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Abstract 

By the year 2020, Texas Tech University has a goal to increase total enrollment to 

40,000; in 2010, Texas Tech University reported total enrollment numbers of 31,637. 

One way to reach that goal is to increase enrollment and retention of community college 

transfer students. Research regarding community college transfer student involvement 

and satisfaction after transfer to a four-year university is limited. 

In order to assess the satisfaction and involvement patterns of community college 

transfer students, a descriptive/correlational study was performed on community college 

transfer students enrolled in classes at Texas Tech University. The accessible sample 

consisted of 60 community college transfer students who came to Red Raider Orientation 

for the fall of 2009. Data collection took place during the months of November and 

December of 2010 and employed the use of a researcher-developed, online survey 

instrument.  

The findings indicated that CASNR community college transfer students were 

minimally involved in clubs organizations and teams at both the community college and 

university levels, with the exception of those involved in competitive teams within the 

college. There were a relatively large percentage of respondents very involved in CASNR 

competitive teams. Students were mostly neutral or slightly satisfied when asked about 

satisfaction with different aspects of the university. College advising was the only 

variable to receive moderate satisfaction. There were low or negligible relationships 

between involvement on clubs, teams and organizations, with the exception of one 



Texas Tech University, Kimberly G. Peters, August 2011 
 

viii 
 

moderate relationship between students who competed on a CASNR competitive team 

and their satisfaction with CASNR. 

Further research should be conducted and should include assessments of the 

involvement and satisfaction of native students as well as university transfer students, a 

qualitative longitudinal study of community college transfer students, and what factors 

increase community college transfer students’ satisfaction in CASNR at Texas Tech 

University. Findings should be generalized with caution to future students. 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

Background and Setting 

 In the fall of 2010, Texas Tech University had a total enrollment of 31,637 and 

hopes to increase enrollment to 40,000 students by the year 2020 (Texas Tech University 

- University Strategic Plan, 2010). This is an increase of approximately 8,400 students. 

 In the fall of 2009 Texas Tech University had a total undergraduate enrollment of 

24,236. The College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources (CASNR) had a 

total undergraduate enrollment of 1,361. In the fall of 2009, Texas Tech University 

admitted a total of 2,437 undergraduate transfer students. CASNR received 273 

applications and admitted 215 students while the number of actively enrolled new 

transfer students was 144 (34 freshman, 60 sophomores, 45 juniors, 5 seniors) in the fall 

of 2009 (Institutional Research and Information Management, 2009).  
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Figure 1.1. Total number of new students in CASNR for the falls of 2007, 2008, and 

2009 broken down by incoming high school students and incoming transfer students  

 

Fall of 2009, transfer students made up 39% of the incoming student population 

(229 new incoming high school graduates, 144 new incoming transfer students, 373 total 

new incoming students) (Texas Tech University Online Fact Book, 2009). Since transfer 

students make up almost forty percent of the incoming population to CASNR each 

semester, it is important to serve their unique needs and prevent their attrition.  

Need for the Study 

 Although there are many educational transitions throughout life, the transition a 

student experiences when transferring from a two-year community college to a four-year 

university is noted as one where students are found to experience the most difficulty 

(Lester, 2006). Community colleges are becoming more and more necessary as the 
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population grows. A great deal of research has been done on student satisfaction at two-

year colleges and four-year universities. However, there is little knowledge about the 

satisfaction of students who have transferred from a two-year community college to a 

four-year university (Berger & Malaney, 2003). Student satisfaction with their university 

is an important factor in student outcome (Cameron, 1978) and is an indicator of student 

adjustment to a university (Berger & Braxton, 1998).  

 Adjustment to college involves more than just performance in a classroom. While 

that is an indicator, there are a wide range of academic and social interactions and 

outcomes that must be considered when examining the college adjustment process 

(Berger & Malaney, 2003). A way to measure how well students believe they have 

adjusted to school is to determine their level of satisfaction with not only academic life 

on campus, but social life as well (Berger & Braxton, 1998). It is interesting to note 

involvement in a competitive team increases student satisfaction with the institutions’ 

reputation, student friendships and their intellectual experiences while at the university, 

while students who are involved heavily with academics show satisfaction in every aspect 

of university life excluding student friendships (Astin, 1999). 

 It has become evident there is a critical yet unexplored link between student 

learning and student attrition. Contact and involvement (with peers, faculty, and staff) not 

only influence student persistence, but also appear to help shape student learning (Tinto, 

Leaving College: Rethinking the Causes and Cures of Student Attrition, 1993). In order 

to better serve the transfer student population of a university, it is imperative to determine 

what aspects, such as involvement in clubs, organizations, competitive teams, family life, 
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work and transfer student programs bring about the highest level of transfer student 

satisfaction. 

Purpose and Objectives 

 The purpose of this study was to assess the satisfaction of transfer students from 

various community colleges to the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 

Resources. Specific objectives of the study include: 

1) Identify characteristics of community college transfer students in CASNR. 

2) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and the Lubbock community 

while at Texas Tech University. 

3) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and their community while at 

their community college. 

4) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student satisfaction with 

programs at the departmental, college, and university levels. 

5)  Examine the relationship between students’ level of involvement and satisfaction 

with Texas Tech University. 

6) Determine if a relationship exists between community college transfer students 

who transferred to Texas Tech University and currently compete, or have 

competed in the past, on a team and their level of satisfaction. 
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Definition of Terms 

The following terms were operationally defined for this study. 

 College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources (CASNR) – an academic 

college within Texas Tech University with six academic departments 

 Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics (AAEC) – an academic 

department with the following undergraduate degrees: agricultural and applied 

economics, agribusiness, and agricultural and applied economics/general business (dual 

degree) 

 Department of Agricultural Education and Communications (AEC) – an academic 

department with the following undergraduate degrees: agricultural communications and 

interdisciplinary agriculture 

 Department of Animal and Food Sciences (AFS) – an academic department with 

the following undergraduate degrees: animal science and food science 

 Department of Landscape Architecture (LA) – an academic department with the 

following undergraduate degrees: landscape architecture 

 Department of Natural Resources Management (NRM) – an academic department 

with the following undergraduate degrees: natural resources management 

 Department of Plant and Soil Science (PSS) – an academic department with the 

following undergraduate degrees: environmental crop and soil sciences and horticulture 

and turf-grass sciences 
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 Community College Transfer Student – undergraduate students who have 

attended an accredited (two-year) college beyond high school graduation (2010-2011 

Undergraduate and Graduate Catalog, 2010) 

 Credit Hour – unit by which an institution measures its course work; credit hours 

assigned to a course quantitatively reflects the outcomes expected, the mode of 

instruction, the amount of time spent in class, and the amount of outside preparatory work 

expected for the class (Semester Credit Hours Guidelines, 2010) 

 College Freshman – a first year college student entering Texas Tech University 

with less than 12 college credit hours post high school graduation 

Grade Point Average - The sum of grade points a student has earned divided by 

the number of hours earned at TTU. The most common system of assigning numbers to 

grades counts four points for an A, three points for a B, two points for a C, one point for a 

D, and no points for an E or F (Texas Tech University Definitions, 2010) 

 House Bill 51 (HB 51) – an act relating to funding and other measures to support 

emerging public research universities in developing and maintaining programs of the 

highest tier (Texas Legislature Online, 2009). Also offers universities designation as a 

Tier One institution and as a National Research University (NRU) (Texas Tech 

University - University Strategic Plan, 2010) 

 Marginality – an aspect of dissatisfaction that relates to students’ feelings of 

isolation on a university campus 

 Native Student – attended a university for the first time at the undergraduate level 

(Texas Tech University Definitions, 2010) 
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 Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory – assesses students’ opinions about 

their education and measures their satisfaction with various aspects of university life 

(National Student Satisfaction and Priorities Report - Executive Summary, 2009) 

Non-traditional Students – a student who works full-time while enrolled, is 

considered financially independent, has dependents, or delays enrollment indefinitely 

after completion of high school (Nontraditional Undergraduates, 2002) 

 Proposition 4 - established the national research university fund to fund emerging 

research universities, and eliminated the higher education fund (Bill: HJR 14, 2009) 

 Receiving institution – the institution the student transfers to; in this case, Texas 

Tech University 

 Recruitment – an active process to bring a larger number of students to a 

university 

 Retention – an active process to prevent student attrition at a university 

Student Involvement (also social integration, social engagement, student 

engagement) – amount of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to 

the academic experience; studying, club/organization participation, interaction with 

peers, staff and faculty, etc. (Astin, 1999) 

Satisfaction – pleasurable emotional state resulting from a person’s enactment of 

the role of being a student (Bean & Bradley, 1986) 

Transfer Shock – the phenomenon of decreased grade point average after transfer 

to a four year institution (Thurmond, 2007) 
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University Transfer Student - undergraduate student who attended another 

accredited four-year university beyond high school graduation before attending Texas 

Tech University 

Limitations of the Study 

 This study was confined to the following limitations: 

1. Data collections were limited to transfer students who attended fall 2009 

orientation. Findings of the study should be generalized with caution to 

future students.  

2. Only students who attended a transfer only section of orientation were used. 

Because transfer students have had some college experience, they are not 

included in freshman orientation, and vice versa. 

3. Only students who attended CASNR orientation were included in this study. 

Although all students are required to attend orientation, any student who 

attended another college orientation but later transferred to CASNR were 

not included in this study. 

Basic Assumptions 

 The following assumptions were made regarding this study: 

1. Students who participated in this study can read and understand the English 

language. 

2. Students who will be selected for this survey transferred from a two-year 

community college. 

3. All participants in the study answered the items honestly and accurately. 
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Statement of the Problem 

 There is a need to recruit, retain and graduate transfer students within CASNR. 

Texas Tech University set a goal to reach enrollment numbers of 40,000 by the year 

2020.  When the State of Texas deregulated the cost of tuition, public universities raised 

their tuition rates, forcing many students to consider alternatives for college. One of the 

most affordable options is for students to attend a community college immediately 

following high school, gain college credit hours, and transfer them to a university 

towards the completion of a bachelor’s degree. Therefore, it is important to research, 

identify and facilitate programs at the university and college level which increase 

community college transfer students’ satisfaction and persistence after transfer into 

CASNR and Texas Tech.  

Significance of the Problem 

According to Laanan (2007), “with over half of the nation’s undergraduates and 

half of all first-time freshmen enrolled in the nation’s 1,000 + community colleges, these 

institutions offer a comprehensive and flexible curriculum which meets the academic and 

vocational interests of a diverse student population.” (pgs. 37-38). The transfer function 

serves as a very critical point of entry into universities and 4-year colleges for an 

increasing number of bachelor degree seeking students (Laanan, 2007). 

When speaking of the fact that community college transfer students are less likely 

to attain a bachelor’s degree, Dougherty (1992) states:  

We must take seriously, then, the claim that baccalaureate aspirants are 

less likely to receive this degree if they enter a community college rather 
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than a four-year college. There really is a baccalaureate gap (gap between 

community college entrants and four-year college entrants in rates of 

attaining a bachelor’s degree). . .students entering community college are 

11 to 19 percent less likely to do so than comparable students entering 

four-year colleges. (p. 204). 

 
Researchers suggest there are ways to combat such a low bachelor’s degree graduation 

rate. Practices at the community college level such as gathering accurate student 

information (student intentions while at the community college; if, when and where they 

intend to transfer) and frequent conversations by faculty with students all show to help 

students make their transfer decisions, possibly even before the initial two years have 

passed (Cejda & Kaylor, 2001). 

At the university or four-year college level, researchers suggest offering 

experiential learning opportunities for community college transfer students. However, it 

is important to note it is very unlikely that community college students will achieve the 

same levels of social engagement as “native students”. Although, if transfer students are 

able to overcome “transfer challenges”, are able to graduate in a timely manner and have 

similar earnings as “native students”, university administrators may not believe it is 

necessary to use resources to engage community college transfer students (Ishitani & 

McKitrick, 2010). 

Guy Bailey, President of Texas Tech University has released a strategic plan for 

Texas Tech University for the years of 2010-2020 (2010-2020 Strategic Plan, 2010). 

With House Bill 51 and the 2009 passage of Proposition 4, an independent university 
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research fund was created giving the opportunity for seven universities in Texas to be 

labeled National Research Universities (NRU). In order for these universities to gain 

what is known as Tier One status, they must “have at least two consecutive years of 

annual restricted research expenditures of at least $45 million in the two years preceding 

a biennium where NRU designation is attained” (2010-2020 Strategic Plan, 2010, p. 32) 

and meet four of six additional criteria. As a Tier One university, Texas Tech University 

would benefit from research funding for faculty, staff, and students along with programs 

throughout the university. It would also serve as Texas Tech University’s first step to 

becoming a great public research university.  

According to the Office of the President, reaching Tier One status is a once-in-a-

lifetime opportunity. In order to meet these goals, Texas Tech University has named 

strategic priorities (Texas Tech University - University Strategic Plan, 2010). The first 

priority listed is to increase student enrollment and promote student success. According 

to the 2010-2020 Strategic Plan, Texas Tech University plans to do the following in 

reference to the first priority:  

We will grow and diversify our student population in order to improve higher 

education participation and supply a well-equipped, educated workforce for the 

state of Texas. (Grow to 40,000 students by 2020, with a heavy emphasis on 

increasing the number of transfer and graduate students and ensuring a diverse 

population of students; concentrating not only on the size of the freshman class 

but also on retention and graduation rates at or exceeding the average of the 

university’s peers.) (pg. 47). 
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Institutions of higher education in Texas are funded through allocations made by the 

legislature determined through a formula based on acknowledged costs of education at 

varying levels and in different fields of study using a unit known as the weighted credit 

hour. For agriculturally classified fields of study, lower division (freshman and 

sophomore) courses receive funding by a factor of 1.87, upper division (junior and 

senior) courses receive funding by a factor of 2.52, masters courses receive funding by a 

factor of 7.07, and doctoral courses receive funding by a factor of 9.91. The rate per 

weighted semester credit hour for 2010-2020 is $62.19 (Texas Tech University - 

University Strategic Plan, 2010).  

 Community college transfer students typically enter a university with enough 

credit hours to be considered a sophomore or junior, therefore, their courses at Texas 

Tech University will be weighted heavier sooner than an entering freshman’s courses 

will. This is why it is critical to identify, recruit and retain these students. From 2008-

2009, transfer student enrollment at Texas Tech University represented a positive change 

of 9.8% with 5,189 enrolled in 2009.  

Texas Tech University has listed key strategies it will use to recruit and retain 

community college transfer students (Texas Tech University - University Strategic Plan, 

2010). They include: creating a transfer student center, joining online resources such as 

Transfer101.org and u.select –software which help students evaluate their transfer hours 

and pick a university, implement programs and classes on evenings and weekends to 

meet the demands of non-traditional students, continue to recruit students to online 

degree programs offered by the university, administer the Noel-Levitz Student 



Texas Tech University, Kimberly G. Peters, August 2011 
 

13 
 

Satisfaction Inventory, and develop communication software to enhance recruitment 

efforts. 
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Chapter II 

Review of Literature 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this study was to assess the satisfaction of transfer students from 

various community colleges to the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 

Resources. Specific objectives of the study include: 

1) Identify characteristics of community college transfer students in CASNR. 

2) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and the Lubbock community 

while at Texas Tech University. 

3) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and their community while at 

their community college. 

4) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student satisfaction with 

programs at the departmental, college, and university levels. 

5) Examine the relationship between students’ level of involvement and satisfaction 

with Texas Tech University. 

6) Determine if a relationship exists between community college transfer students 

who transferred to Texas Tech University and currently compete, or have 

competed in the past, on a team and their level of satisfaction. 
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Overview 

 The purpose of this study was to assess the satisfaction of transfer students from 

various community colleges to the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 

Resources. While Chapter I served as an introduction for the study, Chapter II will review 

literature and research related to community college transfer student involvement at both 

the community college and the university, experiences of community college transfer 

students at the community college, experiences of community college transfer students at 

the receiving university, community college transfer student satisfaction with various 

aspects of university life, and transfer shock.  

 The literature in this chapter was found through various search engines and data-

bases online. The search included the following words and phrases: community college 

transfer student, satisfaction, involvement, academic performance, student athletes, 

transfer shock, adjustment, and various combinations of these words and phrases. Also, 

additional literature was located through secondary sources containing the location of 

primary literature and research.  

Demographics 

 In the fall of 2009, Texas Tech University had 1010 (41.11%) new female transfer 

students and 1419 (58.23%) new male transfer students. Texas Tech University also had 

a total undergraduate female enrollment of 10744 (44.38%) and a total undergraduate 

male enrollment of 13464 (55.62%). CASNR had a total transfer student population of 

144; however, this includes students who are no longer in the college, university transfer 



Texas Tech University, Kimberly G. Peters, August 2011 
 

16 
 

students, and students who came to spring and summer orientation sessions. (Texas Tech 

University Online Fact Book, 2009). 

Theoretical Framework 

Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement. 

 Astin’s (1999) theory of student involvement is a student development theory 

based on student involvement. Astin implies that behavioral aspects of student 

involvement are important; “It is not so much what the individual thinks or feels, but 

what the individual does, how he or she behaves, that defines and identifies involvement” 

(Astin, 1999, p. 519). Astin states this theory is superior to others for three reasons: first, 

the theory includes most knowledge about environmental influences on student 

development researchers have gained over the years; second, it includes principles from 

diverse sources such as psychoanalysis and classical learning theory; and third, the theory 

can be used by not only researchers, but also by university administrators and faculty to 

help them design more effective programming (Astin, 1999). Additionally, Astin states 

his theory is easy to understand. Therefore, he does not make use of a diagram to 

illustrate his theory. 

 The term student involvement encompasses many different forms of involvement. 

While devotion of time to academics is a large part of involvement, other aspects 

including time spent with peers, faculty, and staff, participation in clubs, organizations 

and teams, and commitment to family and work are all aspects of student involvement 

that must be considered when investigating student involvement (Astin, 1999). 
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 According to Astin, the theoretical framework of involvement has five basic 

postulates (1999, p. 519): 

1. Involvement refers to the investment of physical and psychological energy in 

various objects. 

2. Involvement occurs along a continuum; that is, different students manifest 

different degrees of involvement in a given object, and the same student manifests 

different degrees of involvement in different objects at different times. 

3. Involvement has both quantitative and qualitative features. The extent of a 

student’s involvement in academic work, for instance, can be measured 

quantitatively and qualitatively. 

4. The amount of student learning and personal development associated with any 

educational program is directly proportional to the quality and quantity of student 

involvement in that program. 

5. The effectiveness of any educational policy or practice is directly related to the 

capacity of that policy or practice to increase student involvement. 

 In his theory, Astin argues that in order for a particular curriculum to elicit 

intended effects, the student must invest enough time, effort, and energy to reach the 

desired level of development (Astin, 1999). Astin chooses to use the term involvement 

over motivation because involvement is observed and measured far easier than the more 

abstract construct of motivation (Astin, 1999). According to Astin’s theory of student 

involvement: 
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The theory assumes that student learning and development will not be impressive 

if educators focus most of their attention on course content, teaching techniques, 

laboratories, books and other resources. With this approach, student involvement 

– rather than the resources or techniques typically used by educators [motivation] 

– becomes the focus of concern. (1999, p. 522) 

Therefore, while many theories focus on outcomes of student development, the theory of 

student development focuses on the processes by which a student develops. 

 While the theory of student development is largely used to study traditional 

college students’ persistence, it’s use among research of community college transfer 

students warrants attention as well (Laanan, 2004). Laanan suggests that community 

college transfer students go through many changes and adjustments during and after their 

entrance into a university:  

If community college transfer students are involved in their social and academic 

activities at the two- and four-year levels, they will more likely experience a 

successful or positive academic and social adjustment at senior institutions. 

Transfer students who had high levels of involvement at the community college 

will likely have similar levels of involvement at the senior institution. Therefore, 

as applied to the study of transfer students, the theory of student involvement 

holds that the independent variables (social demographics . . .) will influence or 

explain the dependent variables (academic and social adjustment) in such a way 

that if transfer students make an efforts to involve themselves in various aspects 

of the collegiate experience (social, academic, extra-curricular), these students 
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will experience positive academic and social adjustment at the four-year level. 

(Laanan, 2004, p. 335) 

While Astin states he does not use a diagram to illustrate his theory (Astin, 1999), 

for the sake of clarity, this practical model was created by the researcher using Astin’s 

five postulates as they are applied by CASNR (Figure 2.1). 
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Figure 2.1. Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement Applied by CASNR 
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Laanan (2004) used Astin’s theory of student involvement to create the L-TSQ© 

(Laanan-Transfer Students’ Questionnaire). For this cross-sectional study, 2,369 L-TSQs 

were mailed to community college transfer students with a total response of 727 (30%) 

and a final usable sample of a cohort of 717 students from 64 California community 

colleges. The results showed that based on demographics, the sample closely reflected the 

population (Laanan, 2004; 2007). The instrument was divided into three sections; social 

demographics, community college experiences, and university experiences.  

The results found that while demographics play a role in the transfer process, they 

lose significance when predicting student adjustment at the receiving university. In other 

words, while what the student brings to the university will impact their experiences, it is 

what the student does upon entering the university that determines their level of 

successful adjustment. Also, the results found that the level of involvement greatly 

contributed to the positive adjustment process. These findings support Astin’s (1999) 

theory. Lastly, the study found involvement at both the two- and four-year institution was 

a critical variable to successful transition and adjustment at the receiving university. 

Kodama (2002) conducted a study to examine marginality issues community 

college transfer students who commuted to campus face. Feelings of marginality refer to 

students not being encouraged to become involved and as Astin (1999) states, student 

involvement has been linked to student success. 

The target population for the study consisted of transfer students who attended a 

large, public, mid-Atlantic university at least one semester after transferring with at least 

28 credits. A mail survey was sent to 1000 commuter students and 168 respondents were 
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transfer students. The instrument used, Commuter Student Experience Survey (CSES), 

assessed students’ experiences in regard to involvement, use of campus services, and best 

means of informing students about campus activities (Kodama, 2002). 

The findings indicated that community college transfer students felt they received 

a low level of support (from friends, faculty, staff, etc.) on-campus. Their support existed 

mainly off-campus (Kodama, 2002). However, off-campus support was not measured, so 

it was possible that very little support is given at all. The study also found that transfer 

students who must work should consider working on campus, as transfer students who 

work on campus report more on-campus support. While work is often recognized as an 

antagonist to student development, transfer students may find working on-campus a way 

to involve themselves (Kodama, 2002). 

 Berger & Milem (1999) conducted a study to further the “understanding of the 

relationship between behavioral involvement and perceptual integration in the college 

persistence process” (p. 642). They sought to use Astin’s (1999) Theory of Involvement 

to explain the process of integration into college.  

A longitudinal panel was created over the course of eight months from October 

1995 to March 1996. Three surveys were administered to a freshman class of 1,547 

students, 1,343 of which gave permission for their information to be used. A total of 718 

participants completed all surveys with student attrition at 57 participants who completed 

the study at all three points. The final sub-sample analyzed consisted of 387 participants 

(Berger & Milem, 1999). 
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Their results confirmed their usage of Astin’s model combined with perceptual 

components (Berger & Milem, 1999). They suggest one of the most important findings 

relates to involvement behaviors. Early involvement in the fall predicted subsequent 

involvement as well as social integration, academic integration and persistence, among 

others. Also, they found students who initially do not feel as if they fit in turn to faculty 

for support and that involvement with faculty can sometimes help students find a niche 

on campus (Berger & Milem, 1999). 

 Tinto (1997) conducted a study to examine involvement in the college classroom. 

Tinto (1997) states that “the more students invest in learning activities, that is, the higher 

their level of effort, the more students learn” (p. 600). At a northwestern community 

college, a program was created to facilitate student learning in an un-orthodox way. 

Rather than enrolling in individual courses, students were enrolled with other students in 

the same set of courses revolving around a theme. This way, it was thought that students 

would experience learning that required the involvement of not only themselves, but the 

other students in the group. The longitudinal study sought to answer two questions. 

“First, does the program make a difference? Second, if it does, how does it do so?” 

(Tinto, 1997, p. 602). 

 First year students involved in the program and those involved in the traditional 

curriculum were sampled quantitatively. Questionnaires were administered at the 

beginning and end of the fall quarter. The first survey collected information on student 

characteristics, prior education, their current involvement with their family, their place of 

employment, etc., what their educational goals are, how they prefer to learn, and their 
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attitudes of themselves and education. The second survey asked about their involvement 

with family, work, etc., in and out of class activities, their learning gains, their opinions 

of the institution and whether or not they would re-enroll. The final sample consisted of 

287 students (121 students involved in the program, 166 students involved in regular 

curriculum) (Tinto, 1997).   

 The qualitative segment of the study sought to establish an understanding of how 

collaborative learning impacted students’ learning experiences. To gather this data, the 

researcher made three one-week visits to the classes involved in the collaborative 

learning curriculum. Data accumulated included observations of students in and out of 

class, interviews with one hundred one students, staff, and key informants, and reviews of 

documents such as course syllabi and schedules (Tinto, 1997). 

 The results of the study found students involved in collaborative learning or 

learning groups were more easily able to form a network of support among their peers, 

leading to stronger social bonds within the college. The findings also indicated that it is 

possible and beneficial to promote student involvement in settings where involvement 

can be difficult to attain (in the classroom) (Tinto, 1997). 

Involvement 

 As Astin states, student involvement refers to all energy a student devotes to 

various objects during their academic experience (Astin, 1999). Therefore, involvement 

could any number of activities; extra-curricular activities, family involvement, social 

involvement, classroom involvement, community involvement, or faculty interactions, 

among others. 



Texas Tech University, Kimberly G. Peters, August 2011 
 

25 
 

Social involvement with on-campus clubs and organizations. 

 Dougherty (1992) studied community college transfer student success at 

universities. Critics of community colleges argue that students are less likely to graduate 

from a university if they began their college education at a community college 

(Dougherty, 1992). He sought to examine results of longitudinal surveys of educational 

attainment.  

 He found that one of the largest obstacles community college transfer students 

face is social integration into universities (Dougherty, 1992). Different factors in a 

transfer students’ life cause the student to not become as socially involved as a native 

student would be. Many universities do not offer orientation programs specifically 

targeted at transfer students, clubs and organizations usually focus their recruitment on 

freshman students and many transfer students do not live on campus. Therefore, transfer 

students find it difficult to become involved at their university (Dougherty, 1992). Often, 

this lack of social involvement leads to academic problems. “Poorer social integration 

leads in turn to greater likelihood of academic failure.” (Dougherty, 1992, p. 201). 

 How educational experiences differed between community college transfer 

students and native students at a university was investigated by Ishitani & McKitrick 

(2010). The researchers studied student engagement with faculty, learning, educational 

activities, and other on-campus activities. The researchers administered the National 

Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) to 417 native senior students and 118 community 

college transfer senior students (Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010). The NSSE measured the 

relationships between community college transfer students and their integration.  
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 The results from the NSSE found that community college transfer students have 

difficulty establishing their peer network and engaging in educational opportunities such 

as internships and community service. The findings of educational attainment in learning 

communities were not significantly different between community college transfers 

sophomores and native students;  

However, this type of curriculum structure may inversely affect transfer students 

who matriculate to the institutions as a sophomore, because sophomore 

community college transfer students enter the learning communities in where 

native and freshman transfer students have already established their own peer 

network. It may be rather difficult for sophomore transfer students to develop 

their own peer network in this environment. (Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010, pp. 588-

589) 

Students also find difficulty in seeking out and preparing for new opportunities such as 

internships while adjusting to the university itself (Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010). 

 Laanan (2007) studied community college transfer student adjustment and found 

students who are more involved in clubs and organizations, those who spend more time 

socializing, and those who believe they are self-confident will experience an easier social 

adjustment in the university. “Spending time with other students and working on projects 

will foster a sense of belonging to the institution. Further, the ability to understand 

students from diverse backgrounds will facilitate the opportunity(ies) . . . to foster new 

networks of friends.” (Laanan, 2007, p. 55). 
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 Townsend & Wilson (2006) performed a qualitative study of community college 

transfer students at a large, land-grant university. They interviewed 19 community 

college transfer students; nine women and 10 men. The interview consisted of 14 

questions; both open and close-ended (Townsend & Wilson, 2006). 

 The results found that many students expressed difficulty in making friends at the 

receiving university (Townsend & Wilson, 2006). One female student stated she felt it 

was hard to fit in as a community college transfer student because native students had 

already found their niches in clubs, organizations, and teams making it harder for 

community college transfer students to meet and mingle with native students (Townsend 

& Wilson, 2006).  

Students on competitive teams. 

 During the review of literature, nothing was found regarding the engagement and 

satisfaction of students on agricultural and natural resources competitive teams. However, 

literature was found discussing the engagement of student athletes. Astin (1999) holds 

that student athletes are generally satisfied with an institution’s academic reputation, the 

intellectual environment, student friendships, and institutional administration.  

 Hannah, Kuh, Palmer, & Umbach (2006) conducted a study to compare the 

engagement of student athletes with those of non-athletes in effective educational 

practices (Hannah et al., 2006, 1).   

Student engagement represents activities traditionally associated with learning, 

such as reading and writing, preparing for class. . .also includes other activities 

considered important outcomes of college, such as learning how to effectively 
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collaborate with peers on problem solving tasks. . .Thus, participating in 

educationally purposeful activities directly influences the quality of students’ 

learning and their overall educational experience. (Hannah, et al., 2006, 6) 

 The researchers used data from the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE) to compare the university experiences had by student athletes and non-athletes 

(Hannah, et al., 6). The NSSE collects data from random samples of freshman and senior 

students at four-year universities (Hannah, et al., 7). The sample included 7,281 student-

athletes and 49,407 students who were not athletes who completed the NSSE in the 

spring of 2003.  

 The findings of the study indicate that on average, student athletes are as engaged 

in educational activities as the non-student athlete peers. They are challenged 

academically, interact with faculty, and participate in learning activities as much as their 

non-athlete counterparts. When asked about their perceptions of the campus environment, 

more athletes report higher levels of academic and social support than their non-athlete 

peers. Also, female athletes are more satisfied with their overall university experience 

than female non-athletes, while male athletes are not as satisfied as male non-athletes.  

Family involvement and living situation. 

While not all commuter students live with their families, many do. Astin suggests 

that leaving home has significant impacts on college outcomes (Astin, 1999). He also 

suggests that students who live on campus have overall more involvement in all aspects 

of campus life.  
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Living in a dormitory is positively associated with several other forms of 

involvement: interaction with faculty, involvement in student government, and 

participation in social fraternities or sororities. . .Residents are more likely than 

commuters to achieve in such extracurricular areas as leadership and athletics and 

to express satisfaction with their undergraduate experience, particularly in the 

areas of student friendships, faculty-student relations, institutional reputation, and 

social life. (Astin, 1999, pp. 534-525) 

 Cejda & Kaylor (2001) found family factors emerge in 41% of community 

college transfer student interviews (Cejda & Kaylor, 2001). For many students, both 

family status (marriage, divorce, illness, etc.) and family support were important factors 

in their lives during college. A portion of the students answered that their families 

realized they needed to study and could not participate as frequently in activities such as 

babysitting or carpooling. Others mentioned their parents were supportive and let them 

have access to resources such as family computers or held celebrations after a successful 

semester (Cejda & Kaylor, 2001).  

Contrastingly, groups of students cited lack of family support led to difficulties in 

their college experience. One student mentioned his parents’, brother’s, and girlfriend’s 

hesitations about the amount of time he spent studying (Cejda & Kaylor, 2001, pp. 630-

631). In the study, 74% of students who lacked family support mentioned the 

environment at school as their support. Also, some students listed family status change as 

a reason to delay transfer to the university (Cejda & Kaylor, 2001). 
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Berger & Malaney (2003) found community college transfer students had to 

reduce their outside commitments once they had transferred to the university. The 

number of hours per week spent on family commitment went from 12.17 while at the 

community college to 8.74 once transferred (Berger & Malaney, 2003).  

Students were more likely to spend time socializing with peers and studying while 

enrolled at UMass than they were while attending community colleges. 

Conversely, students were more likely to spend time working off campus and 

taking care of family commitments while enrolled in community colleges than 

they were as UMass students. (Berger & Malaney, 2003, p. 17) 

 Porter & Umbach (2000) conducted a mail survey of bachelor’s degree recipients 

from 1999. The sample size was 4524 and 1532 participants returned the survey (Porter 

& Umbach, 2000). The instrument assessed graduates’ employment status, satisfaction 

with various aspects of the institution, and self-assessed skills and abilities (Porter & 

Umbach, 2000). 

 The data collected suggest that since the majority of transfer student do not live 

on campus, and as a result, do not become fully integrated into the campus in activities 

that are proven to impact students such as clubs and organizations (Porter & Umbach, 

2000). 

Faculty involvement. 

 Astin (1999) states that “frequent interaction with faculty is more strongly related 

to satisfaction with college than any other type of involvement or, indeed, any other 
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student or institutional characteristic” (p. 525). Therefore, it is important for faculty and 

student services to encourage faculty interaction. 

 Townsend & Wilson (2006) found in their interviews that many students believed 

they were only a number as opposed to their community college where there was an 

opportunity to connect with the faculty members because of the smaller classes. Some 

students mentioned university faculty members were so busy with responsibilities like 

researching and funding that there wasn’t time for their undergraduate students 

(Townsend & Wilson, 2006). While the number of students cited was smaller (Townsend 

& Wilson, 2006), some students found the lack of faculty interaction was beneficial as it 

forced students to be accountable for their own actions such as studying for tests and 

showing up for class (p. 447).  

 Laanan (2007) reported students who found it easier to approach faculty had an 

easier transition into the university.  

Students who perceive that faculty are easy to approach will more than likely take 

advantage of office hours and seek assistance on class assignments and projects. 

The more information students have about the expectations of the faculty for a 

particular class, the greater the likelihood that students will successfully meet 

those expectations. (Laanan, 2007, p. 53)  

Laanan (2007) also found that students who go to faculty for academic counseling are 

more likely to experience difficulty. He suggests the reason these students seek help is   

because they are having trouble adjusting socially and academically; students who are not 
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experiencing difficulties won’t seek faculty assistance as often. Also, they may seek help 

to address their concerns in order to improve their academic experience (Laanan, 2007). 

 Berger & Malaney (2003) found their subjects were least satisfied with academic 

support. They suggest this may be because it is more difficult for students to find faculty 

and advising at the university as opposed to their community colleges. As with Laanan’s 

(2007) findings, Berger & Malaney (2003) found students who spent the most time trying 

to adjust academically expressed the least satisfaction with academic support.  

 Community college faculty members also play a role in community college 

transfer student satisfaction. Berger and Malaney (2003) suggest that leaders at both 

universities and community colleges should find ways to make sure students who want to 

transfer are aware of the transfer process and transfer requirements. “Four-year 

institutions should provide opportunities for students to meet with students on two-year 

campuses to provide information and answer questions about transfer issues and 

processes” (Berger & Malaney, 2003, p. 16).  They also propose faculty at community 

colleges stay updated as current, up-to-date information about university degrees, 

programs, and requirements will ease the transition process for their students (Berger & 

Malaney, 2003). “One specific strategy that may be helpful is classroom visits from 

representatives of four-year universities to courses that are required in the transfer track 

at the community college” (Berger & Malaney, 2003, p. 16). If community college 

transfer students are aware and prepared for what is to come, they are more likely to be 

satisfied with faculty at the university (Berger & Malaney, 2003). 



Texas Tech University, Kimberly G. Peters, August 2011 
 

33 
 

 In another study concerning the influence of faculty at community colleges, Cejda 

& Kaylor (2001) found that many community college students did not plan on 

transferring to a university until actions of faculty members convinced them otherwise (p. 

628). 

Satisfaction 

 According to Berger & Malaney (2003), student interaction with faculty and staff, 

student awareness of transfer and graduation requirements pre and post-transfer, and 

patterns of student involvement all translate to how satisfied community college transfer 

students are with their university experience (p. 20).  

In this study, the researchers found community college transfer students were 

generally satisfied with their overall experience at UMass. The lowest level of 

satisfaction, while still generally high, was reported in academic support (Berger & 

Malaney, 2003). What’s more, they found students who prepared for the transfer and 

university experience reported higher satisfaction ratings.  

The most surprising discovery from this study may be that “levels of involvement 

in community college had almost no effect on students’ satisfaction and academic 

achievement in the university setting” (Berger & Malaney, 2003, p. 18). Community 

college involvement is more likely to influence the student decision to transfer. However, 

findings did suggest that students who are more immersed in campus life are more 

satisfied. Those students who reported spending more time socializing with their peers 

had a higher satisfaction rating, but slightly lower classroom performance (Berger & 

Malaney, 2003).  
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Bean & Bradley (1986) conducted a study in order to: 1) create a model to “assess 

the degree of reciprocity between these two endogenous variables [GPA and satisfaction] 

and identify those factors which have the greatest effect on them 2) identify differences in 

the relationships of the model based on gender (Bean & Bradley, 1986). The exogenous 

variables include institutional fit, academic integration, utility, academic difficulty, social 

life, memberships, class level, and high school performance (Bean & Bradley, 1986, pp. 

395-398).  

The study was conducted at a major midwestern university with enrollment at 

approximately 24,000 undergraduates (Bean & Bradley, 1986). The sample included 

1,518 students who were white, US citizens, 23 years of age or younger, not married, and 

registered for ten or more credit hours (Bean & Bradley, 1986).  

Findings for the study found that performance did not have a strong positive 

effect on satisfaction. For men, there was a slight relationship between satisfaction and 

GPA, whereas GPA had almost no effect on satisfaction; they seemed to perform well or 

poorly regardless of their satisfaction level (Bean & Bradley, 1986, pp. 408-409). When 

studying the results of women, the effect of satisfaction on GPA was twice that of GPA 

on satisfaction. Also, institutional fit was far more likely to increase satisfaction among 

women than men; programs such as orientation, residence hall programs, and 

organizations all increase satisfaction, and indirectly academic performance (Bean & 

Bradley, 1986, pp. 408-409).  
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Success 

 Astin (1999) states: “The amount of student learning and personal development 

associated with any educational program is directly proportional to the quality and 

quantity of student involvement in that program” (p. 519). In other words, students who 

are more involved are more likely to experience success academically. 

Pre-transfer experiences. 

 Community college transfer students face many challenges to graduation from a 

four-year institution. These challenges begin in the first semester of courses at the 

community college (Dougherty, 1992). Community colleges are not as able as four-year 

institutions to integrate their students into the academic and social aspects of campus life. 

Lack of dormitories and unselective admissions policies create a weak integration 

atmosphere at community colleges (Dougherty, 1992). While these are listed as reasons 

for attrition from the community college, if students are able to make it to transfer, they 

face more challenges immediately prior to transfer (Dougherty, 1992). Advisors at 

community colleges often give students incomplete or vague transfer information or try 

to steer students to technical career paths (Dougherty, 1992, p. 197). 

 Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt (2009) conducted a study to collect qualitative data to 

identify variables that affect students as they move from one institution to another. The 

four public and private institutions chosen in Illinois were selected because they receive 

the highest volume of transfer students. The researchers contacted institutional 

researchers at the four institutions and requested a list of 200 randomly selected transfer 

students who transferred in during 2007 (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009). Students were 
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sent a series of mailings asking them to participate in either a 90-minute focus group or a 

30-minute interview during which they would asked a series of questions about their 

transfer experiences at both the sending and receiving institutions (Haeffele, Hood, & 

Hunt, 2009).   

 The results for pre-transfer experiences indicated that students believed advising 

was a vital part of the college experience at both the sending and receiving institutions. 

Participants had mixed opinions of their advising experiences; in regards to their 

experiences at the sending institution, many students either didn’t use advisors much at 

all, or they were pleased with having only one advisor (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009). 

 Another variable examined was academic preparation. Some students believed 

their community college course-work was too easy, while others commented that that felt 

well prepared (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009). Another student stated that he was glad he 

chose to attend a community college before the university because it gave him confidence 

academically as he was not a successful student in high school (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 

2009, p. 127). 

Post-transfer experiences. 

 In the qualitative study performed by Townsend & Wilson (2006), they identify 

reasons community college transfer students have hard times integrating into campus life. 

The main reason they found for community college transfer student difficulty was 

university size; social integration and academic engagement were problems stemming 

from the large size (Townsend & Wilson, 2006). 
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 University size was cited by many students as frustrating, but for different 

reasons. Some found faculty interactions less personal because classes were so big: 

“Students saw the professors in large lecture classrooms as not caring about whether 

students attended class and disinterested in teaching them” (Townsend & Wilson, 2006). 

They also found the large size detrimental to both social and academic integration 

(Townsend & Wilson, 2006). Community college transfer students had difficulty making 

friends at the university because the majority of native students established friendships 

their freshman year and were not open to expanding their friendships (Townsend & 

Wilson, 2006). These students also felt anonymous in large classrooms and therefore 

became frustrated with tasks like forming student study groups, making academic 

engagement difficult (Townsend & Wilson, 2006).  

 Frost (1991) wrote an article addressing research on the benefits of academic 

advising. While this article is not specifically aimed at transfer students, and it could be 

applied both pre- and post-transfer, it is most applicable here because it discusses 

decisions and persistence to graduation. 

 Research has shown that student contact with faculty members increases their 

involvement in the university (Frost, 1991). “These results can be important to advisors, 

for they have the capacity to increase meaningful contact with students and to encourage 

them to persist in college” (Frost, 1991, p. 1). Academic advising not only creates more 

successful students (Frost, 1991), but the experiences and learning experiences are 

valuable to students long after graduation. 
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 Dougherty (1992) states that even if community college students are able to make 

it to transfer, their experiences at the four-year institution are likely to decrease their 

satisfaction or drive them to leave the institution. The researcher found that several 

studies indicated that one third of transfers drop out while at the four-year institution 

(Dougherty, 1992, p. 198) while the native student drop-out rate was significantly lower.  

A good part of this difference in dropout rate is no doubt due to the lower ability 

and weaker motivation of two-year college transfers. . .These students less often 

receive financial aid. Their lower-division credits are less often recognized by 

senior colleges. They are not as well integrated socially into four-year colleges. 

And they are prepared less well by their community colleges for the kind of work 

they will have to do at four-year colleges. (Dougherty, 1992, pp. 198-199) 

 Post-transfer attrition would be reduced if universities would support community 

college transfer students with items such as a better financial aid offers, greater social 

integration, more rigorous pre-transfer preparation, and acceptance of more credits 

(Dougherty, 1992, p. 205). 

 Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt (2009) found that advising at receiving institutions was 

confusing, distant, inconsistent, and hard to find (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009). Many 

commented on the fact that advisors were not willing to help until the student was 

admitted, even when the student sought their advice (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009). 

 Conversely, one student had the opportunity to meet with an advisor at his 

receiving institution early in his tenure at the community college. As a result of the 
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continued contact with one person, all of his courses transferred into the four-year 

institution (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009).  

 In regards to academic preparation, students reported academic difficulty in 

classes that were unique to the university; for example, introductory classes that were 

targeted to prepare freshman for university life (Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009). What’s 

more, participants claimed that they experienced difficulty in classes that were writing or 

discussion intensive. “These were courses with which students did not have much prior 

experience, but once they became acclimated to the class formats, they performed well” 

(Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009, p. 127). Students felt confident that they would perform 

well in their courses at the university. 

Transfer shock. 

 The term “transfer shock” has been identified by many researchers to describe the 

lack of success or failure of students during the initial period of time immediately 

following transfer from a two-year community college to a four-year university (Laanan, 

1996; Cejda, 1997; Berger & Malaney, 2003).  

 In 2003, Berger & Malaney conducted a telephone survey with 319 community 

college transfer students. The results, in relation to transfer shock, indicated that:  

First, this study provides some preliminary indicators, in terms of patterns of 

student involvement and awareness or preparation of transfer issues, which may 

be good predictors of which students are most likely to be satisfied and successful 

at a four-year university and therefore be least likely to suffer “transfer shock” 

(Berger & Malaney, 2003, p. 18). 
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The change from a community college to a university can present many 

challenges for transfer students including the formation of new friendships, navigating a 

larger campus, increased academic rigor, among others (Laanan, 2004). Research to date 

regarding transfer shock as a whole has dealt with comparing native students and transfer 

students on grade point average (GPA). However, research examining which factors 

influence the phenomenon is scarce. Very few studies have been conducted on the 

psychological and emotional changes transfer students go through upon entering the 

university (Laanan, 2004).  

Laanan (2007) found that students who spend a large amount of time with 

academic counselors and/or studying and doing homework will have a harder time with 

the initial university adjustment. The study also suggested that students who perceive the 

faculty as easy to approach will more likely take advantage of office hour visits and seek 

their assistance on projects. 

Literature concerning community college transfer students into agriculture majors 

is limited. However, Branson and Green (2007) conducted a study to compare the 

characteristics of transfer students to non-transfer students in the areas of gender, field of 

study, and academic credentials, and to determine if transfer students and non-transfer 

students performed the same in introductory agriculture courses at Tennessee 

Technological University.  

There are five introductory agriculture courses an agriculture major must take at 

Tennessee Technological University. Between the years of 2000 and 2006, 275 students 

enrolled in AGRN 2210 (Soils). The researchers chose the Soils course because a student 
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must have taken two semesters of chemistry in order to enroll in the class; therefore, the 

majority of students were classified as sophomores or higher (Branson & Green, 2007). 

Of the 275 students, 206 had graduated, 12 had left the university, and 57 were still 

enrolled. The students were separated into two groups; community college transfer 

students and non-transfer students (Branson & Green, 2007). Variables gathered were 

comprised of GPA, ACT scores, grades in introductory courses, hours earned, and 

gender. 

The results of the study found that while ACT scores were higher for non-transfer 

students, cumulative GPAs of community college transfer students were higher than non-

transfer students (Branson & Green, 2007). According to Branson & Green (2007), in 

individual courses, community college transfer students collectively made higher grades 

in every course (Plant Science, Animal Science, Economics of Agriculture, Soils, and 

Engineering Technology in Agriculture I & II), excluding Engineering Technology in 

Agriculture II. “Transfer students benefitted from the greater amount of experience and 

established study habits gleaned during their tenure at the community college level. They 

entered the four-year institution with greater maturity and more focus. . .” (Branson & 

Green, 2007, p. 9).  

  Another study concerning community college transfer students’ GPA was 

conducted by Glass & Harrington (2002). The study sought to answer five questions; for 

the purposes of examining transfer shock, we will examine the first three. They are 1) 

Are there significant differences between community college transfer student and native 

student GPAs at the end of their sophomore years? 2) Do community college transfer 
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students’ mean GPA fall after their first semester at the university? 3) Do native students’ 

mean GPA fall after their first semester in their major? (Glass & Harrington, 2002, p. 

418). 

Students were randomly chosen from the College of Arts and Sciences graduating 

classes of 1998 and 1999 at a large public university. Fifty participants from each class 

were transfer students and 50 participants from each class were native students. GPAs 

were recorded and compared (Glass & Harrington, 2002). 

The results indicated that community college transfer students had higher GPAs 

than native students at the end of their sophomore years, immediately prior to transfer 

(Glass & Harrington, 2002). However, at the end of their first semester at the university, 

community college transfer students’ GPAs declined and fell below those of native 

students. When comparing GPAs at the end of the spring semester of their senior year, 

while community college transfer student GPAs had increased, the class of 1998’s mean 

GPA was still lower than native students and the class of 1999’s mean GPA was equal to 

the native student mean GPA. This study does indicate that students experience transfer 

shock, but are able to overcome it to some degree (Glass & Harrington, 2002). 

 Cejda (1997) suggested that transfer shock does not affect all community college 

transfer students. He conducted a study to examine transfer shock from a subject-area 

perspective. The study included 100 students who transferred from community colleges 

to Benedictine College from spring 1991 through fall 1994. Students were placed into 

catagories based on their chosen disciplines: 16 business students, 23 education students, 

8 fine arts and humanities students, 24 math and science students, and 29 social science 
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students. The researcher was supplied with the declared major, GPA at time of transfer, 

and Benedictine GPA at the end of their first semester.  

 The results indicated that business, science and math students  experienced 

transfer shock with math and science students experiencing a decline in mean GPA of 

0.25 points and business students experiencing a mean decline of 0.34. Those education 

and social science students experienced transfer ecstasy. They experienced mean 

increases in GPA by 0.02 and 0.04, respectively (Cejda, 1997). Cejda (1997) suggests 

these findings indicate that universities should examine the phenomena of transfer shock 

in discipline areas as opposed to the entire transfer population. “If the faculty and 

administration at the respective institutions included considered only the transfer shock of 

the total sample, they could easily reach the erroneous expectation that community 

college students would experience a slight posttransfer GPA decline” (Cejda, 1997, p. 6).  

Summary 

 The information presented in this chapter demonstrates and supports the need to 

measure the satisfaction of community college transfer students into CASNR. 

Community college transfer students make up a large part of student populations at 

universities (Laanan, 2004). Therefore, it is important to take measures to integrate them 

into the campus. Community college transfer students benefit from pre-transfer advising 

from both the sending and receiving institutions (Dougherty, 1992), faculty interaction 

and advising once at the university (Townsend & Wilson, 2006), and social involvement 

with other students on campus through clubs and organizations (Laanan, 2007). When 
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students are effectively involved in all of these areas, they are more likely to be satisfied 

and successful. 

  The literature also indicates that while transfer shock can be an issue for 

community college transfer students, by graduation, many seem to overcome their initial 

decline in GPA (Glass & Harrington, 2002; Cejda, 1997). 
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

 Chapter I served as an introduction to the study, while Chapter II reviewed the 

theoretical framework and pertinent literature related to community college transfer 

student satisfaction, involvement, and success. 

 This chapter will describe the methods and procedures used in sampling, 

collection of data, and analysis of data. Chapter III includes a detailed description of the 

research design, the population and sample used, a description of the instrument, validity, 

and data collection procedures. 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this study was to assess the satisfaction of transfer students from 

various community colleges to the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 

Resources. Specific objectives of the study include: 

1) Identify characteristics of community college transfer students in CASNR. 

2) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and the Lubbock community 

while at Texas Tech University. 

3) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and their community while at 

their community college. 

4) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student satisfaction with 

programs at the departmental, college, and university levels. 
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5) Examine the relationship between students’ level of involvement and satisfaction 

with Texas Tech University. 

6) Determine if a relationship exists between community college transfer students 

who transferred to Texas Tech University and currently compete, or have 

competed in the past, on a team and their level of satisfaction. 

Research Design 

 This quantitative study was non-experimental and employed a descriptive-

correlational research design. Borg, Gall, & Gall (2007) state that descriptive research is 

important in education (p. 300) and define descriptive research as “a type of investigation 

that measures the characteristics of a sample or population on prespecified variables” (p. 

638). Borg, Gall, & Gall (2007) also hold that the use of correlational research is 

beneficial because it enables researchers to analyze relationships among a large number 

of variables within a study and provides information concerning the degree of the 

relationships being studied (p. 336). The researchers define correlational research as “a 

type of investigation that seeks to discover the direction and magnitude of the 

relationship among variables through the use of correlational statistics” (p. 636). 

 The study utilized survey research to describe the characteristics of the 

participants. What’s more, the study explored the relationships among community college 

student involvement and satisfaction, as well as the relationships between those 

community college transfer students who transferred to Texas Tech University to 

compete on a team and satisfaction. 
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Population and Sample 

 The population of the study included all incoming community college transfer 

students who attended Red Raider Orientation. To obtain an accessible sample, a list was 

obtained from the CASNR Student Success Center naming all participants in Red Raider 

Orientation sessions from fall 2009. Transfer students were extracted from the list, and 

students who transferred from a university along with students who transferred out of 

CASNR were taken out. It was determined that there was an N of 60 current CASNR 

students who transferred to CASNR from community colleges in the fall of 2009.   

Instrumentation 

 Borg, Gall, & Gall (2007) state the development of an instrument is a complex 

process, therefore, the researcher should be sure that no suitable instrument exists before 

the creation of the new one (p. 222). While literature was found concerning community 

college transfer student satisfaction and involvement, none was located pertaining to the 

satisfaction and involvement of community college transfer students into agricultural and 

natural resources majors. Therefore, the researcher decided to create an instrument.  

 Due to the nature of the participants of the study, it was determined that an 

internet-based survey would be the most effective instrument to use (Dillman, Smyth, & 

Christian, 2009). Using Zoomerang, an instrument was developed to acquire data related 

to the six pre-determined objectives from participants. There were four sections, and they 

included: 

1) Student involvement patterns while at community college and university. 

2) Their satisfaction with various aspects of university life. 
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3) Students’ pre-transfer interactions with Texas Tech University faculty and staff. 

4) Participant demographics. 

 The first question asked the participant if they were a current CASNR under-

graduate student who transferred to Texas Tech University from a two-year community 

college with 24 or more hours. If they met the criteria, they were to input their personal 

access code (provided in the email) and submit their answer. If the person somehow 

received the instrument out of error and did not meet the criteria, they were to close the 

browser window without continuing.  

 The first section, Involvement, measured each participant’s involvement while at 

their community college and Texas Tech University. This includes involvement in clubs, 

organizations, teams, the community, their families, and their places of employment. This 

section was created with the use of elements of the L-TSQ created by Laanan (2004). 

This instrument would have been utilized for the study had it assessed time spent with 

family and satisfaction. Also, the researchers needed to add items pertaining to CASNR. 

The L-TSQ asked questions pertaining to time spent on campus, academic counseling, 

and the transfer process, among others.  

The second and third questions gathered participants’ level of involvement in 

clubs, organizations, and teams at Texas Tech University and their community college. 

They were asked to rate their involvement in each club, organization, and team listed 

with ‘one’ indicating ‘No Involvement’ and ‘six’ indicating ‘Maximum Involvement’. 

Question four was “yes/no” and asked participants if their primary reason for transferring 

to Texas Tech University was to compete on a competitive team. This item served to 
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address Objective Five of the study. Questions five – eight assessed participant 

involvement with their families, communities, and employment obligations. Items 9 - 14 

were organized similarly to those listed above and gathered past community college 

involvement information from participants. 

 To conclude the Involvement section of the instrument, students were asked two 

questions. Item 15 asked the participant if they knew about the Texas Tech Transfer 

Connection program. The answers gave students a chance to indicate they were or were 

not aware of Transfer Connection programs, whether they were involved, and whether or 

not they would want to become involved with the programs. The last item, question 16, 

asked participants if they would be interested in joining a CASNR transfer student 

organization if one were available.  

 The second section, Satisfaction, gauged community college students’ satisfaction 

with various aspects of Texas Tech University and CASNR. Elements of Berger & 

Malaney’s (2003) instrument, Community College Transfer Survey, were used in the 

creation of this section. This survey was a telephone survey, did not specifically address 

CASNR items, and did not assess involvement; therefore it was not used for this study. 

However, variables were collected, reworded, and made into section two. Berger & 

Malaney (2003) assessed satisfaction in areas such as transfer preparedness, university 

experiences, faculty, and sense of campus community.  

The items were set up on a Likert-type scale (very dissatisfied, moderately 

dissatisfied, slightly dissatisfied, neutral, slightly satisfied, moderately satisfied, very 

satisfied, and depending on the item, did not use these services, did not receive 
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information, or did not attend Red Raider Orientation) and were grouped by departmental 

satisfaction (questions 17 – 21), CASNR satisfaction (questions 22-28), and Texas Tech 

University satisfaction (questions 29- 38). Items covered included advising, clubs and 

organizations, pre-transfer information, Red Raider Orientation, student services at the 

college and university level, student facilities, information technology, and overall 

satisfaction of their department, the college, and the university. 

 Section three, pre-transfer interactions, assessed participants’ interactions with 

advisors, recruiters, and faculty members. Elements were again taken from Berger & 

Malaney’s (2003) instrument, Community College Transfer Survey. However, the 

researchers were not assessing satisfaction in this section; therefore, the questions were in 

a nominal format (questions 39 – 43).  Finally, section four (questions 34 – 55), 

participant demographics, gathered information about participants.  

 The layout of the instrument was as recommended by Dillman (2009). Related 

questions were grouped into sections that were clearly defined by the start of a new page, 

demographics were placed at the end of the instrument, groups of questions were 

arranged so that university questions were first and community college questions were 

last, visual presentation was kept consistent, items that needed emphasis were 

emphasized, clutter was kept to a minimum by not using graphics, and question types 

were kept as consistent as possible. A copy of the instrument is located in Appendix B.   

Institutional Review Board 

 Upon completion of the instrument, the researchers submitted a proposal to the 

Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board (IRB). “The mission of the IRB is to 
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protect the rights and welfare of human subjects participating in research at Texas Tech 

University” (Office of the Vice President for Research, 2011).  

 The proposal was submitted on August 31st 2010 and was returned for 

clarification and corrections on September 3rd 2010. Missing signatures were added, 

clarification on participant contact information was made, the letter that was to be sent to 

participants was attached, confidentiality was addressed, and sentences were reworded 

for clarification. The proposal was returned on September 15th 2010 and was returned for 

further and corrections and clarification on October 6th 2010. Clarification was again 

made on wording in the instrument, redundant items were taken out, answer choices were 

reworded, data storage was addressed, Zoomerang software was explained, and 

information on the destruction of raw data upon completion of research were included. 

On October 23rd 2010, researchers were given permission to begin research, and the 

official letter approving the exempt student was sent on October 25th, 2010. A copy of the 

letter is located in Appendix A. 

Panel of Experts & Pilot Test 

 According to Borg, Gall, & Gall (2007), validity is defined as “the 

appropriateness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of specific inferences made from test 

scores” (p. 657). They also state if the researcher wishes to claim the participants’ gave 

their true opinions, evidence should be collected to demonstrate the validity of the 

constructs or determine whether the respondents express similar opinions on another item 

in the same construct (Borg, Gall, & Gall, 2007, p. 229). 
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 A panel of three experts in the field of education and higher education 

administration, consisting of the members of the researcher’s committee, was consulted 

to review the instrument for validity preceding the pilot test. They made revisions to the 

instrument including wording of questions, ordering of questions, and ordering of 

sections. The revisions were made and the pilot test was administered.  

 From October 6th 2010 through October 13th 2010, the researchers pilot tested 

twenty current or past CASNR community college transfer students who were not in the 

accessible sample. These participants were chosen because they all attended another 

institution before Texas Tech University. Current CASNR community college transfer 

students were not used in the pilot test in order to ensure all participants used were not in 

the accessible sample and viewed the instrument only one time. Again, wording, 

grammatical, and ordering mistakes were corrected. Following the pilot test, data were 

organized and entered into SPSS version 18.0 for Windows.  

 “Test reliability refers to the appropriateness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of 

specific inferences made from test scores” (Borg, Gall, & Gall, 2007, p. 151). Borg, Gall, 

and Gall (2007) also hold that when an instrument is measured in which a characteristic 

is expressed in the form of a score, the score obtained will always contain measurement 

error. When the score has a significant amount of measurement error, it is classified as 

unreliable while a score with a small amount of measurement error is said to be reliable 

(p. 151). “Cronbach’s alpha [coefficient (α)] is a widely used method for computing test 

score reliability” (Borg, Gall, & Gall, 2007, p. 202) and is defined as “a measure of the 

internal consistency of a test containing items that are not scored dichotomously, based 
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on the extent to which test-takers who answer a given test item one way respond to others 

items in a similar way” (p. 637). 

 Nunnally (1978) reported that in the early stages of research, Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients of .7 are acceptable (p. 245). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients from the 

pilot test were as follows: in section 2, the Cronbach’s alpha value was reported as .89 for 

satisfaction. Only section two was measured as the other sections were not set up to 

provide consistency of answers. 

Data Collection 

 Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) states that the use of the internet for 

instrument delivery is limited to and useful for specific populations of high interest to the 

researcher, such as students at a university. Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) also list 

reasons why internet surveys might be advantageous over mail surveys or other methods: 

costs for preparing and implementing internet surveys are lower, internet surveys are 

easier to implement, they are less time consuming, and design has become very 

manageable (pp. 446-447). 

 Official data collection began on November 22nd 2010 and concluded on 

December 15th 2010. Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) states the timing sequence for 

the deliverance of internet based surveys has not been determined yet. However, Dillman, 

Smyth, and Christian (2009) does suggest keeping the tempo of email/internet surveys 

faster than the tempo of mail surveys (p. 279) (five mail pieces over the course of 

approximately two months) (p. 243). This is because emails are more quickly dismissed 

than traditional mail pieces. The emails were sent in the morning hours as emails sent 



Texas Tech University, Kimberly G. Peters, August 2011 
 

54 
 

midday must compete with obligations a person might have during the day (Dillman, 

Smyth, & Christian, 2009). 

 Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) states that it is important to establish a 

connection with the participants of an instrument by personalizing the email. Therefore, 

the use of Microsoft Word email-merge function was used to insert the individuals name 

and email address from a Microsoft Excel document.  

The first email was sent on November 22nd 2010 and included who the 

researchers were, why the researchers were conducting the study, a link to the instrument 

(located on Zoomerang.com), their access code and instructions to take the survey, 

approximate time and privacy information, and an invitation to contact the researchers 

should any questions arise as recommended by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009). 

Subsequent emails contained the same information, however later emails contained 

stronger wording to elicit responses. In another attempt to reach participants, Facebook 

was used as a medium to send reminder messages to students who had not participated 

asking them to participate on December 1st 2010. According to a study conducted by 

Georgetown University, college students spend on average 28 minutes per day on 

Facebook (Pempek, Yermolayeva, & Calvert, 2009). Therefore, the researchers believed 

this would be an effective medium to reach students who had yet to respond.  

Dillman, Smyth, & Christian (2009) recommends that sending reminder emails 

too often (everyday or multiple times a day) will alienate participants. Therefore, at least 

one day was given in between each email (excluding the use of the one round of 

Facebook messages on December 1st 2010), and as participants completed the survey, 
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they were taken off the merge list and sent a thank you email. Also, measures were taken 

to ensure the emails did not go to junk-mail folders of the receiving accounts. The timing 

sequence of emails and reminder emails is shown in Table 3.1 and copies of the first 

email, a reminder email, Facebook message reminder, and thank you email are located in 

Appendix C. 
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Table 3.1. 

Participant Contact (N = 15) 

Contact Content Beginning Date Ending Date Responses 

1 Initial Email 11/15/2010 11/18/2010 4 

2 Reminder Email 11/18/2010 11/22/2010 2 

3 Reminder Email 11/22/2010 11/29/2010 7 

4 Reminder Email 11/29/2010 12/1/2010 3 

5 Reminder Email 12/1/2010 12/3/2010 3 

6 Facebook Message 12/1/2010 N/A N/A 

7 Reminder Email 12/3/2010 12/6/2010 5 

8 Reminder Email 12/6/2010 12/7/2010 5 

9 Reminder Email 12/7/2010 12/8/2010 3 

10 Reminder Email 12/8/2010 12/9/2010 3 

11 Reminder Email 12/9/2010 12/10/2010 2 

12 Reminder Email 12/10/2010 12/13/2010 2 

13 Reminder Email 12/13/2010 12/14/2010 2 

14 Reminder Email 12/14/2010 12/15/2010 2 

15 Final Reminder Email 12/15/2010 12/20/2010 3 

 Total   46 
 

Out of the total population (N = 60), 46 (77%) participants responded including two 

participants who did not wish to respond and two participants who started, but did not 
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complete the instrument which the researchers designated as ‘missing data’. Missing data 

is explained below. 

Missing Data. 

According to Borg, Gall, & Gall (2007), “missing data can. . .occur if an 

individual selected for the research sample refuses to or is unable to participate in part of 

the study” (p. 156). Because of unforeseen circumstances, a student may not be able to 

complete the instrument. It is suggested that solutions to missing data would be to 

eliminate incomplete cases from the study or to plug the group means into empty answers 

(Borg, Gall, & Gall, 2007). In this case, the researchers decided to remove incomplete 

cases (n = 2).  

Data Analysis 

 Data collected with the instrument on Zoomerang was exported into a Microsoft 

Excel file on a secure, password protected campus computer in the CASNR Student 

Success Center. The data was then entered into SPSS version 18.0 for Windows for 

analyzing. Descriptive statistics including mean, median, mode, and standard deviation 

were used to report statistics for objectives one through four. Correlational measurement 

was also used in the form of a point-biserial correlation coefficient for Objective Five and 

a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient for Objective Six. 

 In order to label correlation relationships between variables, the Davis (1971) 

conventions were used. The Davis Conventions for Correlational Magnitude can be seen 

in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2  

Davis (1971) Conventions for Correlational Magnitude 

Correlation Magnitude 

1.00 Perfect 

.70-.99 Very strong relationship 

.50-.69 Substantial relationship 

.30-.49 Moderate relationship 

.10-.29 Low relationship 

.01-.09 Negligible relationship 
 

Summary 

 In conclusion, the methodology for the created instrument was guided by past 

instruments and the objectives outlined in the study. The instrument was created by the 

researchers using the Dillman, Smyth, & Christian (2009) method and subsequently, 

permission from IRB was granted in October 2010. Collection of data began on 

November 15th 2010 and ended on December 20th 2010. There were a total of 15 contacts 

made from November 15th 2010 through December 15th 2010. A total of 46 participants 

responded out of the total population of 60. Finally, data were analyzed in SPSS version 

18.0 for Windows. 
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Chapter VI 

Findings 

 Chapter I served as an introduction to the study, Chapter II reviewed the 

theoretical framework and pertinent literature related to community college transfer 

student satisfaction, involvement, and success, and Chapter III described the data 

collection process. 

 Chapter IV will describe the data collected. Each objective will be broken down 

and explored in-depth.  

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this study was to assess the satisfaction of transfer students from 

various community colleges to the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 

Resources. Specific objectives of the study include: 

1) Identify characteristics of community college transfer students in CASNR. 

2) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and the Lubbock community 

while at Texas Tech University. 

3) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and their community while at 

their community college. 

4) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student satisfaction with 

programs at the departmental, college, and university levels. 
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5) Examine the relationship between students’ level of involvement and satisfaction 

with Texas Tech University. 

6) Determine if a relationship exists between community college transfer students 

who transferred to Texas Tech University and currently compete, or have 

competed in the past, on a team and their level of satisfaction. 

Findings for Objective One 

Objective One gathered and measured characteristics including gender, ethnicity, 

age, living situation while at the community college and Texas Tech University, distance 

to permanent home, classification, major, GPA, and the number of semesters spent at the 

community college and Texas Tech University. It should be noted that while there were 

46 respondents (N = 46), two chose not to participate and two returned only partial 

instruments. Therefore, they were excluded and the following information presented is 

that of 42 respondents (n = 42). 

Figure 4.1 illustrates the gender breakdown of respondents. The total number of 

usable respondents was 42 (100%); this included 30 males (71.7%) and 12 females 

(28.3%). It should be noted that 12 non-respondents were male and only one non-

respondent was female. 
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Figure 4.1. Gender Breakdown of Instrument Respondents 

Respondents included one African-American/Black (Non-Hispanic) (2.4%), 36 

Caucasian American/White (Non-Hispanic) (85.7%), one Mexican American/Chicano 

(2.4%), one Multiracial (2.4%), and three who preferred to not respond (7.1%). 

Table 4.1 notes the respondents’ age and their GPA. For age, the mean was 22.80, 

the median was 22.00 and the standard deviation was 3.66. When examining the 

participants’ GPAs, the mean was 2.90 with a standard deviation was .70. The minimum 

GPA was 1.50 and the maximum GPA was 4.00.  

Table 4.1 

 

Age and GPA Characteristic Frequency Statistics 

Variable M Mdn Mode SD Minimum Maximum 

Age 22.80 22.00 21.00 3.66 20 40 

GPA 2.90 2.90 3.70 .70 1.50 4.00 
 

Males
72%

Females
28%
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 The most frequent major held by respondents was Agricultural and Applied 

Economics (AAEC) with (n = 12, 28.6%). There were (n = 9, 21.4%) Animal Science 

(ANSC) majors, (n = 7, 16.7%) Agricultural Communications (ACOM) majors, (n = 5, 

11.9%) Interdisciplinary Agriculture (INAG) majors, and (n = 4, 9.5%) Horticultural and 

Turfgrass Science (HORT/TURF) majors. The classification with the most participants 

was the senior class (n = 25, 59.5%). There were no freshmen reported. Table 4.2 

represents the major and classification breakdown of respondents.  
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Table 4.2 

 

Major and Classification Information 

Variable f Valid % 

Majors   

AAEC 12 28.6 

ANSC 9 21.4 

ACOM 7 16.7 

INAG 5 11.9 

HORT/TURF 4 9.5 

AGBS 1 2.4 

LARC 1 2.4 

WMNGT 1 2.4 

WFMNGT 1 2.4 

ECNR 1 2.4 

Classification   

Senior 25 59.5 

Junior 13 31.0 

Sophomore 4 9.5 
 

 The majority of participants lived off-campus with a roommate or alone (n = 39, 

92.9%). When examining how far respondents’ permanent homes were from Lubbock, 

the most frequently chose answer was more than 300 miles from Lubbock (n = 18, 

42.9%). There were (n= 12, 28.6%) living within 1-50 miles of Lubbock. Finally, (n = 
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34, 81%) of participants had been at Texas Tech University for three semesters, (n = 5, 

11.9%) for four semesters, and (n = 2, 4.8%) for five semesters. Table 4.3 portrays the 

living situations of respondents while at Texas Tech University.  

Table 4.3 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Living Situation at Texas Tech University 

Variable f Valid % 

Current Living Situation   

Off-campus with roommate or alone 39 92.9 

With a family member 2 4.8 

On-campus 1 2.4 

Permanent Home Distance   

More than 300 miles 18 42.9 

1-50 miles 12 28.6 

51-150 miles 8 19.0 

151-300 miles 4 9.5 

Semesters Spent at Texas Tech¹   

3 34 81.0 

4 5 11.9 

5 2 4.8 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
Note. Some students considered summer sessions as semesters spent 
 

 Next, participants were asked which community college they attended. The 

largest frequency of participants (n = 13, 31%) chose South Plains College. Other 
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colleges included West Texas College and Clarendon College, both with (n = 3, 7.1%), 

and Blinn College, San Antonio College, Cisco College, and Northeastern Junior College 

all with (n = 2, 4.8%). There were (n = 15, 35.7%) participants who cited attending other 

colleges. Table 4.4 indicates which community colleges were attended by participants.  

Table 4.4 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Community Colleges Attended by Participants 

 f Valid % 

South Plains College 13 31 

West Texas College 3 7.1 

Clarendon College 3 7.1 

Blinn College 2 4.8 

San Antonio College 2 4.8 

Cisco College 2 4.8 

Northeastern Junior College 2 4.8 

Other¹ 15 35.7 
¹Note. A full listing of other colleges is located in Appendix D 

Finally, when asked about their living situation while at their community college, 

participants chose, with highest frequency (n = 15, 35.7%), living off-campus with a 

roommate or alone. Almost as many students lived on-campus (n = 14, 33.3%), while (n 

= 12, 28.6%) lived off-campus with a family member. Converse to findings on permanent 

home distance from Lubbock, the majority of participants (n = 24, 57.1%) reported their 

permanent home was 1-50 miles from their community college. Almost half of 
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respondents reported the number of semesters spent at their community colleges was four 

semesters (n = 23, 54.8). Other participants indicated they had spent two semesters (n = 

6, 14.3%) or five semesters (n = 5, 11.9%) at their community colleges. Table 4.5 

illustrates the living situations of respondents while they were in attendance at their 

community colleges.  
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Table 4.5 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Living Situation While at Community Colleges 

Variable f Valid % 

Living situation¹   

Off-campus with roommate or alone  15 35.7 

On-campus 14 33.3 

At home with parents 10 23.8 

With another family member 2 4.8 

Permanent Home Distance   

1-50 miles 24 57.1 

More than 300 miles 9 21.4 

51-150 miles 7 16.7 

151-300 miles 2 4.8 

Semesters Spent at Community College²   

4 23 54.8 

2 6 14.3 

5 5 11.9 

Other 6 14.4 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
²Note. (n = 40) 
 

Findings for Objective Two 

For Objective Two, variables measured level of involvement in clubs, 

organizations, and competitive teams at Texas Tech University. These were measured 
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using a Likert-type scale with ‘one’ equaling ‘Not Involved’ and ‘six’ equaling ‘Most 

Involved’. Separate data gathered also included one Likert-type question measuring 

involvement in the Lubbock community with five options ranging from ‘No 

Involvement’ to ‘Extremely Involved’ and another scale question gauging amount of time 

spent with parents or legal guardians weekly. Lastly, participants were asked if they were 

employed and if they were how many hours a week were devoted to their job. 

The following descriptive data were collected regarding respondents involvement 

in clubs, organizations, and competitive teams at the Texas Tech University level and are 

represented in Table 4.6: participation in intramural sports at Texas Tech University 

(TTU) had a mean score of 2.10 and a standard deviation of 1.56 (please note for all 

variables concerning university involvement the mode was ‘one’ which equaled “No 

Involvement”); participation in team sports (excluding all teams that fall under CASNR 

umbrella) at TTU had a mean of 1.62 and a standard deviation of 1.42; and involvement 

in TTU sororities and fraternities (excluding Farmhouse, Alpha Gamma Rho, and Sigma 

Alpha) had a mean of 1.55 and a standard deviation of 1.50. All other areas of 

involvement had means of less than 1.50: involvement in club sports at TTU had a mean 

of 1.33; involvement in cultural organizations at TTU had a mean of 1.36; participation in 

the Honors College had a mean of 1.12; participation in religious organizations had a 

mean of 1.36; involvement in the Goin’ Band From Raiderland (Goin’ Band) had a mean 

of 1.05; participation in TTU’s Student Government Association (Student Gov’t Assoc.) 

had a mean of 1.29; participation in an ambassador program (excluding Ambassadors for 

Agriculture) had a mean of 1.14; involvement in honor societies had a mean of 1.26; 
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involvement in spirit organizations had a mean of 1.02; involvement in Pre-professional 

health organizations (Pre-prof health orgs) (n = 41) (excluding the Pre-Vet Society) had a 

mean of 1.27; involvement in the President’s Select organization (n = 41) had a mean of 

1.02; finally, involvement in the Transfer TECHsan organization and ROTC had 

absolutely no involvement. Table 4.6 illustrates the results from this section including 

frequencies and valid percents.
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Table 4.6 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Involvement in Texas Tech University Level Clubs, Organizations, & Teams 
 1 2 3 4            5                     6 
Variable M SD f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Intramural sports 2.1 1.56 24 57.10% 6 14.30% 2 4.80% 6 14.30% 2 4.80% 2 4.80% 

Team sports 1.62 1.41 33 78.60% 2 4.80% 3 7.10% 1 2.40% -- -- 3 7.10% 

Sororities/fraternities 1.55 1.5 36 85.70% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- 4 9.50% 

Cultural organizations 1.36 0.69 32 76.20% 5 11.90% 5 11.90% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Religious organizations 1.36 1.14 37 88.10% 1 2.40% 2 4.80% -- -- -- -- 2 4.80% 

Club sports 1.33 1 36 85.70% 3 7.10% -- -- 2 4.80% -- -- 1 2.40% 

Student Gov’t Assoc. 1.29 0.81 36 85.70% 2 4.80% 3 7.10% -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- 

Pre-prof health orgs¹ 1.27 0.78 36 87.80% 1 2.40% 2 4.90% 2 4.90% -- -- -- -- 

Honor societies 1.26 0.73 35 83.30% 5 11.90% 1 2.40% -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- 

Ambassador org 1.14 0.78 40 95.50% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Honors College 1.12 0.4 38 90.50% 3 7.10% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Goin’ Band  1.05 0.31 41 97.60% -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Spirit organizations 1.02 0.15 41 97.60% 2 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

President’s Select¹ 1.02 0.16 40 97.60% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
Note. Mode for all was 1 
Note. Scores ranged from 1-6, with ‘one’ equaling ‘no involvement’ and ‘six’ equaling ‘most involved’ 
Note. There was no involvement in ROTC or Transfer TECHsans 
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The next section measured was involvement in clubs, organizations, and teams 

within the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources (CASNR). The results 

for involvement in CASNR clubs and organizations are depicted in Table 4.7 and are as 

follows: involvement in a departmental club or organization (Dept. clubs & 

organizations) had a mean of 1.93 and a standard deviation 1.50 (please note for all 

variables concerning CASNR involvement the mode was ‘one’ which equaled ‘No 

Involvement’). All other involvement means were below 1.50: involvement in Ag 

Council had a mean of 1.45; participation in the Ag Pal/Mentor program had a mean of 

1.19; participation in the Agri-Techsan program had a mean of 1.12; involvement in 

Alpha Gamma Rho (AGR) had a mean of 1.17; involvement in Sigma Alpha had a mean 

of 1.29; involvement in Ambassadors for Agriculture had a mean of 1.12; participation in 

Collegiate 4-H (n = 41) had a mean of 1.24; participation in Collegiate FFA had a mean 

of 1.21; involvement in Minorities in Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Related Sciences 

(Minorities) had a mean of 1.07; participation in the Pre-Vet Society (n = 41) had a mean 

of 1.07; and participation in the Tech Horseman’s Association (Tech Horseman’s Assoc.) 

had a mean of 1.14. FarmHouse and Pi Alpha Xi had no involvement. The results of 

organization and club involvement are outlined in Table 4.7. 
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Table 4.7 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Involvement in CASNR Level Clubs & Organizations 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Variable M SD f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Dept clubs & orgs 1.93 1.5 28 66.70% 2 4.80% 4 9.50% 5 11.90% 1 2.40% 2 4.80% 

Sigma Alpha 1.29 1.11 39 92.90% -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- 2 4.80% 

Collegiate 4-H¹ 1.24 0.86 36 87.80% 3  1  -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Collegiate FFA 1.21 0.61 36 57.70% 4 9.50% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- 

Ag Pal/Mentors 1.19 0.89 40 95.20% -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- 1 2.40% 

Alpha Gamma Rho 1.17 0.82 40 95.20% -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Tech Horseman’s Assoc. 1.14 0.78 40 95.20% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Agri-Techsans 1.12 0.77 41 97.60% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Ambassadors for Ag. 1.12 0.77 41 97.60% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Minorities  1.07 0.34 40 95.20% 1 2.40% 1 24% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Pre-Vet Society¹ 1.07 0.35 39 95.10% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
Note. Mode for all was 1 
Note. Scores ranged from 1-6, with ‘one’ equaling ‘no involvement’ and ‘six’ equaling ‘most involved’ 
Note. FarmHouse and Pi Alpha Xi had no involvement  
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 The results for CASNR team participation are depicted in Table 4.8 and are as 

follows: participation on the Livestock Judging Team had a mean of 1.86 and a standard 

deviation of 1.88 (please note for all variables concerning CASNR involvement the mode 

was ‘one’ which equaled ‘No Involvement’); and participation on the Livestock & Meat 

Animal Evaluation Team had a mean of 1.93 and a standard deviation of 1.94. All other 

participation means were below 1.50: participation in Tech Rodeo had a mean of 1.24; 

participation in the Ranch Horse Team had a mean of 1.14; involvement in the Equestrain 

Team had a mean of 1.05; involvement in the Soil Judging Team had a mean of 1.12; 

involvement in the Horse Judging Team had a mean of 1.12; involvement on the Meat 

Judging Team had a mean of 1.33; lastly, participation on the Wool Judging Team had a 

mean of 1.05. The Linnaean Team, the Agronomy Team, the Range Management Team, 

involvement in the Food Technology Bowl, the Plant Judging Team, Range Plant I.D. 

Team, and the Wildlife Quizbowl Team all had no involvement. The results of team 

participation are outlined in Table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Involvement in CASNR Level Competitive Teams 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Variable M SD f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Livestock & Meat Eval  1.93 1.94 34 81% -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 7 16.70% 

Livestock Judging Team 1.86 1.89 34 81% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 7 16.70% 

Meat Judging Team 1.33 1.12 37 88.10% 2 4.80% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- 2 4.80% 

Ranch Horse Team 1.14 0.78 40 95.20% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Soil Judging Team 1.12 0.77 41 97.60% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Horse Judging Team 1.12 0.77 41 97.60% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 2.40% 

Equestrian Team 1.05 0.31 41 97.60% -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Wool Judging Team 1.05 0.31 41 97.60% -- -- 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
Note. Mode for all was 1 
Note. Scores ranged from 1-6, with ‘one’ equaling ‘no involvement’ and ‘six’ equaling ‘most involved’ 
Note. There was no involvement in the Linnaean Team, Agronomy Team, Range Management Team, Food Technology Bowl, Plant Judging 
Team, Range Plant I.D. Team, or the Wildlife QuizBowl Team 
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Respondents were asked about their knowledge and participation in Transfer 

Connection programs at Texas Tech, and exactly half (21, 50%) did not know about these 

programs and were not interested in joining while eight (19%) were aware of the 

programs but were not involved. One (2.4%) student was involved with some aspect of 

the Transfer Connection program and 12 (28.6%) reported no knowledge but that they 

would like to become involved. Exactly half (21, 50%) of participants said they would be 

interested in joining a CASNR transfer student organization if one was made available 

while the other half said they would not. 

The last part of the objective examines CASNR community college transfer 

student involvement with the Lubbock community (civic clubs and organizations as well 

as employment) and measures the time they spend with their families each week. This 

question was separate from club, organization and team involvement items and featured a 

Likert-type scale with five choices from ‘No Involvement’ to ‘Extremely Involved’. 

Community involvement (excluding employment) had a mean of 2.10 and a standard 

deviation of .932. The majority of students indicated they had some level of involvement 

in the Lubbock community. Over half of respondents (n = 26) were employed leaving (n 

= 16) with no employment. Of the employed participants, the minimum hours a week 

worked was 13 hours and the maximum number of hours worked per week was 75; the 

mean was 31.7 hours per week. Lastly, weekly involvement with family was measured 

using a Likert-type scale with ‘one’ equaling 0-5 hours, ‘two’ equaling 6-15 hours, 

‘three’ equaling 16-30 hours, and ‘four’ equaling more than 30 hours per week. Weekly 

involvement with parents or legal guardians had a mean of 1.31 and a standard deviation 
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of .56. The majority of respondents were only involved with their parents or legal 

guardians 0-5 hours per week. Table 4.9 outlines these findings. 

Table 4.9 

Statistics Describing Community, Family, and Employment Involvement at Texas Tech 
University 

Variable M SD f % (M) Hours Worked/Week 

Community Involvement 1.24 .86 -- -- -- 

No Involvement -- -- 14 33 -- 

Moderately Involved -- -- 14 33 -- 

Slightly Involved -- -- 12 29 -- 

Very Involved -- -- 2 5 -- 

Extremely Involved -- -- 0 0 -- 

Family Involvement 1.21 .61 -- -- -- 

0-5 Hours/Week -- -- 30 71 -- 

6-15 Hours/Week -- -- 10 24 -- 

16-30 Hours/Week -- -- 2 5 -- 

More Than 30 Hours/Week -- -- 0 0 -- 

Employed-Yes -- -- 26 -- 31.7 

Employed-No -- -- 16 -- -- 
Note. Cells marked with a ‘--‘ indicate no data available 

 

Findings for Objective Three 

Objective Three measured level of involvement in clubs, organizations, and 

competitive teams at their community colleges. These were measured using a Likert-type 
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scale with ‘one’equaling ‘Not Involved’ and ‘six’ equaling ‘Most Involved’. Data 

gathered also included a Likert-type question measuring involvement in the community 

where their college was located with five options ranging from ‘No Involvement’ to 

‘Extremely Involved’ and another scale question gauging amount of time spent with 

‘parents or legal guardians’ weekly. Lastly, participants were asked if they were 

employed while at their community college, and if they were how many hours a week 

were devoted to their job. 

This section measured involvement of community college transfer students in 

clubs, organizations, and teams at their respective community colleges. The data are 

illustrated in Table 4.10, and are as follows: intramural sports (n = 41) measured a mean 

of 1.76 and a standard deviation of 1.30 (please note for all variables concerning 

community college club, organization and team involvement the mode was ‘one’ which 

equaled ‘No Involvement’); agriculturally related clubs and organizations showed a mean 

of 2.21 and a standard deviation of 1.82; involvement on a livestock judging team had a 

mean of 1.98 and a standard deviation of 1.98; and involvement on a meat judging team 

had a mean of 1.55 and a standard deviation of 1.50. The following had involvement 

means below 1.50: participation in club sports revealed a mean of 1.31; participation of a 

horse judging team (n = 40) showed a mean of 1.23; team sports showed a mean of 1.40; 

involvement on a plant judging (n = 41) team revealed a mean of 1.02; participation on a 

range plant ID team (n = 41) had a mean of 1.02; involvement in a soil judging team (n = 

40) revealed a mean of 1.02; participation on a wool judging team (n = 40) revealed a 

mean of 1.08; cultural club or organization (n = 41) involvement showed a mean of 1.02; 
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involvement in a religious club or organization (n = 41) showed a mean of 1.32; 

participation in an ambassador program (n = 41) revealed a mean of 1.49; participation in 

a school band (n = 41) had a mean of 1.02; involvement in student government (n = 41) 

showed a mean of 1.27; finally, involvement in spirit organizations had a mean of 1.07. 

The results of this section including frequencies and valid percents can be found in Table 

4.10.  
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Table 4.10 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Involvement in Clubs, Organizations, and Teams at Students’ Community Colleges 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Variable M SD f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Agriculture club 2.21 1.82 24 57.10% 6 14.30% 4 9.50% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% 

Livestock judging team 1.98 1.98 33 78.60% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 8 19.00% 

Intramural sports¹ 1.76 1.3 27 65.90% 4 9.80% 7 17.10% 1 2.40% -- -- 2 4.90% 

Meat judging team 1.55 1.5 36 85.70% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- 4 9.50% 

Ambassador program¹ 1.49 1.25 34 82.90% 2 4.90% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% 2 4.90% 1 2.40% 

Religious club/org.¹ 1.32 0.93 36 87.80% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% 2 4.90% 1 2.40% -- -- 

Club sports 1.31 1.02 37 88.10% 2 4.80% 1 2.40% -- -- 1 2.40% 1 2.40% 

Student government¹ 1.27 0.35 37 90.20% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% -- -- 1 2.40% 

Horse judging team² 1.23 0.92 37 92.50% 1 2.50% -- -- 1 2.50% -- -- 1 2.40% 

Wool judging team² 1.08 0.35 38 95.00% 1 2.50% 1 2.50% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Spirit organization¹ 1.07 0 39 95.10% 1 2.40% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Plant judging team¹ 1.02 0.16 40 97.60% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Range plant ID team¹ 1.02 0.16 40 97.60% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Soil judging team² 1.02 0.16 39 97.50% 1 2.50% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Cultural club/organization¹ 1.02 0.16 40 97.60% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

School band¹ 1.02 0.16 40 97.60% 1 2.40% -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
²Note. (n = 40) 
Note. Mode for all was 1 
Note. Scores ranged from 1-6, with ‘one’ equaling ‘no involvement’ and ‘six’ equaling ‘most involved’ 
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When asked what the specific reason for choosing their community college, 11 

(26.2%) participants each chose financial reasons and radius to their hometown. Nine 

(21.4%) participants stated they chose their community college to compete on a judging 

team.  

The last part of the objective examines community college transfer student 

involvement in the community where their college was located (civic clubs and 

organizations as well as employment) and measures the time they spend with their 

families each week. Community involvement (excluding employment) (n = 41) had a 

mean of 2.27, and a standard deviation of 1.12. As many students indicated they had no 

involvement in the towns where their community colleges were located as were 

moderately involved. Over half of respondents (n = 29) were employed leaving (n = 13) 

with no employment. Of the employed participants, the minimum hours a week worked 

was 15 hours and the maximum number of hours worked per week was 90; the mean was 

31.1 hours per week. Weekly involvement with parents or legal guardians had a mean of 

1.98, a mode of 1, and a standard deviation of 1.28. The majority of respondents were 

only involved with their parents or legal guardians 0-5 hours per week. These findings 

are illustrated in Table 4.11. 
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Table 4.11 

Statistics Describing Community, Family, and Employment Involvement While at 
Community College 

Variable M SD f % (M) Hours Worked/Week 

Community Involvement¹ 2.27 1.12 -- -- -- 

No Involvement -- -- 14 33 -- 

Moderately Involved -- -- 14 33 -- 

Slightly Involved -- -- 8 19 -- 

Very Involved -- -- 4 10 -- 

Extremely Involved -- -- 1 3 -- 

Family Involvement 1.98 1.28 -- -- -- 

0-5 Hours/Week -- -- 24 57 -- 

6-15 Hours/Week -- -- 5 12 -- 

16-30 Hours/Week -- -- 3 7 -- 

More Than 30 Hours/Week -- -- 10 24 -- 

Employed-Yes -- -- 29 -- 31.1 

Employed-No -- -- 13 -- -- 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
Note. Cells marked with a ‘--‘ indicate no data available 

 

Findings for Objective Four 

 For Objective Four, a Likert-type scale was used on each variable, with ‘one’ 

equaling ‘Very Dissatisfied’, ‘two’ equaling ‘Moderately Satisfied’, ‘three’ equaling 

‘Slightly Satisfied’, ‘four’ equaling ‘Neutral’, ‘five’ equaling ‘Slightly Satisfied’, ‘six’ 

equaling ‘Moderately Satisfied’ ‘seven’ equaling ‘Very Satisfied’, and on select variables 
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‘eight’ equaling ‘Did not use these services’, ‘Did not receive information’, or ‘Did not 

attend  Red Raider Orientation’; these variables included the last option because not all 

students were required to participate in that activity or service and will be referred to in 

table notes as ‘N/A’. Descriptive frequency statistics were calculated and the results are 

as follows: for CASNR departments, satisfaction of faculty within the department had a 

mean of 5.50 and a standard deviation of 1.61; satisfaction with clubs, organizations and 

teams offered at the departmental level had a mean of 5.00 and a standard deviation of 

1.79 (three participants chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction of departmental 

information received pre-transfer had a mean of 5.02 and a standard deviation of 1.42; 

satisfaction of departmental transfer requirements pre-transfer had a mean of 5.21 and a 

standard deviation of 1.57; and lastly, satisfaction with CASNR departments overall had 

a mean of 5.81 and a standard deviation of 1.19. Table 4.12 depicts the findings of 

departmental satisfaction. Please note the frequency of participants who chose the ‘Not 

Applicable’ answer is indicated in the table. 
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Table 4.12 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Satisfaction with CASNR Departments 

Variable f of N/A M Mode SD 

Departmental overall -- 5.81 7 1.19 

Faculty advising -- 5.50 7 1.61 

Requirement info received, pre-transfer 0 5.21 6 1.57 

Departmental info received, pre-transfer 0 5.02 6 1.42 

Clubs, orgs, & teams offered¹ 2 (4.8%) 5.00 4 1.87 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
²Note. Participants who chose the ‘N/A’ option were not included in the statistics 
Note. Not all items had the ‘N/A’ answer choice (--) 
Note. Scores ranged from ‘one’ equaling ‘Very Dissatisfied’ to ‘seven’ equaling ‘Very 
Satisfied’ 
 

 For CASNR, satisfaction scores were as follows: satisfaction with programs 

offered by the Student Success Center (previously called Student Services Center) had a 

mean of 5.00 and a standard deviation of 1.16 (four participants chose the ‘Not 

Applicable’ answer); satisfaction with college advisors had a mean of 6.03 and a standard 

deviation of 1.21 (five participants chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction with 

the CASNR session at Red Raider Orientation had a mean of 4.95 and a standard 

deviation of 1.32 (one participant chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction with 

CASNR clubs, organizations and teams offered had a mean of 5.08 and a standard 

deviation of 1.50 (five participants chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction with 

information received about the college pre-transfer had a mean of 5.22 and a standard 

deviation of 1.53 (one participant chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction with 
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CASNR transfer requirements received pre-transfer had a mean of 5.12 and a standard 

deviation of 1.69; finally, overall satisfaction with CASNR had a mean of 5.76 and  a 

standard deviation of 1.12. Table 4.13 illustrates these findings. 

Table 4.13 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Satisfaction with CASNR 

Variable f of N/A M Mode SD 

CASNR Advising¹ 5 (11.9%) 6.03 7 1.21 

CASNR overall -- 5.76 6 1.12 

College info received, pre-transfer¹ 1 (2.4%) 5.22 6 1.53 

Requirement info received, pre-transfer 0 5.12 6 1.69 

Clubs, orgs, & teams offered¹ 5 (11.9%) 5.08 4 1.50 

Student Success Center¹ 4 (9.5%) 5.00 4 1.16 

CASNR Red Raider Orientation¹ 1 (2.4%) 4.95 4 1.32 
¹Note. Participants who chose the ‘N/A’ option were not included in the statistics 
Note. Not all items had the ‘N/A’ answer choice (--) 
Note. Scores ranged from ‘one’ equaling ‘Very Dissatisfied’ to ‘seven’ equaling ‘Very 
Satisfied’ 
 

 The last section of Objective Four measured satisfaction at the university level 

and the results are as follow: satisfaction with University Career Services had a mean of 

4.97 and a standard deviation of 1.51 (eight participants chose the ‘Not Applicable’ 

answer); satisfaction with facilities offered by the university had a mean of 5.79 and a 

standard deviation of 1.26; satisfaction with university advising had a mean of 4.92 and a 

standard deviation of 1.60 (six participants chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); 
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satisfaction with Student Business Services had a mean of 4.68 and a standard deviation 

of 1.44 (one participant chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction for Information 

Technology (IT) had a mean of 5.21 and a standard deviation of 1.49 (three participants 

chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction for university Red Raider Orientation 

had a mean of 4.93 and a standard deviation of 1.42; satisfaction with clubs, 

organizations, and teams offered at the university level had a mean of 4.94 and a standard 

deviation of 1.31 (seven participants chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); satisfaction 

with information received about the university pre-transfer had a mean of 5.43 and a 

standard deviation of 1.24 (one participant chose the ‘Not Applicable’ answer); 

satisfaction with university transfer requirements received pre-transfer had a mean of 

5.26and a standard deviation of 1.45; lastly, overall satisfaction with the university had a 

mean of 5.79 and a standard deviation of 1.41. Table 4.14 represents these findings. 
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Table 4.14 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Satisfaction with Texas Tech University 

Variable f of N/A M Mode SD 

University overall -- 5.79 7 1.41 

Facilities 0 5.79 6,7 1.26 

University info received, pre-transfer¹ 1 (2.4%) 5.43 6 1.29 

Requirement info received, pre-transfer 0 5.26 6 1.45 

Information Technology 3 (7.1%) 5.21 6 1.61 

University Career Services 8 (19%) 4.97 4 1.81 

Clubs, orgs, & teams offered 7 (16.7%) 4.94 4 1.66 

University Red Raider Orientation¹ 0 4.93 4 1.42 

University advising 6 (14.3%) 4.92 4 1.83 

Student Business Services 1 (2.4%) 4.68 4 1.51 
¹Note. (n = 41) 
²Note. Participants who chose the ‘N/A’ option were not included in the statistics 
Note. Not all items had the ‘N/A’ answer choice (--) 
Note. Scores ranged from ‘one’ equaling ‘Very Dissatisfied’ to ‘seven’ equaling ‘Very 
Satisfied’ 
 

 Participants were also asked if they had met with a representative from Texas 

Tech University prior to transfer, and if they had not, did they think it would have been 

beneficial. There were (n = 15, 35.7%) participants who said they did not have the 

opportunity to meet with a representative, but feel they would have benefitted from such 

a meeting; (n = 10, 23.8%) participants reported they had not met with a representative, 

but said they would not have benefitted from such a meeting; (n = 7, 16.7%) participants 
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reported they met with a representative representing only the university; (n = 8, 19%) 

participants said they met with a representative representing only CASNR; lastly, (n = 2, 

4.8%) reported meeting with an individual from either the Department of Agricultural 

Education and Communications or the Department of Plant and Soil Science. 

Findings for Objective Five 

 A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was used to measure the 

relationship in Objective Five. Measurements from involvement in all Texas Tech 

University and CASNR clubs, organizations, and teams were put into two new variables 

in which ‘one’ equaling ‘No Involvement’ was changed to ‘zero’ equaling ‘No 

Involvement’ and ‘two’-‘six’ equaling ‘Involved’ were changed to ‘one’ equaling 

‘Involved’; if the respondent entered any other answer besides ‘one’ ‘No Involvement’, 

they were considered involved for this calculation. The same was then done separately 

for Texas Tech University level clubs, organizations, and teams and CASNR level clubs, 

organizations, and teams. Finally, the Davis Conventions for Correlational Magnitude 

were used to determine the magnitude of the relationships.  

 A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was used to calculate the 

relationships. As shown in Table 4.13, results indicated there was a very strong positive 

relationship (r = .77) between overall CASNR satisfaction and overall departmental 

satisfaction; a substantial positive relationship (r = .69) between overall university 

satisfaction and overall departmental satisfaction; a substantial positive relationship (r = 

.65) between overall university satisfaction and overall college satisfaction; a negligible 

positive relationship (r = .07) between total involvement and overall departmental 
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satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = .13) between total involvement and overall 

college satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = .13) between total involvement and 

overall university satisfaction; a negligible negative relationship (r = -.09) between 

university level involvement and overall departmental satisfaction; a low negative 

relationship (r = -.10) between university level involvement and overall college 

satisfaction; a negligible positive relationship (r = .09) between university level 

involvement and overall university satisfaction; a very strong positive relationship (r = 

.72) between total involvement and university level involvement; a low positive 

relationship (r = .17) between CASNR level involvement and overall departmental 

satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = .28) between CASNR level involvement and 

overall college satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = .10) between CASNR level 

involvement and overall university satisfaction; a very strong positive relationship (r = 

.80) between CASNR level involvement and total involvement; and a low positive 

relationship (r = .16) between university level involvement and CASNR level 

involvement. Table 4.15 illustrates these findings. 
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Table 4.15 

 

Summary of Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient (r) Between Involvement and Overall Satisfaction 

Variable 

Overall 

department 

satisfaction 

Overall CASNR 

satisfaction 

Overall 

university 

satisfaction 

Total 

involvement 
University level 

involvement 

CASNR level 

involvement 

Overall department satisfaction 1 -- -- .07³ -.09³ .17² 

Overall CASNR satisfaction -- 1 -- .13² -.10² .28² 

Overall university satisfaction -- -- 1 .13² .09³ .10² 

Total involvement .07³ .13² .13² 1 -- -- 

University level involvement -.09³ -.10² .09³ -- 1 -- 

CASNR level involvement .17² .28² .10² -- -- 1 

Note.² = Low Relationship 
Note.³ = Negligible Relationship  
 

Texas Tech U
niversity, K

im
berly G

. Peters, August 2011 
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Findings for Objective Six 

 For the final objective, a point-biserial correlation coefficient was used to measure 

this relationship. Measurements from involvement in competitive teams were put into 

two new variables in which ‘one’ equaling ‘No Involvement’ was changed to ‘zero’ 

equaling ‘No Competition’ and ‘two’-‘six’ equaling ‘Involved’ were changed to ‘one’ 

equaling ‘Competed’; if the respondent entered any other answer besides ‘one’, ‘No 

Involvement’, they were considered involved for this calculation. This was done not only 

to complete the statistical calculation, but because involvement on CASNR competitive 

teams should be measured as only ‘Involved’ or ‘Not Involved’ as the nature of 

agricultural competitive teams at Texas Tech University is different from participation in 

a club or organization. Students and faculty advisors spend a great amount of time 

practicing for these competitions, as well as making sure academic and community 

responsibilities are met. Finally, the Davis Conventions for Correlational Magnitude were 

used to determine the magnitude of the relationships. 

 When asked if participants had transferred to Texas Tech University to judge on a 

competitive team, 21.4% (f = 9) students cited they had, and 21.4% (f = 9) respondents 

answered they had in the past or currently did compete on at least one team. The point-

biserial correlational coefficient revealed a very strong positive relationship (r = .77) 

between overall college satisfaction and overall departmental satisfaction; a substantial 

positive relationship (r = .69) between overall university satisfaction and overall 

departmental satisfaction; a substantial positive relationship (r = .65) between overall 
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university satisfaction and overall college satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = 

.28) between competition and overall departmental satisfaction; a moderate positive 

relationship (r = .32) between competition and overall college satisfaction; and a low 

positive relationship (r = .12) between competition and overall university satisfaction. 

The results are depicted in table 4.16.
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Table 4.16 

 

Summary of Point-Biserial Correlation Coefficient (rpb) Between Participation in Competitive Teams & Satisfaction 

Variable 

Overall 

departmental 

satisfaction 

Overall CASNR 

satisfaction 

Overall university 

satisfaction 

Competition score 

Overall departmental satisfaction 1 -- -- .28² 

Overall CASNR satisfaction -- 1 -- .32¹ 

Overall university satisfaction --- -- 1 .12² 

Competition score .28² .32¹ .12² 1 

Note.¹ = Moderate Relationship 
Note.² = Low Relationship  
 

Texas Tech U
niversity, K

im
berly G

. Peters, August 2011 
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Chapter V 

Summary, Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations 

 Chapter I served as an introduction to the study, Chapter II reviewed the 

theoretical framework and pertinent literature related to community college transfer 

student satisfaction, involvement, and success, Chapter III described the data collection 

process, and Chapter IV described the data collected.  

 The final chapter, Chapter V, seeks to recap the study as well as offer 

conclusions, implications and recommendations. 

Purpose and Objectives 

 The purpose of this study was to assess the satisfaction of transfer students from 

various community colleges to the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 

Resources. Specific objectives of the study include: 

1) Identify characteristics of community college transfer students in CASNR. 

2) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and the Lubbock community 

while at Texas Tech University. 

3) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student involvement with 

on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and their community while at 

their community college. 

4) Identify level of CASNR community college transfer student satisfaction with 

programs at the departmental, college, and university levels. 
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5) Examine the relationship between students’ level of involvement and satisfaction 

with Texas Tech University. 

6) Determine if a relationship exists between community college transfer students 

who transferred to Texas Tech University and currently compete, or have 

competed in the past, on a team and their level of satisfaction. 

Summary of Study 

Limitations of the Study. 

This study was confined to the following limitations: 

1. Data collections were limited to transfer students who attended fall 2009 

orientation. Findings of the study should be generalized with caution to 

future students. 

2. Only students who attended a transfer only section of orientation were used. 

Because transfer students have had some college experience, they are not 

included in freshman orientation, and vice versa. 

3. Only students who attended CASNR orientation were included in this study. 

Although all students are required to attend orientation, any student who 

attended another college orientation but later transferred to CASNR were 

not included in this study. 

Research Design. 

 This quantitative study was non-experimental and employed a descriptive-

correlational research design. The study utilized survey research to describe the 
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characteristics of the participants and to explore the relationships among community 

college transfer student involvement and satisfaction. 

Population and Sample. 

 The population of the study included all incoming transfer students who attended 

Red Raider Orientation. To obtain an accessible sample, community college transfer 

students from the fall of 2009, a list was obtained from the CASNR Student Success 

Center. Transfer students were extracted from the list, and students who transferred from 

a university along with students who transferred out of CASNR were taken out. It was 

determined that there was an N of 60 current CASNR students who transferred to 

CASNR from community colleges in the fall of 2009 for the accessible sample.   

Instrumentation. 

 Due to the nature of the participants of the study, it was determined that an 

internet-based survey would be the most effective instrument to use. Using Zoomerang, 

an instrument was developed to acquire data related to the six pre-determined objectives 

from participants. There were four sections, and they included: 

1) Student involvement 

2) Satisfaction 

3) Pre-transfer interactions 

4) Demographics 

This instrument was especially designed for this study and incorporated concepts 

from other instruments.  
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Institutional Review Board. 

 Upon completion of the instrument, the researchers submitted a proposal to the 

Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The proposal was submitted on 

August 31st 2010 and was returned for clarification and corrections two times. On 

October 23rd 2010, researchers were given permission to begin research, and official 

approval was received on October 25th, 2010. 

Panel of Experts & Pilot Test. 

 A panel of three experts in the field of education and higher education 

administration, consisting of the members of the researcher’s committee, was consulted 

to review the instrument for validity preceding the pilot test.  

 From October 6th 2010 through October 13th 2010, the researchers pilot tested 

twenty current or past CASNR students who attended another institution prior to 

enrollment at Texas Tech University. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient from the pilot test 

for section two was reported as .89 for satisfaction. Only section two was measured as the 

other sections were not structured to provide consistency of answers. 

Data Collection. 

Official data collection began on November 22nd 2010 and concluded on 

December 15th 2010. Emails were sent as recommended by Dillman, Smyth, and 

Christian (2009). Each email included who the researchers were, why the researchers 

were conducting the study, a link to the instrument, their access code and instructions to 

take the survey, approximate time and privacy information, and an invitation to contact 

the researchers should any questions arise.  
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Data Analysis. 

 Data collected with the instrument on Zoomerang was exported into a Microsoft 

Excel file on a secure, password protected campus computer in the CASNR Student 

Success Center. The data was then entered into SPSS version 18.0 for Windows for 

analyzing. Descriptive statistics including mean, median, and mode were used to report 

statistics for Objectives One through Four. Correlational measurement was also used in 

the form of a point-biserial correlation coefficient for Objective Five and a Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient for Objective Six. 

Summary of Findings 

Summary of Objective One. 

The gender breakdown of respondents included 30 males (71.7%) and 12 females 

(28.3%). Out of 13 non-respondents, 12 were male. The median age of respondents was 

22.8 years of age (SD = 3.66) with a minimum age of 20 and maximum age of 40. The 

mean GPA of participants was 2.90 (SD = .70) with a minimum GPA of 1.50 and a 

maximum of 4.00. The most common major held by participants was Agricultural and 

Applied Economics with 12 (28.6%) respondents and the least common majors were 

agribusiness, landscape architecture, wildlife management, wildlife and fisheries 

management, and environmental conservation of natural resources. The classification of 

participants was as follows: 25 seniors (59.5%), 13 (31.0%) juniors, and 4 (9.5%) 

sophomores. When asked about their current living situation, 39 (92.9%) students lived 

off-campus with a roommate or alone while the remaining three (7.2%) stated they lived 

with a family member or on-campus. The most frequent response chosen (18, 42.9%) was 
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permanent home distance of more than 300 miles. All but seven (16.7%) participants had 

been in attendance at Texas Tech for 3 semesters. 

When asked what community college students had attended, 13 (31%) answered 

South Plains College and three (7.1%) students each answered West Texas College and 

Clarendon College; the remaining respondents chose other colleges. The last part of the 

objective asked respondents about their living situation while at their community 

colleges. Over half (24, 57.1%) went to a community college within 50 miles of their 

permanent home. Fifteen (35.7%) respondents stated they had lived off-campus with a 

roommate or alone, 14 (33.3%) responded to say they had lived on-campus, and 12 

(28.6%) participants lived at home with their parents or with another family member 

during their time at community college. 

Summary of Objective Two. 

The following descriptive data were collected regarding respondents involvement 

in clubs, organizations, and competitive teams at the Texas Tech University. Participation 

in intramural sports (M = 2.10, SD = 1.56) was highest. The majority of the rest of clubs, 

organizations and teams at Texas Tech University had minimal involvement and ROTC 

and Transfer Techsans were found to have no involvement whatsoever. The next group of 

items gathered information about involvement in CASNR clubs, organizations and teams. 

Departmental clubs and organizations (M = 1.93, SD = 1.50) had the highest level of 

involvement. The majority of the rest of clubs and organizations in CASNR had minimal 

involvement and FarmHouse and Pi Alpha Xi had no involvement at all. Information 

regarding CASNR competitive teams was gathered and the Livestock Judging Team (M = 
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1.86, SD = 1.89) and the Livestock and Meat Animal Evaluation Team (M = 1.93, SD = 

1.94) reported most involvement. The majority of the rest of the teams reported relatively 

low involvement and the Linnaean Team, Agronomy Team, Range Management Team, 

Food Technology Bowl team, Plant Judging Team, Range Plant ID Team, and the 

Wildlife QuizBowl Team reported no participation. 

Respondents were asked about their knowledge and participation in Transfer 

Connection programs at Texas Tech, and half (21, 50%) did not know about these 

programs and were not interested in joining while 8 (19%) were aware of the programs 

but were not involved. One (2.4%) student was involved with some aspect of the Transfer 

Connection program and 12 (28.6%) reported no knowledge but that they would like to 

become involved. Exactly half (21, 50%) of participants said they would be interested in 

joining a CASNR transfer student organization if one was made available while the other 

half said they would not. 

 The majority of students indicated they had some level of involvement in the 

Lubbock community. Over half of respondents (n = 26) were employed and of the 

employed participants reported working on average 31.7 hours per week. Lastly, weekly 

involvement with parents or legal guardians had a mean of 1.31 and a standard deviation 

of .56. The majority of respondents were only involved with their parents or legal 

guardians 0-5 hours per week. 

Summary of Objective Three. 

This section measured involvement of community college transfer students in 

clubs, organizations, and teams at their respective community colleges. Intramural sports 
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(M = 1.76, SD = 1.30), agriculture clubs (M = 2.21, SD = 1.82), livestock judging (M = 

1.98, SD = 1.98) and meat judging (M = 1.55, SD = 1.50) all had the highest levels of 

involvement.  

When asked what the specific reason for choosing their community college was, 

11 (26.2%) participants each chose financial reasons and radius to their hometown. Nine 

(21.4%) participants stated they chose their community college to compete on a judging 

team.  

Community involvement (n = 41) (M = 2.27, SD = 1.12) was moderate. As many 

students indicated they had no involvement in the towns where their community colleges 

were located as were moderately involved. Over half of respondents (n = 29) were 

employed and of the employed participants, average hours per week worked was 31.1. 

The majority of respondents were only involved with their parents or legal guardians 0-5 

hours per week. 

Summary of Objective Four. 

 The majority of respondents chose ‘4’ equaling neutral when asked about their 

satisfaction with clubs, organizations and teams offered at the departmental level (M = 

5.00, SD = 1.87). The majority of respondents chose ‘6’ equaling moderately satisfied 

when asked about their satisfaction with department (M = 5.02, SD = 1.42) and transfer 

requirement information (M = 5.21, SD = 1.57) received from the department. The 

highest frequency of respondents chose ‘7’ equaling very satisfied when asked about their 

satisfaction with advising (M = 5.50, SD = 1.61) and overall satisfaction (M = 5.81, SD = 

1.19) with their respective departments. 
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 The highest frequency of participants chose ‘4’ equaling neutral when asking 

about satisfaction levels for the SSC (M = 5.00, SD = 1.16), CASNR Red Raider 

Orientation (M = 4.95, SD = 1.32), and with the clubs, organizations and teams offered 

(M = 5.08, SD = 1.50). The answer most chosen was ‘6’ equaling moderately satisfied for 

college information received (M = 5.22, SD = 1.53) and requirement information received 

from the college (M = 5.12, SD = 1.69). Participants were mostly ‘7’ equaling very 

satisfied when asked about college advising (M = 6.03, SD = 1.12). 

 Respondents mostly chose ‘4’ equaling neutral when asked about their 

satisfaction with University Career Services (M = 4.97, SD = 1.81), university advising, 

(M = 4.92, SD = 1.83), Student Business Services (M = 4.68, SD = 1.51), university RRO 

(M = 4.93, SD = 1.42), and clubs, organizations and teams offered at the university level 

(M = 4.94, SD = 1.66). Participants mostly chose ‘6’ equaling moderately satisfied when 

asked about their satisfaction with facilities (M = 5.79, SD = 1.26), Information 

Technology (M = 5.21, SD = 1.61), university information received (M = 5.43, SD = 

1.29) and requirement information received (M = 5.26, SD = 1.45). Lastly, when asked 

about their overall satisfaction with the university (M = 5.79, SD = 1.41), most 

respondents chose ‘7’ equaling very satisfied. 

Summary of Objective Five. 

 There was a negligible positive relationship (r = .065) between total involvement 

and overall departmental satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = .134) between total 

involvement and overall college satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = .128) 

between total involvement and overall university satisfaction; a low negative relationship 
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(r = -.099) between university level involvement and overall college satisfaction; a low 

positive relationship (r = .172) between CASNR level involvement and overall 

departmental satisfaction; a low positive relationship (r = .278) between CASNR level 

involvement and overall college satisfaction; and a low positive relationship (r = .103) 

between CASNR level involvement and overall university satisfaction. All other 

relationships were negligible. 

Summary of Objective Six. 

 When asked if participants had transferred to Texas Tech University to judge on a 

competitive team, 21.4% (f = 9) students cited they had, and 21.4% (f = 9) respondents 

answered they had in the past or currently did compete on at least one team. The point-

biserial correlational coefficient revealed a low positive relationship (r = .281) between 

competition and overall departmental satisfaction; a moderate positive relationship (r = 

.322) between competition and overall college satisfaction; and a low positive 

relationship (r = .122) between competition and overall university satisfaction.   

Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement 

 This study researched various components of Astin’s Theory of Student 

Involvement. It studied the investment of student energy in various objects: on-campus 

extra-curricular involvement, community involvement, family involvement, and 

employment involvement. We found that, if the continuum was defined as the time a 

student begins at community college through the administration of the instrument, 

students were more heavily involved with the community and their families while at their 

community colleges as well as more students were employed while at the community 
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college. Involvement was low with clubs, organizations, and teams at both the 

community college and university level, excluding high levels of involvement with 

judging teams at both.  

 Students were asked to rate their involvement in the clubs, organizations, and 

teams on a Likert scale. Whether respondents answered qualitatively or quantitatively is 

unknown. For example, a student may have chosen ‘Most Involved’ when answering for 

Collegiate 4-H; however, students were not given a chance to indicate whether this meant 

actual time spent with Collegiate 4-H (hours per week/month/etc) or quality of time spent 

with Collegiate 4-H (president of club, leader of community service project, etc). 

Therefore, different students considered different aspects of involvement when 

answering. A qualitative, longitudinal study would be needed to really assess the different 

quantitative and qualitative aspects of their involvement. 

Conclusions and Implications 

Conclusions of Objective One. 

Objective One sought to identify characteristics of community college transfer 

students in CASNR. The vast majority of the population was male. This coincides with 

Branson and Green’s (2007) findings in a study of a peer college of agriculture and 

natural resources which found the majority of their respondents to be male. The 

objectives of this study were not focused on gender; however, in future studies it would 

be beneficial to analyze gender percentages in agriculture departments at community 

colleges as well as their transfer rates to universities. This would reveal a better 

understanding as to why the male population is larger. The most chosen age was 21 years 
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old. Laanan (2007) found the majority of respondents to be 21-24 years of age but 

female. The median GPA was 2.92 with a small standard deviation of .70. Glass and 

Harrington (2002) reported lower GPAs of 2.57 (SD = .74) and 2.72 (SD = 1.01) for two 

different groups of transfers. The most frequent major held by participants was 

Agricultural and Applied Economics with almost 60% or total respondents being seniors. 

No freshmen were reported. While here at Texas Tech, over 90% of students lived off-

campus with a roommate or alone, which coincides with Laanan’s (2007) findings on 

participant living situations. The majority had a permanent home that was more than 300 

miles away, and had been at Texas Tech for at least three semesters. Most respondents 

came from South Plains College; all other colleges only had at most three students 

transfer in to Texas Tech. While at the community colleges, the distribution of living 

situations was quite uniform with 15 living off-campus with a roommate or alone, 14 

living on campus, and 12 living with a family member off-campus. Conversely, Umbach 

and Porter (2000) found few, if any, transfer students live on-campus at any point in their 

college careers.  

Conclusions of Objective Two. 

Objective Two’s purpose was to identify level of CASNR community college 

transfer student involvement with on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and 

the Lubbock community while at Texas Tech University. Intramural sports were the only 

team, club or organization to achieve an overall participation score of more than 2 (M = 

2.10, SD = 1.56). Participation in team sports, sororities/fraternities, departmental clubs 

and organizations, the Livestock Judging Team, and the Livestock and Meat Animal 
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Evaluation Team were the only teams, clubs or organizations to receive an overall score 

of more than 1.50. There was absolutely no participation in Transfer Techsans, the Texas 

Tech University transfer student organization. However, one student was involved in a 

Transfer Connection program, and 12 students indicated they had no knowledge of the 

program, but would like to become involved. Overall, community college transfer student 

involvement in clubs, organizations, and teams at Texas Tech University was low. 

Students indicated the overall involvement in the Lubbock community was slight at 2.10 

with a standard deviation of .93. The majority of students had at least some level of 

involvement in the Lubbock community. More than half were employed working on 

average 31.7 hours per week. In the study conducted by Berger and Malaney (2003), 

students only worked an average 10.53 hours while at the university which was less than 

those same students had worked while at their community colleges. In this study, average 

hours worked was almost the same at the community colleges and the university. 

Students were mostly only involved with their families 0-5 hours per week. Berger and 

Malaney (2003) found their respondents spent 8.74 hours per week with their families 

while at their community colleges. 

Different factors in a transfer students’ life cause the student to not become as 

socially involved as a native student would be. Many universities do not offer orientation 

programs specifically targeted at transfer students, clubs and organizations usually focus 

their recruitment on freshman students and many transfer students do not live on campus. 

Therefore, transfer students find it difficult to become involved at their university 

(Dougherty, 1992). Often, this lack of social involvement leads to academic problems 
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(Dougherty, 1992). For this reason, it is important for faculty and staff at the university to 

find ways to integrate these students to prevent their attrition. 

When looking at individual frequencies, the Livestock Judging Team and the 

Livestock and Meat Animal Evaluation Team were the only two clubs, organizations, or 

teams to report more than 4 (f = 7) extremely active levels of involvement. This finding 

could be because approximately 1/5 of participants transferred to Texas Tech University 

to compete on a team and that same number actually did compete once transferred. Also, 

71.4% of participants lived at least 51 miles or more away from their permanent home. 

The participants in this study worked significantly more while at Texas Tech than 

students at other schools. Significantly high work involvement levels coupled with slight 

but still existent community involvement levels might explain the relatively low on-

campus involvement scores while those along with the distance from home might explain 

low weekly family involvement levels. What’s more, these respondents had higher than 

average GPAs indicating they spend more energy on academic commitments than on 

campus involvement. 

Conclusions of Objective Three. 

Objective Three sought to identify level of CASNR community college transfer 

student involvement with on-campus extracurricular activities, their family, and their 

community while at their community college. Involvement at community colleges was 

higher overall than at Texas Tech. Involvement in agriculture clubs was highest at 2.21 at 

the only score over 2.00. Intramural sports, livestock judging, and meat judging all had 

relatively high participation scores as well. It should be noted that livestock judging 
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showed 19% of participants very involved. Nine (21.4%) participants stated they chose to 

attend their community college to compete on a judging team. However, again, overall 

involvement at community colleges was low. These findings are consistent with Tinto’s 

(1997) findings that many community college students have other obligations besides 

school and are therefore unable to be as active at their community colleges. Students 

were more involved in the town where their community colleges were located, but as 

many students as chose moderately involved as chose no involvement. Almost 70% of 

students worked while at their community colleges working a mean of 31.1 hours per 

week. In the study conducted by Berger and Malaney (2003), students only worked an 

average 18.07 hours while at the community colleges. Weekly involvement with family, 

was higher than when at the university; this finding is possibly explained by the closer 

proximity to permanent homes. These findings coincide with Berger and Malaney’s 

(2003) findings that students were more likely to spend time with family while at their 

community colleges; they found their students spent on average 12.17 hours per week 

with their families. 

Overall, involvement was relatively low at participants’ community colleges, 

excluding high involvement in judging teams and agriculture clubs which was 

inconsistent with studies stating that community college students aren’t active on campus. 

Two judging teams received high participation scores which may indicate CASNR 

community college transfer students differ from other transfer students in that some 

attend community colleges with the intent to judge on an agricultural competitive team. 

However, participants were less involved and worked more than community college 
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students in other studies and almost as much as they worked while at Texas Tech which 

may indicate outside responsibilities. 

Conclusions of Objective Four. 

Objective Four’s purpose was to identify level of CASNR community college 

transfer student satisfaction with programs at the departmental, college, and university 

levels. Satisfaction means indicated students were mostly slightly satisfied with different 

aspects of the university. There was only one area that received a moderate satisfaction 

score: CASNR advising. Other areas of satisfaction received neutral satisfaction means. 

The respondents in this study were slightly satisfied with information they received prior 

to transfer and were slightly and moderately satisfied with faculty and advising. While 

CASNR and departmental academic support were among the highest scores, many 

studies found satisfaction with academic support was low and was often hard to find 

(Townsend & Wilson, 2006; Haeffele, Hood, & Hunt, 2009; Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010; 

Berger & Malaney, 2003). Participants were only neutrally or slightly satisfied with 

clubs, organizations and teams offered as well as with orientation services. This relatively 

low level of satisfaction may be contributed to the orientation sessions transfer students 

are required to attend. It is much shorter than the freshman three-day orientation sessions. 

In the study conducted by Townsend and Wilson (2006), no students were cited in saying 

they felt their orientation to the university was adequate. Most felt as if they were hurried 

through and had to find many things on their own and perhaps therefore had a harder time 

integrating with the university. This may indicate orientation professionals should offer 

longer orientation sessions for students who would like them; this may prevent students 
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from clinging to faculty and staff for support in their initial weeks at the university. 

However, Berger and Milem (1999) found students who initially do not feel as if they fit 

in turn to faculty for support and that involvement with faculty can sometimes help 

students find a niche on campus. 

No satisfaction mean measured below the neutral mark. However, CASNR and 

university Red Raider Orientation, University Career Services, university advising,  and 

clubs, organizations and teams offered at the university level were given a mean score of 

below 5.00. Because the university and CASNR sessions of Red Raider Orientation are 

consecutively scheduled, this may indicate participants in this survey didn’t separate 

them when rating their satisfaction as college advising received the highest satisfaction 

score. In almost all studies reviewed, community college transfer students were unhappy 

with their academic support. However, satisfaction with academic support services pre- 

and post-transfer were among the highest satisfaction means. This may indicate factors 

such as faculty advisement, small class sizes and low student to faculty ratio increase 

CASNR community college transfer student satisfaction. Participants were only slightly 

satisfied with clubs, organizations and teams offered at Texas Tech, which may indicate 

there is a need to publicize university transfer programs more and to implement a 

CASNR transfer student organization, as many students reported they would be interested 

in participating. 

Conclusions of Objective Five. 

Objective Five sought to examine the relationship between students’ level of 

involvement and satisfaction with Texas Tech University. Variables were changed to 
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‘zero’ equaling ‘Not Involved’ or ‘one’ equaling ‘Involved’. According to the Davis 

Conventions, there was a low relationship between departmental satisfaction and CASNR 

involvement, college satisfaction and total all levels of involvement, and university 

satisfaction and total involvement as well as CASNR involvement. This was perhaps the 

most surprising finding as Laanan (2007), Bean and Bradley (1986), and Berger and 

Malaney (2003) reported their students were more likely to be satisfied if they were more 

involved socially on campus. All other relationships were negligible. 

These findings would be understandable if the demographics of the study had 

revealed a higher percentage of non-traditionally aged students; they would be more 

likely to have families or more demanding jobs. However, the majority of respondents 

were traditionally aged. Therefore, a question should be raised as to why involvement 

doesn’t lead to satisfaction for these students. Is it because these students are as involved 

as they want to be? Perhaps, but when reviewing the results for satisfaction with clubs 

organizations, and teams offered, satisfaction means were only neutral. However, is the 

problem they don’t think there are enough clubs and organizations or that they don’t feel 

comfortable joining the ones that exist? This study may indicate that students who want 

to be involved may need a push or help infiltrating the groups formed by students from 

the faculty and staff within the college and department.  

Another possible explanation for this finding was the way the items were formed 

and structured. For this objective, level of involvement was irrelevant; students were 

involved or they weren’t. Therefore, students who answered only minimal involvement 



Texas Tech University, Kimberly G. Peters, August 2011 
 

111 
 

were the same as students who answered most involved. Level of involvement may play 

a significant role in level of satisfaction. 

Conclusions of Objective Six. 

The last objective, Objective Six, set out to determine if a relationship exists 

between community college transfer students who transferred to Texas Tech University 

and currently compete, or have competed in the past, on a team and their level of 

satisfaction. Variables were changed to ‘zero’ equaling ‘Did Not Compete’ or ‘one’ 

equaling ‘Competed’. This was done not only to complete the statistical calculation, but 

because involvement on CASNR competitive teams should be measured as only 

‘Involved’ or ‘Not Involved’ as the nature of agricultural competitive teams at Texas 

Tech University is different from participation in a club or organization. Students and 

faculty advisors spend a great amount of time practicing for these competitions, as well 

as making sure academic and community responsibilities are met. According to the Davis 

Conventions, there was a moderate relationship between college involvement and 

competition on teams and low relationships between overall department and university 

satisfaction and student competition on teams. Hannah, Kuh, Palmer, and Umbach (2006) 

found that athletes on competitive teams were more satisfied with aspects of university 

life than their non-athlete counterparts. Literature concerning the satisfaction of students 

on agricultural competitive teams was not found. 

While involvement with clubs and organizations and satisfaction had low 

relationships, it was found there was a moderate relationship between respondents who 

competed on a competitive team at Texas Tech and their satisfaction with CASNR. The 
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relationship between non-competitors and satisfaction was not studied; however, it would 

be likely (especially when referring back to the low or negligible correlations between 

involvement and satisfaction) that these relationships would be low or negligible as well, 

coinciding with the findings of Hannah, Kuh, Palmer, and Umbach (2006). 

Recommendations 

Recommendations for Duplication. 

 As was stated previously, the instrument used in this study was created by the 

researchers; it is recommended that involvement sections be changed one of two ways: 

either the sections should be condensed into categories as listing the clubs, organizations 

and teams seemed redundant and might have discouraged participants from completing 

the survey or giving truthful answers or respondents should be allowed to write out the 

names of clubs, organizations and teams they are involved in as well as their quantitative 

and qualitative involvement in that club, organization, or team as opposed to only a 

simple Likert-type scale.  

Involvement with family and community should be explored more in-depth as 

well. Items should be inserted asking about how respondents are involved as well as 

quantitative and qualitative features of this involvement. Hours spent per week with 

family should be transformed into an open ended question like hours of employment per 

week. Employment should be explored further in-depth as knowing the nature of 

employment is important. Time spent on academic commitments should be measured as 

well. 
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Another way to manipulate the instrument would to only measure community 

college or university involvement related to satisfaction at both. Relationships between 

satisfaction and community college involvement were not explored; however, this could 

prove to be useful. 

Future researchers should also consider either changing the satisfaction section to 

cover broader areas or further explanation should be given to participants regarding the 

different areas of satisfaction. The way items are currently written, participants may be 

confused (for example: distinguishing between department, college, and university 

advising) leading to untruthful answers. Lastly, pre-transfer experiences with Texas Tech 

should be removed unless the instrument is manipulated to answer an objective regarding 

these services.  

Recommendations for Research. 

1) A qualitative, longitudinal study would be beneficial to measure and 

specifically pin-point areas of satisfaction, dissatisfaction and involvement 

immediately after transfer, after two semesters and immediately before 

graduation. This would give researchers a better picture of the transfer 

adjustment experience and how to better meet the needs of those students. 

2) Based on findings from other studies, involvement and satisfaction of transfer 

students and native students should be compared. Native students are typically 

more involved and more satisfied. Further studies should be conducted to see 

if that is the case within CASNR. 
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3) A qualitative study should be conducted at local community colleges to find 

out if students plan on transferring to CASNR and Texas Tech. This would 

give researchers an opportunity to ask what community college students need 

to know pre-transfer, what they would like to see happen at the university 

post-transfer, and how many students actually follow through with the 

transfer. This would also allow for more concentrated recruiting efforts. 

4) This study should be duplicated (using the recommendations listed above) to 

assess the satisfaction and involvement of native students as well as university 

transfer students in CASNR. Studies indicate university transfer students face 

their own set of challenges. The study could also be broadened to include the 

entire university. 

5) While participants in this study had relatively low involvement and 

satisfaction levels and other studies indicate that involvement translates into 

satisfaction, further studies should explore different groups of community 

college transfer students and if they want to be involved. Many community 

college transfer students are non-traditional and therefore have outside 

responsibilities making on campus involvement a low priority. 

Recommendations for Practice. 

1) Create retention activities specifically focused on transfer students. These 

students could be from community colleges, other universities or other 

colleges within Texas Tech. A program similar to the freshman Ag Pals 

program might be a gateway to higher involvement and integration within the 
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college and the university. This study also indicated some participants would 

be interested in joining Transfer Connection programs and a CASNR transfer 

student organization. Transfer Connection programs already exist and are 

university sponsored programs that should be more publicized as many 

respondents didn’t know they existed and none were a part of the Transfer 

Techsan group.  

2) Respondents were most satisfied with CASNR academic support services 

such as faculty advising. These services should be kept intact over more often 

used services like staff advising.  

3) Transfer students’ orientation sessions are much shorter and less in-depth than 

incoming freshman orientation sessions. While many transfer students feel 

comfortable with college life, some may not. It may be beneficial to have both 

full three-day orientation sessions as well as shortened one-day sessions for 

transfer students to choose from. 

4) University and college professionals should consider adding a mandatory, 

one-hour seminar class for transfer students’ first semester. While this adds an 

hour to degree plans, it would force transfer students to learn about the 

university, what is offered, and how to take advantage of these services
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Copy of Facebook Message 

Hello! My name is Kim Peters, and I have recently been sending out emails asking community 
college transfer students for their help. I am a master's student in Agricultural Education and 
Communications, and this study is vital to my thesis/graduation. If you would please take 15 
minutes today and fill out my survey, I'd really appreciate it! If you have not been receiving these 
emails, please let me know and provide a current email address you can be reached at. If you 
are not a community college transfer student to CASNR, or have already completed the survey, 
please reply to this message or the emails telling me so. 
 
Thank you so much for your help in advance! 
 
Kim Peters 
Master's student - Agricultural Education and Communications 
806.742.2808  
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Thank You Email 
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South Plains College 

Western Texas College 

Amarillo College 

Blinn College 

Clarendon College 

Coffeyville Community College 

New Mexico Junior College 

Cedar Valley College 

Howard College 

San Antonio College 

Connors State College 

Tarrant County College 

Cisco Junior College 

Collin County Community College 

Midland College 

Imperial Valley College 

Linn-Bento Community College 

McLennan Community College 

Paris Junior College 

Northeastern Community College 

Laramie County Community College 

Sir Arthur Lewis Community College 
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