSBURG TECH
	8
	24
	20
	0 
	 0.0%
	2
	25.0%

	YORK TECH
	78
	28
	21
	9
	11.5%
	15
	19.2%

	Totals
	2,866
	36
	23
	381
	13.3%
	1,168
	40.8%


Even though the mean credit hours transferred characterized 52% of the students as sophomores, over 40% of the transfer students entered Clemson University as either freshmen or juniors (Table 3).  Greenville Tech and Tri-County Tech both transferred students who had an average of 37 hours.  However, 56.7% (534 of 941) from Tri-County Tech transferred as sophomores while 49.8% (528 of 1,060) from Greenville Tech transferred as sophomores.  In a study of transfer students entering Clemson University during the falls of 1994-1996, results indicated the students who transfer as sophomores and juniors are more likely to graduate than students who transfer as freshmen.  Students entering as either second semester sophomores or juniors are less likely to change majors, thus requiring less time to graduate and graduating at a higher rate.

Table 3.  Distribution of transfer students by Institution and Academic class

	Institution
	Students
	Fr.
	%Fr
	So
	%So
	Jr.
	%Jr.

	AIKEN TECH
	24
	5
	20.8%
	15
	62.5%
	4
	16.7%

	CENTRAL CAROLINA TECH
	31
	13
	41.9%
	15
	48.4%
	3
	9.7%

	FLORENCE-DARLINGTON TECH
	36
	18
	50.0%
	18
	50.0%
	0
	0.0%

	GREENVILLE TECH
	     1,060 
	352
	33.2%
	528
	49.8%
	178
	16.8%

	HORRY-GEORGETOWN TECH
	75
	27
	36.0%
	39
	52.0%
	9
	12.0%

	MIDLANDS TECH
	174
	78
	44.8%
	81
	46.6%
	14
	8.0%

	NORTHEASTERN TECHNICAL COLLEGE
	19
	6
	31.6%
	13
	68.4%
	0
	0.0%

	ORANGEBURG-CALHOUN TECH
	30
	14
	46.7%
	13
	43.3%
	3
	10.0%

	PIEDMONT TECH
	88
	30
	34.1%
	52
	59.1%
	4
	4.5%

	SPARTANBURG TECH
	87
	27
	31.0%
	50
	57.5%
	10
	11.5%

	TECHNICAL COLLEGE OF THE LOW COUNTRY
	7
	4
	57.1%
	1
	14.3%
	2
	28.6%

	TRI-COUNTY TECH
	941
	283
	30.1%
	534
	56.7%
	121
	12.9%

	TRIDENT TECH
	208
	67
	32.2%
	111
	53.4%
	30
	14.4%

	WILLIAMSBURG TECH
	8
	5
	62.5%
	2
	25.0%
	1
	12.5%

	YORK TECH
	78
	37
	47.4%
	40
	51.3%
	1
	1.3%

	Totals
	     2,866 
	966
	33.7%
	1512
	52.8%
	380
	13.3%


Table 4 provides a distribution of the different disciplines in which students entered Clemson University.  The Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) system was used to group students into discipline areas.  This system was used instead of major since it would allow for the grouping of students across all institutions and allow larger cell sizes for comparison.  Twenty CIP groupings were identified and used in this study.  Using this system, 96.4% of the students in this study were characterized into a study discipline.  Students who transferred and did not have a declared major transferred the fewest number of hours, and therefore accounted for the greatest percentage of freshmen.  Discipline areas of education (463 students), engineering (471 students), and business management (446 students) transferred the greatest number of students.  Over 65% of the students in these majors entered Clemson University as either sophomores or juniors.  Students in the health professions (180 students) had the greatest percentage of students to transfer as juniors (25.6%). 

Table 4.  Distribution of Transfer Students by Discipline and Academic Class

	Discipline
	Students
	Mean Hours
	Fr.
	%Fr
	So
	%So
	Jr.
	%Jr

	Undeclared
	103
	26
	57
	55.3%
	44
	42.7%
	2
	1.9%

	Agricultural Business
	111
	32
	45
	40.5%
	60
	54.1%
	6
	5.4%

	Agricultural Sciences
	135
	37
	43
	31.9%
	71
	52.6%
	21
	15.6%

	Natural Resources
	111
	34
	27
	24.3%
	80
	72.1%
	4
	3.6%

	Architecture
	74
	36
	25
	33.8%
	43
	58.1%
	6
	8.1%

	Computer Science and Technology
	133
	31
	53
	39.8%
	73
	54.9%
	7
	5.3%

	Education
	463
	40
	127
	27.4%
	227
	49.0%
	105
	22.7%

	Engineering
	471
	38
	147
	31.2%
	250
	53.1%
	72
	15.3%

	Languages
	23
	34
	8
	34.8%
	13
	56.5%
	2
	8.7%

	English
	86
	35
	29
	33.7%
	45
	52.3%
	12
	14.0%

	Biological Sciences
	95
	37
	31
	32.6%
	48
	50.5%
	16
	16.8%

	Mathematics
	3
	49
	1
	33.3%
	1
	33.3%
	1
	33.3%

	Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
	106
	32
	36
	34.0%
	68
	64.2%
	2
	1.9%

	Philosophy
	4
	24
	2
	50.0%
	2
	50.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Physical Sciences
	19
	36
	6
	31.6%
	11
	57.9%
	2
	10.5%

	Psychology
	95
	36
	35
	36.8%
	45
	47.4%
	15
	15.8%

	Social sciences and History
	127
	38
	37
	29.1%
	67
	52.8%
	22
	17.3%

	Visual and Performing Arts
	81
	27
	42
	51.9%
	37
	45.7%
	2
	2.5%

	Health Professions
	180
	39
	62
	34.4%
	72
	40.0%
	46
	25.6%

	Business Management
	446
	35
	153
	34.3%
	255
	57.2%
	37
	8.3%

	Totals
	     2,866 
	36
	966
	33.7%
	1,512
	52.8%
	380
	13.3%



Student success is often measured by graduation rates.  However, student retention is another factor by which to measure not only student success, but also institutional success.  This allows for a measure of institutional effectiveness in meeting the needs of the student body.  Transfer students have already undergone one major change when they entered college for the first time.  Now they are undergoing a second change by transferring from a technical college to a university.  Student retention information is provided in Tables 5 and 6.  In Table 5, the data are presented by transfer institution.  Table 6 presents the data by entering discipline.  This data includes students who graduate before the fifth term.  The percentages were calculated using the number of transfers in the denominator who could have been present for that term.  The headings of “2nd Term” to “5th Term” indicate consecutive terms following the initial term that a student entered Clemson University, excluding summer sessions.  For students entering in the fall, the 2nd Term is the following spring semester and so forth.  Any student who graduated in two years or less is included in Tables 5 and 6.  

Table 5.  Retention of Transfer Students by Institution for Four Semesters after entering Clemson University   

	School
	2nd Term
	3rd Term
	4th Term
	5th Term

	AIKEN TECH
	87.0%
	72.7%
	57.9%
	36.8%

	CENTRAL CAROLINA TECH
	93.3%
	76.7%
	84.6%
	73.1%

	FLORENCE-DARLINGTON TECH
	81.8%
	80.6%
	72.4%
	58.3%

	GREENVILLE TECH
	91.0%
	82.0%
	79.7%
	66.3%

	HORRY-GEORGETOWN TECH
	85.9%
	78.3%
	79.1%
	60.9%

	MIDLANDS TECH
	88.6%
	74.5%
	67.1%
	56.5%

	NORTHEASTERN TECHNICAL COLLEGE
	100.0%
	88.9%
	75.0%
	64.3%

	ORANGEBURG-CALHOUN TECH
	93.1%
	58.6%
	77.8%
	42.3%

	PIEDMONT TECH
	90.1%
	62.0%
	71.6%
	52.9%

	SPARTANBURG TECH
	87.7%
	74.4%
	74.3%
	63.2%

	TECHNICAL COLLEGE OF THE LOW COUNTRY
	85.7%
	71.4%
	66.7%
	50.0%

	TRI-COUNTY TECH
	90.0%
	80.5%
	78.7%
	67.2%

	TRIDENT TECH
	92.0%
	82.9%
	79.4%
	64.3%

	WILLIAMSBURG TECH
	100.0%
	75.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	YORK TECH
	91.7%
	80.0%
	78.5%
	62.7%

	Totals
	90.3%
	79.7%
	77.8%
	64.4%



Students entering their 3rd Term are comparable to traditional first time freshmen entering their second year.  Third term retention rates of transfer students were 79.7% compared to a rate of 85.5% for traditional first-time freshmen.  The 5th Term for transfer students equates to traditional students returning for their 3rd year.  The 5th Term return rate of 64.4% is lower than the corresponding rate of 78.9% for traditional students.   All terms include any student that graduated within 2 years of entering Clemson University.


In Table 6, retention data is presented by entering discipline.  

Table 6.  Retention of Transfer Students by Discipline for Four Semesters after entering Clemson University

	Discipline
	2nd Term
	3rd Term
	4th Term
	5th Term

	Undeclared
	92.4%
	83.0%
	73.2%
	61.8%

	Agricultural Business
	94.4%
	79.8%
	81.9%
	69.0%

	Agricultural Sciences
	95.2%
	81.0%
	77.9%
	60.0%

	Natural Resources
	97.1%
	84.5%
	86.8%
	70.5%

	Architecture
	93.8%
	87.3%
	87.3%
	72.7%

	Computer Science and Technology
	88.2%
	77.5%
	70.8%
	61.0%

	Education
	90.5%
	83.3%
	82.4%
	69.5%

	Engineering
	88.0%
	78.2%
	76.3%
	61.7%

	Languages
	89.5%
	64.7%
	66.7%
	40.0%

	English
	90.0%
	78.9%
	72.1%
	54.8%

	Biological Sciences
	76.9%
	73.6%
	68.4%
	58.4%

	Mathematics
	66.7%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
	94.9%
	82.1%
	81.2%
	62.8%

	Philosophy
	50.0%
	100.0%
	33.3%
	50.0%

	Physical Sciences
	94.4%
	76.5%
	68.8%
	68.8%

	Psychology
	91.2%
	82.0%
	78.3%
	71.8%

	Social Sciences and History
	91.2%
	73.4%
	68.3%
	59.6%

	Visual and Performing Arts
	90.7%
	82.4%
	72.9%
	50.0%

	Health Professions
	88.2%
	74.7%
	79.2%
	70.9%

	Business Management
	90.7%
	79.2%
	78.9%
	65.0%

	Totals
	90.3%
	79.7%
	77.8%
	64.4%


Table 7 provides the number of graduates and the graduation rate for students transferring from technical colleges to Clemson University between 1993 and 1998.  This time frame allows for four-year graduation rates of six cohorts.  Since the majority of students enter as sophomores,  allowing 3 or 4 years to graduate provides for a method to compare to the 4 and 5-year graduation rates of traditional students.  Note, however, that even though a transfer student is listed as a sophomore due to transfer credits, the actual time of earning those credits is unknown.  Students who enroll at Clemson University as traditional first-time freshmen are tracked on a yearly basis.  Transfer students in this study graduated at a rate of 41.0% after attending Clemson University for 3 years.  This may be compared to the traditional student graduating in 4 years.  The 4-year rate for traditional students was 37.8% for the same entering cohorts.  However, when the graduation rates were extended to 4 years for the transfer students at Clemson University, the graduation rate was 60.5%.  This rate was slightly lower for the traditional students who were graduating in 5 years (65.6%).  Students graduating in 3 years also include students who graduated in less than 3 years.  Of the 642 students who graduated in 3 years, 171 of those students graduated in 2 years or less.  Seventy one percent of the students who graduated in 2 years or less entered with over 45 credit hours, which would classify them as second semester sophomores.  These results are in agreement with an earlier study conducted by the Office of Institutional Research at Clemson University.   

Table 7.  Graduation Rate of Transfer Students by Transfer Institution for students entering Clemson University between 1993 and 1988.
	School
	Students
	3 Years
	3.5 Years
	4 Years
	% 3 Years
	% 3.5 Years
	% 4 Years

	AIKEN TECH
	12
	4
	5
	5
	33.3%
	41.7%
	41.7%

	CENTRAL CAROLINA TECH
	17
	7
	10
	12
	41.2%
	58.8%
	70.6%

	FLORENCE-DARLINGTON TECH
	13
	4
	6
	6
	30.8%
	46.2%
	46.2%

	GREENVILLE TECH
	604
	252
	316
	376
	41.7%
	52.3%
	62.3%

	HORRY-GEORGETOWN TECH
	46
	19
	23
	30
	41.3%
	50.0%
	65.2%

	MIDLANDS TECH
	90
	30
	41
	50
	33.3%
	45.6%
	55.6%

	NORTHEASTERN TECHNICAL COLLEGE
	9
	3
	5
	7
	33.3%
	55.6%
	77.8%

	ORANGEBURG-CALHOUN TECH
	12
	5
	6
	6
	41.7%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	PIEDMONT TECH
	44
	15
	20
	26
	34.1%
	45.5%
	59.1%

	SPARTANBURG TECH
	47
	16
	21
	28
	34.0%
	44.7%
	59.6%

	TECHNICAL COLLEGE OF THE LOW COUNTRY
	4
	1
	3
	3
	25.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%

	TRI-COUNTY TECH
	515
	226
	269
	306
	43.9%
	52.2%
	59.4%

	TRIDENT TECH
	108
	43
	56
	67
	39.8%
	51.9%
	62.0%

	WILLIAMSBURG TECH
	7
	1
	1
	2
	14.3%
	14.3%
	28.6%

	YORK TECH
	39
	16
	19
	24
	41.0%
	48.7%
	61.5%

	Totals
	1,567
	642
	801
	948
	41.0%
	51.1%
	60.5%



In Table 8, graduation data is presented by the entering discipline of the transfer population.  Over 50% of the entering students entered education, engineering, or business management areas.  Students who entered as undeclared had the lowest graduation rate after attending Clemson University for 4 years.  However, after 6 years at Clemson University these students had graduated at greater than a 60% rate.

Table 8.  Graduation of Transfer Students by Entering Discipline for students entering Clemson University between 1993 and 1988.
	Discipline
	Students
	3 Years
	3.5 Years
	4 Years
	% 3 Years
	% 3.5 Years
	% 4 Years

	Undeclared
	46
	4
	8
	18
	8.7%
	17.4%
	39.1%

	Agricultural Business
	63
	33
	39
	47
	52.4%
	61.9%
	74.6%

	Agricultural Sciences
	60
	33
	37
	40
	55.0%
	61.7%
	66.7%

	Natural Resources
	64
	37
	48
	50
	57.8%
	75.0%
	78.1%

	Architecture
	37
	15
	20
	25
	40.5%
	54.1%
	67.6%

	Computer Science and Technology
	63
	5
	16
	20
	7.9%
	25.4%
	31.7%

	Education
	265
	147
	168
	189
	55.5%
	63.4%
	71.3%

	Engineering
	268
	53
	89
	127
	19.8%
	33.2%
	47.4%

	Languages
	11
	5
	6
	6
	45.5%
	54.5%
	54.5%

	English
	41
	21
	24
	27
	51.2%
	58.5%
	65.9%

	Biological Sciences
	56
	22
	25
	33
	39.3%
	44.6%
	58.9%

	Mathematics
	3
	1
	1
	1
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%

	Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
	49
	22
	31
	36
	44.9%
	63.3%
	73.5%

	Physical Sciences
	11
	1
	3
	5
	9.1%
	27.3%
	45.5%

	Psychology
	53
	30
	34
	36
	56.6%
	64.2%
	67.9%

	Social sciences and History
	69
	27
	34
	39
	39.1%
	49.3%
	56.5%

	Visual and Performing Arts
	35
	2
	7
	10
	5.7%
	20.0%
	28.6%

	Health Professions
	113
	69
	73
	82
	61.1%
	64.6%
	72.6%

	Business Management
	260
	115
	138
	157
	44.2%
	53.1%
	60.4%

	Totals
	1,567
	642
	801
	948
	41.0%
	51.1%
	60.5%


These results provide useful information for both South Carolina technical colleges and Clemson University.  This study should provide the foundation for future discussions and collaboration that will be mutually beneficial to all institutions.  

Conclusion

Many South Carolina technical colleges are attempting to balance the roles they play in their community, particularly in light of severe budget cuts.  Determining how to focus on local needs for job training with increasing state demands for transfer and general education presents a long-term challenge.  However, all technical colleges should strive to offer their students the best preparation for transfer.  Schools who have successful transfers spend significant time articulating the demands required at the senior institutions, and seem to do their best to prepare students for the rigors of senior level courses.  Preparing students for work at Clemson, USC, or other four-year institutions does not happen accidentally.  In addition, the four-year institutions can do more to collaborate with their two-year counterparts to offer tracking assistance.  Most technical colleges have a single institution that gets a large portion of its transfer students.  Both the technical institution and the 4-year school should identify not only each other, but also the disciplines that students are entering.  Success is not only to be evaluated by the institution, but also within the discipline.  Each institution has certain strengths in discipline areas.  It is up to these institutions to identify and use these strengths to assist students.
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