
Journal of Postsecondary Student Success 4(4)
doi: 10.33009/fsop_jpss138304

© 2025 Logue et al. This open access article is distributed under a Creative Commons 
Attribution 4.0 License (https://​creativecommons​.org/​licenses/​by/​4​.0/)

* Contact: alexandra​.logue​@cuny​.edu

Faculty Characteristics and Views: 
Implications for Vertical Transfer

A.W. Logue1*, Vita Rabinowitz2, Yoshiko Oka3, Nayeon Yoo3,  
Rhina Torres3, Kerstin Gentsch3, & David Wutchiett3

1Graduate Center, The City University of New York, USA
2Hunter College, The City University of New York, USA

3The City University of New York, USA

Abstract
Faculty often play a key role in vertical transfer (student transfer from community 
college associate-degree programs to bachelor’s-degree programs), including preparing 
students academically, advising them, and evaluating their transfer credits. However, 
faculty’s knowledge and views about transfer have received little formal study. The 
current research surveyed the transfer knowledge and views of almost 4,000 faculty at 
the 20 community and bachelor’s colleges of The City University of New York. Using 
a conceptual lens of transfer as a strategic action field, the research examined the rela-
tionships between faculty’s characteristics and transfer views. Across both associate- 
and bachelor’s-college sectors, faculty evinced limited knowledge about transfer but 
tended to state that their sector should make credit transfer decisions. However, the 
two sectors’ views often differed. For example, faculty at bachelor’s colleges were more 
likely to state that transfer students should retake their associate courses, and that dif-
ference was larger when comparing community college faculty with faculty at the most 
selective bachelor’s colleges. The findings suggest specific actions that can be taken to 
facilitate vertical transfer, including providing faculty with more transfer information 
and meliorating the impact of differing sectors’ views. Facilitating vertical transfer is 
essential for ensuring higher education equity and social mobility.
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Many researchers and practitioners have expressed concerns about the inequities present 
in the leaky vertical transfer pipeline, including how to meliorate these inequities (e.g., 
Rosenberg & Koch, 2021; Tobolowsky & Cox, 2012; Velasco et al., 2024). Approxi-
mately 42% of postsecondary students start in associate programs at community col-
leges (Shapiro et al., 2018), and about 80% of these students seek at least a bachelor’s 
degree (CCCSE, 2023). However, only 16% of students whose postsecondary educa-
tion begins in a community college vertically transfer and receive a bachelor’s degree 
within six years (Velasco et al., 2024). If two students, equivalent in every measurable 
way, both seek a bachelor’s degree, but one starts college in an associate-degree program 
and the other in a bachelor’s-degree program, the one who starts in the associate-degree 
program will be less likely to receive a bachelor’s (Schudde & Brown, 2019). Students 
from underrepresented racial groups and older students are more likely to be subject 
to the effects of starting college in an associate program because, on average, there are 
higher percentages of such students in associate than bachelor’s programs (National 
Center for Education Statistics, 2021). Thus, postsecondary environment challenges to 
vertical transfer are challenges to higher education equity.

Leaks in the vertical transfer pipeline are sometimes associated with aspects of students’ 
environments that can be changed. Such aspects of the environment may include the 
information that students receive (Laanan et al., 2010), whether students’ transferred 
credits apply to degree requirements (Monaghan & Attewell, 2015; Public Agenda, 
2025), and students’ preparation for the new college’s courses (Hagedorn et al., 2008). 
Here we investigate a critical part of the higher education environment: faculty, and 
the roles they may play in vertical transfer success.

Faculty and Transfer: Previous Observations and Research
Faculty are integrally involved in student success, including vertical transfer student 
success. For most students, including prospective and actual transfer students, the 
faculty-led classroom is the primary site through which they interact with higher edu-
cation institutions and their actors (Wang et al., 2021). Faculty are usually considered 
to have at least advisory input, and often final control, over anything concerning cur-
riculum, including transfer (Kulkarni, 2026). The American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP), the largest faculty collective bargaining organization, states that 
“The faculty has primary responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, 
subject matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and those aspects 
of student life which relate to the educational process” (2015, “Statement on Govern-
ment of Colleges and Universities,” section 5). The Association of Governing Boards of 
Universities and Colleges states: “faculty lead educational delivery.”
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As illustrated in Figure 1, which depicts the vertical transfer relationship between a typ-
ical community and a typical bachelor’s college, it is faculty who academically prepare 
students for transfer, instruct students after transfer, and often make decisions about 
credit transfer (Schudde & Jabbar, 2024; Sutcliffe et al., 2025). Faculty may also guide 
policy and practice concerning transfer advising and admission, and they serve in key 
roles in the formulation of articulation agreements (essentially, contracts that govern 
transfer admission and/or credit transfer; see, e.g., Smith et al., 2022). At community 
colleges, faculty can influence whether students apply to transfer (Lavinson, 2021). At 
bachelor’s colleges, vertical transfer students may be disadvantaged in classrooms due 
to bachelor’s-college faculty stigmatizing them as academically underprepared or as 
less motivated (Fink, 2021; Robinson, 2022). Thus, in multiple ways, both in terms of 
policy and practice, faculty appear to have considerable influence over transfer student 
success.

Figure 1. Functions of a Typical Community College and a Typical Bachelor’s 
College Engaged in Vertical Transfer

However, the influence of faculty on transfer student success is not uniform across the 
faculty. Not only do some faculty engage in more transfer-related activities, such as 
transfer advising or transfer credit evaluation, than do others, but faculty appointed in 
associate- and bachelor’s-degree programs (hereafter referred to as associate and bach-
elor’s faculty) do not appear to have the same influence over vertical transfer (Reed, 
2022; Schudde et al., 2021). In Figure 1, it is the bachelor’s faculty and institutions, 
not the associate, that decide whether a vertical transfer applicant will be admitted to 
an institution or major, and what will happen with that applicant’s credits. Although 
the associate faculty have an essential—and independent—role in preparing students 
for transfer and encouraging them to apply, they usually have no control over what 
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happens after the student applies. Transfer is, by its nature, a multi-institution event, 
and one institution, including that institution’s faculty, does not control what happens 
at another institution. If the faculty at a bachelor’s institution decide not to count 
towards its requirements the credits for a particular associate-degree course, there is 
little or nothing that the associate institution, including its faculty, can do about that.

Yet, despite their often-prominent roles in transfer, there has been relatively little 
empirical work on faculty’s involvement in and views about vertical transfer, and what 
research exists involves relatively few participants and colleges. One study (Senie, 
2016), conducted at two community colleges and one regional university, obtained fac-
ulty views concerning a new transfer policy. Data consisted of observations of seven 
faculty meetings of 10–20 faculty each, a focus group of 7 people, and interviews 
of 2 department cochairs and 1 chair (details about participants’ roles were not given). 
The results identified cultural differences between the community colleges and the 
university, including a “desire of [the university] faculty to have ‘complete control’ 
over a student’s academic program. As a result, fewer credits are accepted for transfer, 
increasing the time, expense, and risk in completing a bachelor’s degree” (p. 281).

A new study of vertical transfer conducted at three University of Texas System institu-
tions (Sutcliffe et al., 2025) included focus groups with 11 full-time academic faculty 
and 19 faculty holding significant administrative positions. This study found that a 
common perception of the faculty interviewed was that the students transferring into 
their universities were insufficiently prepared for upper-level bachelor’s courses due to 
inadequacies in community college courses.

Additional studies include Hyatt and Smith (2019), who interviewed 12 faculty at a 
small, private university concerning their perceptions of vertical transfer students, and 
showed that these faculty were not aware of transfer student supports and opportuni-
ties. Smith et al. (2022) gave a questionnaire to 179 faculty, staff, and administrators 
(only the total number for the three groups was given) concerning resources that should 
be provided to STEM vertical transfer students from underrepresented groups. Both 
associate and bachelor’s program employees frequently mentioned tutoring. Payne et 
al. (2022) surveyed 30 associate and 28 bachelor’s cybersecurity faculty, finding that 
they were, in general, relatively uninformed about transfer policies. Two final studies 
(Bowker, 2021; Tobolowsky & Cox, 2012) interviewed a total of fewer than two dozen 
faculty, with limited findings. Bowker (2021) concludes that “The most effective way 
to find out what [the university faculty] are thinking is to ask them” (p. 304).

Conceptual Framework
Schudde and Jabbar (2024) provide a useful conceptual framework with which to 
consider the roles of institutional actors, including faculty, in vertical transfer. Grow-
ing out of organizational theory, these researchers conceive of transfer as occurring 
within strategic action fields in which actors (such as staff and faculty) create and 
maintain rules and norms. Some actors are dominant and others are dominated (or 



5Journal of Postsecondary Student Success

nondominant). These strategic action fields operate within a political-ecological con-
text. Using this conceptual lens, transfer student success is seen as a complex function 
of the actions and influence of multiple higher education constituencies (not just, for 
example, community college transfer advisors), as well as of the surrounding environ-
ment (e.g., institutional interdependencies, state policies, home environment, etc.).

Within this conceptual framework, Schudde and Jabbar (2024) see particular faculty’s 
power over transfer as being a function of a specific faculty characteristic: They see fac-
ulty appointed in more selective institutions as holding more power over transfer, and 
as being more dominant in the transfer strategic action field, than faculty appointed 
in less selective institutions. The more selective institution faculty are seen as having 
influence on the curriculum that is offered at, not only their own institutions, but 
less selective institutions as well. The curriculum of the less selective institutions must 
conform to that of the more selective institutions if students from the former are to 
be able to transfer to and graduate from the latter. In addition, according to Schudde 
and Jabbar, members of more selective institutions are particularly likely to defend 
their control over transfer policies and actions by objecting to external influences such 
as state transfer policies. Although other faculty characteristics, such as educational 
history, might also be associated with dominance in the transfer strategic action field, 
such other characteristics are not discussed by Schudde and Jabbar.

The Current Research
Within the context of Schudde and Jabbar’s (2024) conceptual framework, the current 
research examines how faculty characteristics may be associated with vertical transfer 
pipeline views. We particularly focus on comparisons of faculty working with prospec-
tive (not-yet-transferred, associate-degree) versus actual (transferred, bachelor’s-degree) 
vertical transfer students, including comparisons involving faculty appointed in bache-
lor’s institutions of some or more selectivity. The overall goal was to obtain information 
about faculty members’ perceptions of their roles, and of rules and norms within the 
strategic action field of vertical transfer, including how those perceived rules and norms 
may differ for different faculty sectors and characteristics. The specific research ques-
tions were:

1)	 What are the participants’ characteristics, such as current home institution 
selectivity, educational history, and relative experience with and knowledge 
about transfer?

2)	 What are the participants’ views about transfer?
3)	 In what ways are participants’ characteristics associated with their views?

Given Schudde and Jabbar’s (2024) conceptual lens, which includes that associate and 
bachelor’s faculty have different types and levels of power over transfer, and given that 
different types and levels of power are associated with different roles, rules, and norms, 
we can predict that associate and bachelor’s faculty will differ in their views about 
transfer. More specifically, we can predict that associate and bachelor’s faculty will 
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differ in their views about what should and should not happen concerning transfer stu-
dents, including about who or what should have control over transfer. We can further 
predict that the views of faculty working in bachelor’s institutions of varying selectivity 
will differ. Other faculty characteristics, such as education history, including commu-
nity college attendance (which is often stigmatized; Fink, 2021; Robinson, 2022), may 
also be associated with the level of power within the transfer strategic action field and 
thus with transfer views.

We therefore surveyed almost 4,000 full-time and part-time faculty in all 20 City 
University of New York (CUNY) associate and bachelor’s colleges. The survey exam-
ined faculty’s specific reported transfer experiences and views and allowed us to 
determine the relationships between those views and multiple faculty characteristics, 
including the selectivity of faculty’s home institutions.

Together, this information can help us understand how the views of faculty reflect the 
power differences they hold within the strategic action field of transfer. The current 
research can also help identify areas for which any gaps in faculty’s knowledge and 
perceptions may be inhibiting transfer success. More generally, the results can inform 
conversations and actions aimed at decreasing the challenges involved in students 
transferring vertically and obtaining a bachelor’s degree.

Method

Research Site
This research was conducted at CUNY, a system of 20 undergraduate colleges divided 
into three sectors: seven community (associate) colleges, three comprehensive (associate 
and bachelor’s) colleges, and 10 senior (bachelor’s) colleges. The senior colleges can 
themselves be divided into what CUNY terms selective colleges (relatively lower fresh-
man SAT scores) and most selective colleges (relatively higher freshman SAT scores). 
CUNY was chosen as the research site because it has:

(1)	 Multiple associate and bachelor’s colleges.
(2)	 Large numbers of students, especially vertical transfer students. In fall 2021, 

CUNY had 191,454 total degree-seeking undergraduates, with 36.4% enrolled 
in associate programs and 63.6% in bachelor’s. Close to 20,000 undergraduate 
students transfer into a CUNY college each year. The largest proportion of 
these (about one third) consists of within-CUNY vertical transfer students, 
and over 40% of bachelor’s graduates consists of vertical transfer students 
(CUNY Office of Institutional Research and Assessment, 2020; Z. Tang, per-
sonal communication, June 29, 2023). At least two thirds of CUNY associate 
freshmen state their goal is to attain at least a bachelor’s (Logue et al., 2022).

(3)	 Over 17,000 total full-time and part-time faculty (see below).
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(4)	 High percentages of students from underrepresented groups and, consistent 
with national data, higher percentages of students from underrepresented 
groups in CUNY associate than bachelor’s programs. The fall 2021 associate 
percentages of Black/Hispanic, Pell recipient, and first-generation students 
were 66, 57, and 65, respectively, while for bachelor’s they were 50, 56, and 
57, respectively (CUNY Office of Institutional Research and Assessment, 
2021).

(5)	 Centralized human resources databases.
(6)	 Due to the 20 CUNY colleges all being located within the five boroughs of 

New York City, with all colleges accessible by public transportation, and due 
to the many CUNY-wide meetings and conferences, CUNY faculty often 
have direct opportunities to form views about faculty and students from 
many different CUNY colleges.

Survey Instrument
The survey items were designed to obtain faculty characteristics information that 
could not be obtained from the CUNY central Human Resources Office, as well as 
obtaining faculty views about transfer. A copy of the survey can be viewed at https://​
academicworks​.cuny​.edu/​gc​_pubs/​975/. Given there had been no previous general 
surveys of faculty on transfer, the current survey’s items were developed and refined 
based on: (a) prior research concerning challenges to transfer student success; (b) prior 
research concerning faculty transfer experiences and information; (c) review and test-
ing of survey drafts by a panel of about 30 transfer researchers, professionals, and 
students (members of CUNY’s Transfer Opportunity Project—TOP), as well as by 
CUNY’s 20 colleges’ institutional research directors; (d) TOP focus group results from 
27 faculty (Sutcliffe & Condliffe, 2020); and (e) pilot tests of successive survey drafts 
by 25 associate and bachelor’s faculty.

Questions were in true/false, yes/no, agree/disagree, multiple choice, ranking, contin-
uous 7-point Likert scale, and open-ended formats. The survey was divided into four 
sections. The Background section included questions concerning a faculty member’s 
educational history (e.g., whether the faculty member had attended community col-
lege). The Experience section included questions about a faculty member’s current work 
situation and direct experience with transfer (e.g., whether the faculty member typically 
knew which students were transfers). The Transfer Information section included ques-
tions about a faculty member’s transfer knowledge (e.g., whether the faculty member 
knew how credits transfer). The Views section asked about a faculty member’s transfer 
attitudes and beliefs (e.g., how much the faculty member agreed that CUNY should 
do more to facilitate credit transfer).

https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/975/
https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/975/
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Participant Recruitment and Survey Administration
All participant recruitment and treatment aspects were approved in advance by 
CUNY’s Institutional Review Board (IRB File #2018-1223). Between October 18 and 
November 1, 2021, initial emails with a survey link were sent to all 17,381 full-time 
(36.1%) and part-time (63.9%) CUNY faculty for whom the CUNY Office of Human 
Resources had a valid address. A copy of an initial email can be viewed at https://​
academicworks​.cuny​.edu/​gc​_pubs/​975/. The Human Resources list included every fac-
ulty member with professorial rank (assistant, associate, full, and distinguished profes-
sors; clinical professors; distinguished lecturers; instructors; and part-time and adjunct 
faculty who were hired to teach, mentor, and/or advise undergraduate students). We 
excluded 327 faculty with job titles not involving student contact (e.g., research profes-
sors), and 45 faculty on medical or unpaid leave. The initial emails specified a comple-
tion deadline of November 1, 2021. Five email reminders were sent to nonresponding 
faculty, and these included a final response deadline of November 20, 2021.

Several other steps were taken to increase participation. One of the researchers 
addressed a plenary session of the University Faculty Senate and a meeting of CUNY 
central’s Faculty Affairs Advisory Board. We also sent emails to CUNY college leaders 
(presidents, provosts, and institutional research department heads), both prior to and 
during the survey’s fielding, urging them to encourage faculty participation. During 
the survey’s fielding, each of these emails included a table showing every college’s cur-
rent response rate. Further, the University Executive Registrar posted a notice about 
the survey on CUNY’s course management system website, and many CUNY leaders 
and researchers encouraged faculty participation using social media.

The survey was administered using the Qualtrics platform. The faculty emails’ sur-
vey links were unique to each faculty member. This allowed us to match a faculty 
member’s survey responses to other information about that faculty member in Human 
Resources databases. We thus had information about, e.g., each faculty member’s pri-
mary appointment college, tenure status, and job title without having to request that 
information via the survey.

Each participant was asked whether they had more experience with prospective or cur-
rent vertical transfers and, depending on the answer, was given some questions tailored 
to that experience (in addition to questions that all participants received). For example, 
faculty with primarily prospective transfer student experience were asked “Do you typ-
ically know which students in your classes intend to transfer to a bachelor’s-degree pro-
gram?” whereas faculty with primarily current transfer student experience were asked 
“Do you typically know which students in your classes are vertical transfer students?” 
Thus, there were two groups of faculty: those working primarily with prospective 
vertical transfer (associate) students, and those working primarily with actual vertical 
transfer (bachelor’s) students. There were 47 total questions for associate faculty and 51 
for bachelor’s faculty (45 of those questions were the same for both). If faculty answered 
that they had about the same amount of experience with both types of students, they 
were asked which student type they preferred to answer questions about and were then 

https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/975/
https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/975/
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given the questions consistent with their stated preference. Faculty who did not state 
which type of student they had more experience with were classified as associate or 
bachelor’s faculty depending on the college of their primary appointment, and they 
received only the initial general questions that all participants received.

Analytic Strategy
We report all responses to survey questions concerning faculty characteristics, experience 
with and knowledge about transfer, and transfer views. The results sections, first, using 
both descriptive and inferential statistics, compare associate and bachelor’s faculty in terms 
of their characteristics and survey responses, including their experience with and knowl-
edge about transfer (research question #1) and their transfer views (research question #2).

An additional results section reports regressions exploring the relationships between 
faculty characteristics (including college selectivity) and faculty transfer views (research 
question #3). For this section we used logistic (for binary outcome variables) or linear/
ordinary least squares/OLS (for continuous outcome variables) regression. The logistic 
regression model can be expressed as:

logit(pi) = b0 + b1SELECi + b2 EXPi + b3BACKi,

where pi represents the probability of participant i answering “Yes,” “Agree,” or “True” 
to a question yi with binary answers. The linear regression model can be expressed as:

yi = b0 + b1SELECi + b2 EXPi + b3BACKi + ei,

where yi represents the response of participant i on a continuous outcome variable. In 
both models SELECi is a categorical variable which indicates the selectivity of partic-
ipant i’s institution (community college, selective bachelor’s college, or most selective 
bachelor’s college; community college is the reference category), EXPi is a vector of 
variables that indicate participant i’s experience and current work situation (the number 
of years they have worked in CUNY, as well as indicators for being full-time, tenured, 
and having a leadership/advising role), BACKi is a vector of variables related to the 
participant’s educational history (whether the participant ever attended a community 
college, received an associate degree, received a need-based scholarship while in college, 
and whether English was their first language), b0 is the intercept; and b1, b2, and b3 are 
vectors of coefficients. Finally, the linear regression model contains an error term, ei. 
Given that we had data for numerous participant characteristics, lasso regression was 
used to identify the subsets of variables best able to parsimoniously predict the answers 
to each survey question (Tibshirani, 1996).

Finally, we examine in detail faculty responses to several survey questions concerning 
who should have control over curriculum and transfer, and whether those responses 
differed as a function of the faculty member’s college’s selectivity (research question #3). 
All individual question response percentages and means were calculated using only 
responding participants. Additional analysis details are given in the Appendix.
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Response Rates and Participant Representativeness
This section reports response rate information, analyses exploring participants’ repre-
sentativeness compared to the entire invited population, and potential response bias.

In the present survey, a faculty member was categorized as a participant if they gave 
consent and answered at least one question (99.9% of participants answered more than 
one). There were 3,871 participants (1,817 part-time and 2,054 full-time) from 17,381 
invitees, a 22.3% overall response rate (ranging from 14.8% to 46.2% per college). The 
tenured faculty response rate was 33.0%. Of all participants, 40.8% were categorized 
as associate faculty and 58.2% as bachelor’s (see Table 1).

Table 1. Comparisons Between Associate and Bachelor’s Faculty

Group

Associate Bachelor’s

Characteristic n = 1,580 n = 2,251
CUNY Employment

% full-time 54.7 52.4

% tenured 34.9 35.7

Years in CUNY (M (SD)) 14.5(10.0) 13.9(10.3)
Demographics

Gender (% Female) 56.1 57.3
*Race/Ethnicity (% White) 57.4 63.6

Age (M (SD)) 54.1(11.6) 54.1(13.6)
Experience (%)

*Ever attended community
college

24.2 15.7

*Earned associate degree a 60.8 49.6

Rec’d need-based scholarship 47.8 48.2
*English first language 69.4 73.5
*Leadership/Advising role b 29.8 35.2

Note. CUNY Human Resources could only provide demographic information for partici-
pants, not nonparticipants. In addition, CUNY HR provided values for participants divided 
into associate’s and bachelor’s faculty according to HR’s records of college affiliation, not ac-
cording to the faculty’s self- reported affiliations on the survey, which were used for all analysis 
purposes.
a Among those who attended a community college.
b Faculty with at least one role.
*p < .01.
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Associate and full-time faculty were more likely to participate than bachelor’s 
(including comprehensive) and part-time faculty, respectively (p < .01). Part-time 
faculty were significantly more likely than full-time to answer “don’t know” for the 
questions for which this was an option (p < .05). Participants were also significantly 
more likely to be tenured, to have more years at CUNY, to be female, and to be 
White than were CUNY faculty as a whole. Given these significant differences, we 
used logistic regression to weight the survey’s answers to reflect the demographics 
of the invited population. However, weighting did not appear to substantially affect 
responses (with and without weighting, most multiple-choice answers were within 
three percentage points, and no Likert scale question answers were more than 
0.1 point different). Further, there was only one question whose answers were sig-
nificantly different for early (N = 1,108) and late (N = 520) responders with a 
larger-than-small effect size.

Finally, the general background question response rates were all greater than 97%, and 
most participants answered more than 90% of the remaining questions. Therefore, the 
opportunity for response bias did not differ substantially across questions.

Results

Associate and Bachelor’s Participant Characteristics, 
Their Experience With Transfer, and Their Knowledge 
About Transfer (Research Question #1)
Table 1 shows the characteristics of both the associate and bachelor’s participants. The 
associate faculty were significantly less likely to be White, to have English as their 
first language, and to have served in a leadership and/or advising role. They were sig-
nificantly more likely to have attended a community college and to have earned an 
associate degree.

The top sections of Tables 2 (Likert-scale questions) and 3 (multiple choice questions) 
summarize the responses of the associate and bachelor’s faculty on questions related 
to their transfer experience and knowledge. The two groups gave significantly differ-
ent answers on 10 out of the 12 questions asked of both groups. The associate faculty 
were more likely to report that they had been involved in transfer-related activities. The 
associate faculty were also more likely to state that they knew which students were (pro-
spective) transfers, and that they obtained that information by asking students directly.

However, even though close to one third of the total participants held, or had recently 
held, administrative or advising roles (see Table 1), both associate and bachelor’s faculty 
were not very confident in their knowledge about transfer (for associate and bachelor’s 
faculty, respectively, mean ratings were 3.4 and 3.2 on a 7-point scale from 1 [“not at 
all confident”] to 7 [“very confident”]). In fact, both groups evidenced little accurate 
knowledge about transfer policies, as these survey responses indicate:
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Table 2. Responses to Yes/No, Agree/Disagree, True/False, and Likert-Scale 
Questions

Associate Bachelor’s

Question n = 1,548 n = 2,129
Transfer Experience and Knowledge

**†Know which students are transfers a 52.0(319) 34.7(286)
**†Helped organize transfer events a 27.7(364) 22.8(420)
*†Interacted with colleagues on transfer  
activities a

36.4(479) 25.5(469)

Participated on transfer policy committees a 21.9(286) 19.9(366)
*†Worked on transfer communications a 23.2(302) 19.4(354)
**†More credits transfer with associate a 42.8(552) 24.6(443)
*†Transfer changes major credits to electives a 38.2(492) 34.5(620)
**†Confident in knowledge about transfer 
policies b

3.4(1.6)(1,148) 3.2(1.7)(1,431)

Transfer Views
Transfers’ performance depends on associate 
college b

- 4.1(1.6)(1,525)

**††Other sector helpful with course 
equivalencies b

4.3(1.4)(1,200) 4.8(1.4)(454)

**†Central office should facilitate credit transfer 
more a

70.8(888) 49.4(841)

**††Students learn more c 4.5(1.2)(1,185) 5.4(1.4)(1,567)
**††Academically prepared d 4.5(1.5)(1,118) 5.0(1.4)(1,548)
**†Concerned about coursework and careers d 4.0(1.4)(1,071) 4.2(1.2)(1,512)
**†Financially secure d 4.9(1.6)(1,093) 4.7(1.5)(1,492)

Innate academic ability d 4.4(1.1)(1,102) 4.5(1.1)(1,510)
**†Resilience and grit d 3.9(1.3)(1,080) 4.1(1.2)(1,503)

Motivated and exerts effort d 4.2(1.3)(1,092) 4.3(1.1)(1,509)
**†Should take general education courses in 
associate a

61.5(742) 56.7(941)

**††Should take major courses in associate a 42.4(511) 21.0(348)
*†Colleagues try to understand transfers’ 
challenges b

5.1(1.6)(1,173) 4.9(1.6)(1,580)

**†Transfers get tailored information/advice a 62.9(769) 48.2(807)

Transfers get same support/advice amount b - 5.2(1.5)(1,586)

College cares about transfer graduation rates b - 5.5(1.4)(1,590)

(continued )
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Associate Bachelor’s

Question n = 1,548 n = 2,129
**†Faculty value transfers a 75.0(916) 66.0(1,120)
**††Bachelor’s programs inadequate making 
transfers feel valued b

4.6(1.4)(1,133) 3.3(1.6)(1,364)

**††Is stigma to community college attendance b 5.4(1.5)(1,151) 4.6(1.7)(1,477)
**††Transfers should retake associate’s courses b 3.4(1.8)(1,063) 3.9(1.7)(1,430)
**††Bachelor’s programs expect transfers to 
perform as well b

4.5(1.5)(1,137) 4.8(1.6)(1,532)

a Percentages (Ns) of all participants who answered “Yes,” “Agree,” or “True” to that question 
b From 1 (low) to 7 (high); M(SD)(N).
c From 1 (more in associate- degree course) to 7 (more in bachelor’s-degree course); M(SD)(N). 
d From 1 (more common in associate program starter) to 7 (more common in bachelor’s pro-
gram starter); M(SD)(N).
*p < .05. **p < .001. If p < .05: †small effect size < .20. ††medium effect size .20–.49

• A total of 43% of associate faculty and 25% of bachelor’s faculty stated that
more credits transfer with an associate degree, which is incorrect at CUNY (at
CUNY, individual course credits transfer independently of whether a student
has a degree, a student’s major, other courses a student is taking, or anything else).

• Less than 40% of both groups reported knowing (correctly) that transfer
can change major credits to elective credits.

• Over 60% of both groups said they did not know what happens to students’
GPAs when they transfer.

• In answering this question “To the best of your knowledge, about what
percentage of the graduates of your primary college every year are vertical
transfer students?” two thirds (66.7%) of bachelor’s faculty answered “Don’t
Know” and 14.3% chose 0–25%. The actual percentage for 2020–2021 was
43.1% (Z. Tang, personal communication, June 29, 2023). Only 10.9% of
bachelor’s participants chose 26–50%.

Associate and Bachelor’s Participant Views 
About Transfer (Research Question #2)
The bottom sections of Tables 2 and 3 summarize the responses of the associate 
and bachelor’s faculty on questions related to their views about transfer (except for 
questions concerning the faculty’s views about control over curriculum and transfer, 
which are presented in a later section). As reported previously for the top sections of 
Tables 2 and 3, consistent with our predictions, the answers in the bottom sections are 

Table 2. Responses to Yes/No, Agree/Disagree, True/False, and Likert-Scale 
Questions (continued )
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Table 3. Percentages (Ns) of Multiple Choice Question Responses

Associate Bachelor’s Chi-square p

Response n = 1,548 n = 2,129 (effect size)

Transfer Experience and Knowledge
**†How do you know which students are [prospective] vertical transfer students?

I ask students 70.1(211) 20.8(59) < .001(0.17)

By academic performance 11.6(35) 20.1(57)

By behavior 8.3(25) 4.6(13)

From administration 3.3(10) 7.7(22)

Students tell me 58.5(176) 59.9(170)

Other 8.6(26) 24.6(70)

How often did you communicate with other offices at your primary institution about transfer?

Few times per week 6.7(20) 10.6(41) .22(0.04)

Few times per month 29.6(88) 33.2(128)

Few times per year 48.1(143) 42.3(163)

Never 14.1(42) 11.9(46)

I wasn’t a faculty member 1.3(4) 1.8(7)
**†How often did you communicate with colleagues at other colleges about transfer?

Few times per week 2.3(25) 1.4(20) < .001(0.12)

Few times per month 8.5(90) 5.3(74)

Few times per year 39.5(420) 29.2(405)

Never 47.7(507) 60.2(835)

I wasn’t a faculty member 2.1(22) 3.8(52)

What percentage of graduates of your primary college are vertical transfers?

≤ 10% - 5.4(98) -

11–25% - 8.9(161) -

26–50% - 10.9(196) -

≥ 51% - 8.1(146) -

Don’t know - 66.7(1,203) -
**†After transferring, vertical transfers typically experience a

Temporary GPA decrease 18.4(233) 21.2(381) < .001(0.10)

Temporary GPA increase 1.7(21) 2.2(39)

Permanent GPA decrease 4.8(61) 9.4(170)

Permanent GPA increase 1.6(20) 2.2(39)

No GPA change 4.1(52) 3.2(58)

Don’t know 69.5(882) 61.8(1,112)

(continued )
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Associate Bachelor’s Chi-square p

Response n = 1,548 n = 2,129 (effect size)

Transfer Views
**†For which transfer process aspects should faculty at your primary college make final decision?

Credit transfer 52.5(598) 59.1(943) .20(0.02)

Transfer admission - 26.4(421)

Courses transfers should take 64.2(731) 63.6(1,014)

Other 6.7(76) 6.9(110)
**†Three most important factors determining transfers’ academic performance

Effort/motivation 64.1(759) 60.5(970) < .001(0.06)

Financial/food/housing security 43.6(516) 36.6(587)

Academic supports’ quality 35.6(421) 41.9(615)

Current/past instruction quality 26.2(310) 38.4(672)
**†Three greatest transfer process challenges

Getting transfer credits applied 62.6(674) 57.4(838) < .001(0.07)

Having financial aid last 60.5(652) 52.5(766)

Being admitted to desired bachelor’s major 52.4(564) 35.8(523)

Getting credits evaluated timely 40.1(432) 54.8(800)

Getting good grades 33.0(355) 44.3(646)
**†What info/resources would better enable you to support prospective/current vertical transfers?

Data on students’ performance 49.2(583) 43.2(698) < .001(0.06)

Advising training 47.1(558) 37.0(598)

Resources to better align courses 56.2(666) 43.8(707)

Other 6.5(77) 9.1(147)

None, I have sufficient information 3.0(36) 6.1(99)

No opinion/don’t know 12.9(153) 19.9(322)

Note. Cell dashes = group did not receive that answer choice. The most frequent answers for each group are 
shown. Chi square tests used the most frequent answers for each group, and only answer options that were the 
same for both groups.

*p < .05. **p < .001. If p < .05: †small effect size <.20. ††medium effect size .20-.49

often significantly different between the associate and bachelor’s faculty (19 out of the 
25 questions asked of both groups).

A total of eight of these comparisons have a larger-than-small effect size of .20. Follow-
ing are four examples, all of which indicate the low opinions that many members of the 
two sectors have for aspects of the other sector:

Table 3. Percentages (Ns) of Multiple Choice Question Responses (continued )
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•	 “The amount students learn in an associate’s-degree course and a 
bachelor’s-degree course that have the same name is” (from 1, Students learn 
more in the associate’s-degree course to 7, Students learn more in the bachelor’s-degree 
course). The mean is 4.5 for associate faculty and 5.4 for bachelor’s.

•	 “Bachelor’s-degree programs do not do enough . . .” (given to associate fac-
ulty) or “My colleagues do not do enough . . .” (given to bachelor’s faculty) 
“to make transfer students from associate’s-degree programs feel like they 
are valued and supported” (given to all faculty), with answers ranging from 
1, Strongly disagree, to 7, Strongly agree. The mean is 4.6 for associate faculty 
and 3.3 for bachelor’s.

•	 “In some people’s minds, there is a stigma attached to attending a commu-
nity college” (with the same answer options as the previous example). The 
mean is 5.4 for associate faculty and 4.6 for bachelor’s.

•	 “I find most of my colleagues in [bachelor’s-degree programs for associate 
faculty, and associate-degree programs for bachelor’s faculty] coopera-
tive and helpful in creating course equivalencies with our courses” (with 
the same answer options as the previous example). The mean is 4.3 for asso-
ciate faculty and 4.8 for bachelor’s.

An examination of the answers to other transfer views questions finds that, although 
there is substantial variation within each group, bachelor’s faculty think less highly 
of transfer students than do associate faculty, with the bachelor’s faculty being more 
likely to say that transfer students are not as well prepared, or as concerned about 
their coursework, or as motivated, or as possessed of resilience and grit as are students 
who begin college in bachelor’s programs. In contrast, the associate and bachelor’s 
faculty did not significantly differ in their views of whether vertical transfer students or 
students who start college in a bachelor’s program have more innate academic ability 
or are more motivated (both faculty groups, on average, rated students who start in a 
bachelor’s program as being somewhat higher on both traits).

However, many bachelor’s faculty’s views of vertical transfer students apparently vary 
depending on the CUNY community college from which the student transferred. 
When the bachelor’s faculty were asked “How much does a vertical transfer student’s 
academic performance in bachelor’s-degree programs at your .  .  . college depend on 
which CUNY associate’s-degree-granting college the student attended?” with responses 
ranging from 1, “Does not matter at all,” to 7, “Matters a great deal,” the mean response 
was 4.1 with a standard deviation of 1.6.

In some ways, the bachelor’s faculty seem to acknowledge that their support of transfer 
is not excellent. The bachelor’s faculty were less likely than the associate faculty to state 
that their colleagues try to understand transfers’ challenges, that transfers get tailored 
information and advice, and that faculty value transfers.

At the same time, bachelor’s faculty seem to defend their treatment of transfer students 
by giving, on average, relatively high ratings to:
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•	 The view that transfers get the same amount of support and advice as 
students who begin college in a bachelor’s program (5.2).

•	 The statement that their college cares about transfer students (5.5).
•	 The statement that they expect transfer students to perform as well as stu-

dents who begin college in a bachelor’s program (4.8).

Finally, despite their reported relative lack of transfer knowledge, less than half of both 
associate and bachelor’s participants responded that more data or training would help 
them better support vertical transfer students, and only about half responded that they 
wanted more resources to help better align associate and bachelor’s courses.

Relationships Between Faculty Background Characteristics 
and Transfer Views (Research Question #3)
In this section we explore the relationships between faculty characteristics (including 
college selectivity) and faculty’s views about transfer.

The wide range in selectivity of the 20 CUNY undergraduate colleges allows for more 
detailed comparisons of faculty views related to college type than simply associate ver-
sus bachelor’s faculty. For the college selectivity variable, we divided faculty into three 
groups: faculty whose primary appointment (as stated in the survey and according to 
Human Resources) was at an (open-access) community college (7 colleges), faculty 
whose primary appointment was at a selective bachelor’s college (5 colleges), and fac-
ulty whose primary appointment was at a most selective bachelor’s college (5 colleges). 
We then examined whether participants’ characteristics, including college selectivity, 
were associated with their answers to the questions requesting participants’ views,

Table 4 shows the results of regressions examining the associations of 19 transfer views 
questions with nine participant characteristics (treating “Bachelor’s Selectivity” as a 
single characteristic). Each Table 4 row shows the results of one regression for a specific 
transfer views survey question. Each Table 4 column shows the relationships (marginal 
effects at means for dichotomous outcome variables, and fixed effects for continuous 
outcome variables) of particular participant characteristics with each views question.

Table  4’s columns (each column corresponding to a participant characteristic) are 
ordered according to the number of views questions with which a particular participant 
characteristic has a significant association. Consistent with our prediction, the partic-
ipant characteristic of appointment in a most selective bachelor’s college (the left-most 
characteristic of Table 4) was significantly associated with many, in fact most, views 
questions (18 significant relationships). The two participant characteristics significantly 
associated with the least number of views questions (one each, the two right-most col-
umns in Table 4) are community college attendance and receipt of an associate degree 
(both associated with questions concerning transfer curriculum).

The rows in Table 4 (each row corresponding to a views question) are also ordered 
in terms of the numbers of significant relationships, this time with participant 
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characteristics. The first of the two views questions significantly associated with the 
most (five) faculty characteristics (the top row of Table 4) was whether “resilience and 
grit” more characterize vertical transfer students or students who begin college in a 
bachelor’s program, with long-employed faculty at selective institutions tending to 
say it was vertical transfer students, and faculty who had had advising roles, had a 
scholarship, or for whom English was their first language tending to say it was students 
who begin college in a bachelor’s program. The other question significantly related to 
the most (five) faculty characteristics was “Do faculty at your primary college value 
vertical transfer students?” with long-employed, full-time, advising-role-experienced, 
and first-language-English faculty tending to say yes, but faculty at selective institu-
tions tending to say no. The views question related to the fewest faculty characteristics 
(one; the bottom row of Table 4) was asked only of bachelor’s faculty and concerned 
whether transfer students’ performance differed depending on which associate college 
they had attended.

Control Over Curriculum and Transfer (Research Question #3)
Given that being currently appointed in a most selective college was by far the faculty 
characteristic most associated with transfer views, we particularly examined, for survey 
questions concerning control over curriculum and transfer, the views of the three groups 
of faculty (community college, selective bachelor’s college, and most selective bachelor’s 
college). Figure 2 shows the responses of these three groups of faculty to the four such 
questions. This figure shows that, not only are there differences between the associate 
and bachelor’s faculty, but there also appear to be differences between the selective and 
most selective colleges’ faculty, with the most selective colleges’ faculty being more 
different from the associate faculty than are the selective college faculty. For example, 
consider the survey question asking participants whether they agreed with this state-
ment: “It is sometimes advisable for vertical transfer students to retake courses in their 
majors when they transfer to bachelor’s-degree programs, even if they did well in those 
courses at the associate’s-degree level” (rated from 1 Strongly disagree to 7 Strongly 
agree). The associate faculty had a mean rating of 3.4, the selective bachelor’s faculty a 
mean of 3.6, and the most selective bachelor’s faculty a mean of 4.3. The most selective 
bachelor’s faculty are also the group least likely to agree that vertical transfer students 
should take many general education and major courses in the associate program, or 
that the central office should do more to facilitate transfer.

An additional survey question concerned the control of faculty over transfer prac-
tice and policy decisions: “For which of the following aspects of the transfer process 
should faculty at your primary college make the final decision?” Approximately two 
thirds of all three faculty groups thought that faculty at their colleges should make the 
final decision about which courses transfer students should take (associate faculty were 
asked this question about prospective transfer students). Most faculty did not think 
that course-choice decisions should be made jointly across the associate and bachelor’s 
sectors. Similarly, over 50% of the faculty in all three groups thought that faculty at 
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their respective colleges should be deciding how associate credits transfer to bachelor’s 
programs. Note that, at CUNY, as at many other colleges, associate faculty make none 
of these decisions and bachelor’s faculty make all of them.

Discussion
This study examined the characteristics and transfer views of almost 4,000 faculty at 
20 undergraduate colleges, including the relationships between those characteristics 
and views. The colleges varied in type, consisting of community colleges, selective 
bachelor’s colleges, and most selective bachelor’s colleges. The number of faculty par-
ticipants was far larger than those in any previous study of faculty and transfer.

Consistent with Schudde and Jabbar’s (2024) conceptual framework, in the present 
study the associate and bachelor’s faculty, who have different types and levels of power 
in the strategic action field of transfer (see Figure 1), differed significantly in, not only 
their transfer experience and knowledge (research question #1), but in their views 
about transfer (research question #2). In addition, again consistent with Schudde and 
Jabbar’s conceptual framework, whether a faculty member was appointed in a most-
selective bachelor’s institution was the faculty characteristic that was most predictive 
of a faculty member’s transfer views, including their views concerning the control 
of transfer curriculum and credit transfer (research question #3). For example, as 

Figure 2. Comparison of Community-, Selective Bachelor’s-, and Most Selective 
Bachelor’s-College Faculty Responses to Survey Questions Concerning Control 
Over Curriculum and Transfer

Note. For the data in this figure only, faculty at the comprehensive colleges and faculty whose 
self-reported survey college affiliations were not consistent with the CUNY Office of Human 
Resources information were not included in the analyses.
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shown by Figure 2, only 12% of faculty at most-selective bachelor’s colleges thought 
that students should take many of their major courses while enrolled in their asso-
ciate programs, compared to 42% of associate faculty; only 36% of faculty at most-
selective bachelor’s colleges thought that the CUNY central office should do more 
to facilitate transfer, compared to 71% of associate faculty; and on a scale ranging 
from 1, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree, concerning the statement that vertical 
transfer students should retake associate-program courses, faculty at most-selective 
bachelor’s colleges gave a mean answer of 4.3 compared to 3.4 by associate faculty. As 
a final example, compared to community college faculty, Table 4 shows that faculty 
at the most-selective colleges had a 30% lower probability of saying that their depart-
ment’s or program’s vertical transfer students get information and advice tailored to 
them as a transfer student.

In contrast, two other characteristics (whether a faculty member had attended 
a community college and whether a faculty member had an associate degree) were 
each associated to a statistically significant degree with only one views question (both 
questions concerning transfer curriculum). It is useful to note that each of these two 
faculty characteristics can be, and sometimes is, publicly hidden (Muniz, 2024), and 
so may not affect a faculty member’s role or power in the transfer strategic action field. 
Regardless, where faculty stand on transfer issues is less related to where they once sat 
in the higher education ecosystem, and more to where they sit now.

The survey reveals many specific differences between the typical associate faculty 
member and the typical bachelor’s faculty member, both in terms of their character-
istics and their transfer views. For example, in general, the associate faculty are less 
likely to be White or to have English as their first language, and are more likely to 
have attended a community college and received an associate degree (see Table 1). 
Regarding their views (see Tables 2 and 3), the associate faculty are relatively more 
likely to believe that there is stigma towards community colleges and are less confi-
dent in the other sector (bachelor’s colleges) being helpful with credit transfer. The 
bachelor’s faculty, on the other hand, consistent with the findings of Sutcliffe et al. 
(2025), are more likely to believe that students learn more in bachelor’s programs. 
The bachelor’s faculty are also more likely to believe that community colleges vary in 
their preparation of students and are more negative in their assessments of transfer 
students (findings that may help explain students concealing their having transferred 
vertically). Faculty at the most selective bachelor’s colleges are particularly likely 
to believe that students should not take many general education or major courses 
at community colleges prior to transfer, that associate courses should be retaken 
in bachelor’s programs, and that the CUNY central office should not do more to 
facilitate transfer. Whether a faculty member’s appointment was in a most-selective 
college was more predictive of transfer views than any other faculty characteristic 
(see Table 4). However, where the associate and bachelor’s sectors do not differ is that 
both evidence little accurate knowledge about transfer or desire for more transfer-
related data or training.
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The faculty’s inadequate transfer knowledge is perhaps not surprising given that 
approximately a third or fewer reported involvement in particular transfer-related 
activities (see Table 2). In addition, faculty have many time-consuming nontransfer 
responsibilities. As stated by one CUNY community college faculty member: “We 
have to teach four classes in one semester and five classes in one semester. That’s a lot of 
teaching. With that kind of load, where are faculty going to spend time looking at the 
big picture?” (Sowl & Brown, 2021, p. 152).

Understanding what is happening with transfer requires understanding what is hap-
pening beyond your classroom, your department, and even your college. Faculty do 
not ordinarily have access to such information, information that can even be hard 
for administrators to obtain (Anacki & Steiger, 2023). However, that information is 
essential to providing transfer students with appropriate support. Consider an example. 
Suppose a community college faculty member, believing strongly (and correctly) that 
the advanced courses they teach are excellent, advises a student to take those courses, 
unaware that the bachelor’s college to which the student will transfer will only count 
them as electives. The student will then have to repeat those courses, costing the stu-
dent both time and money. Ensuring that faculty are aware of such information is a 
first step towards faculty facilitating vertical transfer.

Even though the most-selective-college faculty had the most negative view of the courses 
transfer students have taken in the community colleges, they were less likely than 
other faculty to report stigma being associated with community college attendance (see 
Table 4). This finding has multiple possible explanations. Perhaps the most-selective-
college faculty tend to believe that their negative views about vertical transfer students 
and their associate courses are based on facts, not opinions. Or perhaps most-selective-
college faculty have greater concerns about appearing biased against vertical transfer 
students. Whatever the explanation, these faculty also report little confidence in their 
knowledge of transfer policies and express little transfer knowledge—even of which of 
their students are transfers (see Table 4). However, at the same time, as predicted by 
Schudde and Jabbar’s (2024) conceptual framework, the most-selective-college faculty 
were the least likely group to report wanting CUNY central to do more regarding 
transfer (see Figure 2).

Two examples of associate- and bachelor’s-college faculty reporting incompatible views 
are that each group tended to report that faculty at their primary college should make 
the final decision about credits transferring and about the courses transfer students 
should take. For the bachelor’s faculty, such views are consistent with Schudde and Jab-
bar’s (2024) conceptual framework and with other public statements about curricular 
control in transfer. As stated by Eloy Ortiz Oakley, former Chancellor of California’s 
116 community colleges, the top problem in California is that there is a “culture that 
the academic senates of the CSU [California State University] and the UC [University 
of California] have, that no one should be telling them what they should do, whether 
it’s the Legislature or the public, that they are the most qualified people to determine 
what is the best course of major preparation for students coming to the CSU and the 
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UC” (Smith, 2023, “Pinpointing the pushback” section). Matt Reed, a former Inside 
Higher Ed blogger, stated that the CSU Academic Senate is not “simply objecting to 
community colleges offering bachelor’s degrees; the universities want to be granted a 
unilateral and uncontested veto power over them” (2022, third paragraph). However, 
the results obtained in the current study show that, not just the bachelor’s faculty, but 
also the associate faculty, tend to feel that their decisions should determine what hap-
pens with credit transfer and transfer curriculum. Such findings have not previously 
been discussed in the research literature (though see the Sowl & Brown, 2021, case 
study, which is titled: “We Don’t Need a Four-Year College Person to Come Here and 
Tell Us What to Do,” p. 143).

A difference, though, between the CUNY associate and bachelor’s faculty is that the 
associate faculty are much more willing to have the CUNY central office do more 
regarding transfer. This is likely due to the associate faculty, unlike the bachelor’s fac-
ulty, currently having no control over credit transfer at CUNY, and so being more 
tolerant of what could be considered external intervention, consistent with predictions 
based on Schudde and Jabbar’s (2024) conceptual framework.

This study has at least two limitations. First, the data were obtained largely from a 
survey. As is true for all surveys, participants reported what they chose concerning 
their subjective impressions. Second, the colleges surveyed, and therefore perhaps the 
faculty, may differ from other colleges, possibly limiting the findings’ generalizability. 
Although the present findings are from almost 4,000 faculty at 20 colleges, all the 
colleges are part of one (CUNY) system, all are in New York City, and most of the stu-
dents are not White, are Pell recipients, and will be first in their families to graduate 
from college. Further, the faculty from these 20 colleges have more opportunities 
to interact than would be the case for 20 randomly selected colleges. However, the 
large size of the present sample, the substantial consistency of the findings with those 
from other studies, and the focus here on improving vertical transfer for underserved 
students, provide confidence in the value of the lessons to be learned from the current 
research.

Implications and Contributions
This is the first assessment of the transfer knowledge and views of a large number 
(almost 4,000) of faculty, at more than a few institutions, including the relationships of 
the faculty’s characteristics to their transfer views. The results reported here thus offer 
unique insights into why it is difficult to achieve close articulation of different colleges’ 
programs, including seamless credit transfer, and how to address these difficulties.

First, faculty need more information about transfer to be able to advise and support 
transfer students well. They need knowledge about transfer policies and processes, as 
well as transfer student behavior and outcomes—where and how do different types of 
students who have had different types of preparation in their associate programs fare 
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once they enroll in bachelor’s programs? Faculty need this information in order to align 
effectively curriculum and processes and enhance transfer student success.

Given the lack of transfer activity involvement by most faculty, their often large teach-
ing and service workloads, the substantial requirements for their scholarly and creative 
activity, and their lack of access to cross-institutional and other transfer information, 
faculty are not going to have sufficient information about transfer unless their colleges’ 
administrations obtain and share that information. It is the responsibility of admin-
istrations to obtain and distribute this information, using whatever means at their 
disposal (written communications, webinars, small-group discussions, etc.), including 
by convening faculty from across higher education sectors so that they can learn from 
each other.

However, even if information inadequacies are addressed, colleges largely operate 
independently of each other, and no college operating by itself can ensure an opti-
mal vertical transfer process. Sending and receiving colleges have different missions, 
responsibilities, and aspects of control over different parts of the process, with receiving 
(bachelor’s) colleges having more control (see Figure 1). In addition, consistent with 
Schudde and Jabbar’s (2024) conceptual framework, these differing levels of control 
by the different faculty groups examined in this study are correlated with different, 
sometimes incompatible, views concerning transfer, including willingness to have a 
third party (the CUNY central office) intervene in transfer. Faculty, as well as other 
institutional actors, are likely to, and their positions may even obligate them to, act 
in their own (including their own institutions’) self-interest (Beyond Transfer Policy 
Advisory Board, 2023; Logue & Shrank, 2015; Schudde et al., 2021). This is the case 
for both associate and bachelor’s faculty.

These factors help explain why it can be difficult for committees of faculty from differ-
ent higher education sectors to develop effective articulation agreements (Lane et al., 
2022), and why involvement by third parties (e.g., a system office or a state legislative 
body), in setting transfer policies and/or providing incentives for cross-sector cooper-
ation, may be needed to facilitate vertical transfer (Beyond Transfer Policy Advisory 
Board, 2023; Schudde et al., 2021; The Editorial Board, 2023). As Oakley has stated: 
“Change . . . will need to come from the top down” (Smith, 2023; “Pinpointing the 
pushback” section). Nevertheless, faculty are, by definition, their institutions’ curricu-
lum experts—administrators (or legislators) are not—and transfer-related decisions are 
inherently tied to curriculum. Finding ways to balance these considerations is difficult 
but essential to facilitating vertical transfer. One possibility might be to base transfer 
course equivalency decisions on information generated by faculty, but not by faculty 
immediately involved in the decisions’ consequences (see, e.g., Pardos et al., 2019).

Ensuring that students who begin postsecondary education in an associate program 
can attain a bachelor’s degree with no more difficulty than equivalent students who 
begin in a bachelor’s program is not just a college degree attainment goal. Given the 
greater frequency of poverty and discrimination experienced by community college 
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students, enabling vertical transfer is a social justice and equity imperative (Rosenberg 
& Koch, 2021). Research such as that reported here can help us meet that imperative.
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Appendix

Additional Details About the Results
Classification of Faculty as Associate’s or Bachelor’s
Each participant was asked whether they had more experience with prospective or 
current vertical transfer students. If faculty answered that they had about the same 
amount of experience with both prospective and current vertical transfer students, 
they were asked if they preferred to answer questions about prospective or current 
vertical transfer students and were then given the questions consistent with their stated 
preference. Faculty who did not answer the survey question about with which type of 
student they primarily worked—prospective or actual transfer student—were classified 
as associate’s or bachelor’s faculty depending on the college of their primary appoint-
ment, and they received only the initial general questions that all participants received. 
However, there were 40 faculty who did not answer that question and whose primary 
appointment was in a comprehensive college, so it was not clear with which type of 
student they primarily worked. These faculty received no further survey questions and 
are not included in the associate’s or bachelor’s columns of Table 1.

Participant Representativeness
Given the significant differences in the characteristics of participants and nonpar-
ticipants, we used logistic regression to weight the survey’s answers to reflect the 
demographics of the invited population. However, because some demographic char-
acteristics were available only for participants, the variables in the regression had to 
be limited to part-time/full-time status and years employed at CUNY (tenure status 
was highly correlated with part-time/full-time status, and therefore tenure status was 
not included). Weighting did not appear to have made any substantial differences in 
responses (with and without weighting, most multiple choice answers were within three 
percentage points, and no Likert scale question was more than 0.1 point different). We 
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also examined whether participants’ responses about transfer differed depending on 
whether they responded before they received any reminders (N = 1,108) or following 
the second-to-last reminder on November 15 (N = 520). There was only one ques-
tion whose answers were significantly different for early and late responders with a 
larger-than-small effect size. This suggests that, had the survey continued until a larger 
percentage of faculty had responded, the survey responses would not have differed 
substantially, and that the early responders’ survey answers may have been sufficient to 
obtain an assessment of faculty’s stated views.

Finally, we examined the response rates for individual questions. Response rates for 
the general background questions were all greater than 97%. In addition, most par-
ticipants answered more than 90% of the remaining questions. Thus, the opportunity 
for response bias did not differ substantially across questions. For the following results, 
all individual question response percentages were calculated using only the responding 
participants.




