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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Research Problem 

In response to Senate Bill 997, the 2016 Missouri Transfer Curriculum Act charged the 

Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) with developing a standard general 

education core transfer curriculum for the state’s 2-year and 4-year public higher education 

institutions and any independent institutions electing to participate (S.B. 997, 2016). As a result, 

in 2018, the Missouri Department for Higher Education and Workforce Development 

(MDHEWD) implemented CORE 42 to support transfer student persistence toward graduation 

through “the seamless transfer of academic credits'' between participating Missouri institutions 

(Missouri Department of Higher Education and Workforce Development, n.d.). CORE 42 is a 

standardized general education curriculum comprising five knowledge areas:  Humanities and 

Fine Arts, Mathematical Sciences, Natural Sciences, Oral and Written Communications, and 

Social and Behavioral Sciences. As of 2023, 37 institutions are a part of CORE 42, and over 

2,000 courses are included in the general education curriculum (Missouri Department of Higher 

Education and Workforce Development, n.d.).  

College transfer pathways allow students flexibility, access, and the opportunity to save 

money by transferring academic credits between institutions. Many students choose to save 

money by beginning college at a 2-year institution with the intent to later transfer to a 4-year 

institution. The College Board (2023) reports that community colleges' average annual tuition 

cost was $3,440, while the average 4-year institution costs in-state students $11,260 and out-of-

state students $29,150. In the 2023-2024 school year, Missouri residents pay between $3,630 and 

$7,440 to attend 2-year institutions, while in-state tuition at 4-year institutions ranges from 

$6,808 to $34,229 annually (Missouri Department of Higher Education and Workforce 
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Development, 2023). Nationally, although more than half of community college students plan to 

complete their bachelor’s degree at a 4-year institution, many do not (Horn & Weko, 2009). 

According to the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC), only 15% of students who start at 2-

year colleges earn a bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling at their receiving institution 

(Shapiro et al., 2012). Students face many barriers to successfully transferring between 

institutions. Transfer students must often repeat courses that did not successfully transfer or 

inadvertently accumulate more credits than is necessary for graduation (Cullinane, 2014; Xu et 

al., 2018), requiring them to spend more time and money. Students who can transfer most of 

their credits are 2.5 times more likely to earn a bachelor's degree than students who transfer 

fewer than half of their credits (Jenkins & Fink, 2015).  

Missouri is one of 31 states with a statewide articulation agreement (Education 

Commission of the States, 2022). While articulation agreements have been proven effective in 

promoting transfer (Anderson et al., 2006; Spencer, 2019), success rates for increasing degree 

efficiency (Roksa & Keith, 2008; Worsham et al., 2019) and improving degree attainment are 

mixed (Baker, 2016; Stern, 2016). Spencer (2019) posits that statewide articulation agreements 

can incentivize transfer, while Anderson, Sun, and Alfonso (2006) find that they do not. Roksa 

and Keith (2008) found that articulation agreements may prevent credit loss but do not 

necessarily improve graduation rates. A study by Stern (2016) found that articulation agreements 

increase bachelor's degree attainment rates but do not increase associate’s degree attainment 

rates. Finally, Worsham et al. (2019) and Baker (2016) note that the effects of statewide 

articulation agreements take time and that their impact is often not felt until one to two years 

after implementation.  
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Research Aim 

The MDHEWD seeks to understand the degree to which CORE 42 has satisfied the 

state’s goal of supporting transfer student persistence toward graduation through the seamless 

transfer of academic credits. This research will inform how the MDHEWD can refine CORE 42 

to serve Missouri students better and assist other states seeking to implement statewide 

articulation agreements. 

Significance of the Study 

In Education Pays 2019: The Benefits of Higher Education for Individuals and Society, 

Ma et al. (2019) report that individuals with advanced degrees are likelier to earn more money 

throughout their lifetime, lead healthier lives, and be engaged citizens than those without 

advanced degrees. However, bachelor’s degree completion rates vary among different 

populations of students. Even though two-thirds of community college students in the United 

States anticipate transferring to a 4-year institution, most do not (Roska, 2011). Townsend (2008) 

notes that transfer students frequently have concerns about whether receiving institutions will 

accept previously earned credits. Whether students transfer from one 4-year institution to another 

or from a 2-year institution to a 4-year institution, they want to avoid credit loss, which can 

significantly impact timely degree attainment.  Students intending to transfer are specifically 

susceptible to delayed college degree completion. Students often need individualized assistance 

to discern which college credits will transfer to their receiving institution, which can tax both the 

student and the institution. To help more college students realize the benefits of a bachelor’s 

degree attainment, institutions and organizations must explore overarching policies that facilitate 

the successful completion of a college education. 
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College students' success in navigating transfer pathways depends on articulation 

agreements, the principal instrument outlining requirements for students to move between 

institutions. (Anderson et al., 2006). In Articulation and Transfer: Definitions, Problems, and 

Solutions, Wright et al. (1996) note, “Articulation refers to the range of processes and 

relationships involved in the systematic movement of students between and among post-

secondary institutions” (p.6). Many institutions have developed approaches to address the 

challenge of reviewing courses and verifying content validity (Townsend, 2008). Unless a 

statewide articulation agreement exists, these agreements depend on the decisions of individual 

institutions. In The Effects of Structured Transfer Pathways in Community Colleges, Baker 

(2016) explores standardized statewide transfer agreements' prevalence and effectiveness. Baker 

(2016) finds that by 2011, 21 states had legislated a standardized statewide transfer agreement, 

and eight more states had implemented other robust interventions to improve college student 

transfer (Baker, 2016). In The Effectiveness of Articulation and Transfer Agreements Between 

Missouri Community Colleges and Universities in Promoting the Successful Completion of a 

Four-Year Degree, Perkins (2010) researched articulation agreements between institutions in 

Missouri. In comparing Missouri institutions, Perkins (2010) found that institutionally controlled 

factors influenced completion for the control and intervention groups studied, creating disparities 

in student outcomes based on institution. This research persuaded Missouri to renew its efforts to 

establish a statewide transfer curriculum, which led to the creation of CORE 42. 

 The goal of CORE 42 is to streamline the transfer of college credits, reduce the need to 

retake courses and help students earn a degree in less time and at less cost (Higher Education and 

Workforce Development, 2023). A preliminary interview with MDHEWD research analysts 

revealed that there are many key stakeholders invested in the success of CORE 42. The primary 
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stakeholder in the success of this initiative is college students intending to transfer to institutions 

in Missouri. The 37 institutions participating in CORE 42 are also critical stakeholders in its 

success, underscored by their continued involvement as representatives on the Core Curriculum 

Advisory Committee (CCAC), which oversees program efficacy. Beyond the CCAC university 

representatives, administrative stakeholders at participating institutions include university 

registrars, chief academic officers, and university presidents. Finally, as an initiative in response 

to a state policy, Missouri legislators have been involved in CORE 42 since its inception. Those 

legislators are also heavily invested in CORE 42’s success, particularly given the time and state 

resources allocated to the policy and its implementation. 

Research Questions 

Roksa and Keith (2008) note that state transfer articulation policies aim to facilitate 

students' transitions across higher education institutions by preventing the loss of credits within 

specified parameters. The Vanderbilt research team seeks to understand CORE 42's statewide 

impact, including any changes to the number of credits students successfully transfer to receiving 

institutions. The research team seeks to answer these two questions: 

1. To what extent did CORE 42 impact credit transfer to receiving institutions? 

2. What are the perceptions of the impact of CORE 42? 

Considerations 

The research team acknowledges that the COVID-19 pandemic may impact the research 

results. The pandemic's far-reaching effects undoubtedly impacted Missouri’s higher education 

enterprise and individual experiences and perceptions.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Over 80% of community college students intend to earn at least a bachelor’s degree, but 

only about a quarter transfer; only 20% earn an associate degree before transferring, and 17% 

continue to complete a bachelor’s degree (Jenkins & Fink, 2015). Transfer students often find the 

transfer process complicated. It involves students deciding which institution to transfer to, 

completing the application, submitting transcripts, and researching which credits their receiving 

institution will accept (Townsend & Wilson, 2006). Townsend (2008) specifically noted the 

complexities of transfer credit evaluation: 

While first-time college students may be concerned about whether and how many of their 

dual enrollment or dual credit courses or advanced placement courses will be accepted, 

they took these courses before their college attendance. Transfer students, of course, are 

already college students who have earned course credits while in college. They want all 

these credits to transfer; otherwise, they believe their college tuition money and time have 

been wasted. (pg. 71) 

Jenkins and Fink (2015) found that fewer than 60% of community college students transferred 

most of their credits, and about 15% transferred almost none of their credits. Credit loss had 

consequences for degree attainment. Students who transferred almost all their community college 

credits were 2.5 times more likely to earn a bachelor’s degree than students who transferred 

fewer than half of their credits (Jenkins & Fink, 2015). A descriptive study from the National 

Student Clearinghouse found that students who vertically transferred with a certificate or 2-year 

degree were 16% likelier to earn a bachelor's degree than those without one. (Jenkins & Fink, 

2015). Vertical transfer is when a student transfers from a 2-year or community college to a 4-

year college, university, or bachelor’s degree-awarding institution (Taylor & Jain, 2017).  
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Navigating transfer pathways depends on the articulation agreements between 

institutions, which negotiate the requirements for student movement from institution to 

institution (Anderson et al., 2006). These agreements ultimately determine the most feasible 

school choice for student persistence and graduation. At least eight states have implemented 

robust transfer interventions: associate degrees with set curricula for students intending to 

transfer to 4-year schools (Baker, 2016; Kisker, Wagoner, & Cohen, 2011). Giani (2019) noted 

significantly lower credit loss rates between 2-year and 4-year colleges, likely reflecting the 

impact of articulation agreements between these institutions. 

Financial Implications of Transfer 

Research shows significant economic value for students who begin their college careers 

at 2-year institutions. The Community College Research Center at Columbia University surveyed 

almost 203,000 students who started in a community college in the 2003-2004 academic year. 

Students who began at a 2-year institution and later transferred to a 4-year institution saved an 

estimated $943 million compared to if they had started at that same 4-year institution. In 2011, 

researchers estimated that students starting at a community college who later transferred to a 4-

year public institution saved $1.9 billion, and students who transferred to a 4-year private 

institution saved $1.7 billion (Jenkins & Fink, 2015). Community college offers financial savings 

that entice many college students, particularly those undecided about their career path.  

Even more financial advantages exist for those who complete their associate degree at a 

community college before transferring to a 4-year institution. In The Economic Benefits of 

Attaining an Associate Degree Before Transfer: Evidence from North Carolina, Belfield (2013) 

found that transferring from a 2-year institution to a 4-year institution produces strong economic 

returns for both students and taxpayers and that the economic benefits are greatest when the 
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transferring student earns their associate degree before they transfer. In Should Community 

College Students Earn an Associate Degree Before Transferring to a Four-Year Institution?, 

Crosta and Kopko (2014) found that transfer students who complete an associate’s degree 

achieve higher education outcomes that are nearly ten percentage points higher than students 

who do not complete their associate’s degree before transferring.  

Some research denotes that the financial benefit of transfer depends on institutional 

context. The Center for Analysis and Postsecondary Education and Employment (CAPSEE) 

examined the benefits of transferring institutions. The study found that students who transferred 

to for-profit colleges experienced a smaller dip in earnings while attending college, likely 

because they worked more during college. That same study found that students earned 6–7% less 

over the five years following transfer than students who transferred to public or private nonprofit 

colleges (Liu & Belfield, 2014). 

Students often accumulate excess and unnecessary college credits when transferring is 

difficult. Transfer student excess credit accumulation happens when a student’s receiving 

institution does not accept the student’s credits from their 2-year institution. Most bachelor’s 

degree programs require 120 hours to complete, so any accumulation of excess credits adds to a 

student’s tuition bill and often leads to greater overall student debt. Research shows that while 

some excess credit accumulation is common for a variety of first-time bachelor’s degree-seeking 

students, it is more prevalent for some populations of students. Students particularly susceptible 

to excess credit accumulation are STEM majors, business majors, and transfers (Cullinane, 2014; 

Kilgore et al., 2019; Xu et al., 2018). Students who transfer with a technical or 2-year degree and 

choose specific rigorous academic programs will accrue more credits than their peers. For 

example, transfer business majors accrue an average of 41.3 excess credit hours, and transfer 
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STEM majors accrue 68.7 excess credit hours (Kilgore et al., 2019, p.42). Excess credit 

accumulation is expensive and wastes students’ time. Statewide articulation agreements help 

make transfer processes more efficient and effective for individuals on a larger scale.  

North Carolina is one state that has implemented a statewide articulation policy designed 

to reduce excess credit accumulation. In 2014, North Carolina revised the Comprehensive 

Articulation Agreement (CAA) to improve the transfer pathway between state community 

colleges and institutions in the University of North Carolina system. The articulation agreement 

included a set of general studies courses that were guaranteed to transfer to any UNC institution. 

The agreement also included guidelines that required transparency to assist students considering 

transfer. The agreement outlined that students who transferred to a UNC institution with their 

associate’s degree were guaranteed 60 transferable credits (Worsham et al., 2021). The North 

Carolina transfer articulation agreement decreased credit accumulation by two to five credits. 

The average cost per credit hour for community colleges in Missouri is $172, and the average 

cost per credit hour for 4-year institutions is $290. Applying the example from North Carolina, 

an in-student could save $580 to $1,450 in tuition, and an out-of-state student could save $1,314 

to $3,285 in tuition. 

In 2010, California enacted state bill 1440: the Student Transfer Achievement Reform 

Act. This legislation developed a policy between community colleges and universities in the 

California State University system to support transfer students in the state. An intervention, 

“Associates Degree-to-Transfers,” was designed to ensure transfer student success and reduce 

the likelihood of repeat coursework and excess credit accumulation (Baker, 2016). Before the 

bill, community college students who earned an associate degree were transferring with 20 

excess credits, and those who earned a bachelor’s degree were graduating with 42 excess credits 
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(California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office, 2010). Baker (2016) found that although 

the policy implementation took time, transfer students meeting the criteria could apply their 

transfer credits and earn their bachelor's degree with ten fewer hours on average than those who 

graduated before the bill’s implementation. Applying this formula to Missouri, before the policy, 

transfer students with an associate degree were paying $3,440 in excess credits at the time of 

transfer and $6,380 by the time they graduated. The new policy would save Missouri students an 

average of ten credit hours and $2,900. Although the California policy at the time of the study 

did not eliminate excess credit accumulation, it saved students money and time. 

Improved transfer pathways are financially helpful for individuals and have significant 

financial value for institutions. Inefficient transfer pathways recently became a fiscal 

consideration for many institutions when state legislators began decreasing higher education 

allocations for institutions based on their students’ excess credit accumulation. Some states set a 

ceiling for the funding an institution can receive per excess credit; others penalize students who 

exceed a certain number of excess credits, and some states have stopped funding excess credit 

accumulation altogether (Kilgore et al., 2019). Institutions that invest in the success of their 

transfer students will reap the financial benefits of more efficient degree completion since 

completion rates impact state funding. 

States also have an economic incentive to keep college students in-state after graduation. 

In Despite Rising Costs, College Is Still A Good Investment, Abel and Deitz (2019) outlined the 

economic benefits of college-educated citizens, thus highlighting the need for states to enact 

creative policies that can potentially retain their most ambitious citizens. Citizens with college 

degrees are more civically engaged and rely less on governmental programs than citizens without 

college degrees (Abel & Deitz, 2019). According to What Colleges Do for Local Economies: A 
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Direct Measure Based on Consumption, Rothwell (2015) noted that the average bachelor’s 

degree holder contributes $278,000 more to local economies than the average high school 

graduate through direct spending throughout their lifetime; an associate degree holder 

contributes $81,000 more than a high school graduate” (para.1) In addition to contributions to 

local goods and services, bachelor’s degree recipients will pay $44,000 more on local and state 

taxes in their lifetime than high school graduates and associate’s degree recipients will pay 

$9,000 more on average. It is economically advantageous for states to play a role in creating 

policies that make it easier for students to transfer between institutions, ultimately improving 

state and regional economies. 

Conceptual Framework 

The research team will use Bean and Eaton’s (2000) psychological model of student 

departure to explain why students leave college. The model identifies five factors associated with 

student departure: 

• pre-matriculation 

• interactions with the institution and school and external environment 

• attitudes about school experience 

• intent to depart or persist 

• the departure or retention of the student (Bean & Eaton, 2000) 

The purpose of the model is to "describe the factors associated with leaving and the 

psychological activities associated with leaving” (Bean & Eaton, 2000, p. 49). Bean and Eaton 

(2000) noted that students come to college with complex personal characteristics that impact 

psychological processes due to interacting with their institutional environment. For the 

successful student, these processes include increased positive self-efficacy, reduced stress, and 



13 

an increased internal locus of control. Ideally, this combination of characteristics and 

institutional interactions leads to “academic and social integration, institutional fit, loyalty, intent 

to persist, and persistence itself” (Bean & Eaton, 2000, p. 58). 

 

A psychological model of college student retention. Adapted from "The Psychology Underlying Successful Retention 

Practices" by J. Bean & S.B. Eaton, 2002, Journal of College Student Retention, 3(1), p. 76. Copyright 2001 SAGE 

Publications. Adapted with permission. 

 

Chapter 3: Methodology 

  This chapter will discuss the rationale for research methods and strategies, describe the 

site, and outline contextual considerations. The qualitative methods will complement the 

quantitative findings to help the MDHEWD understand CORE 42's varied impacts on 

stakeholders across the state. 

Site Description 

Missouri is known for its diverse geography, ranging from the Ozark Mountains in the 

south to the plains in the north. Major cities include St. Louis, Kansas City, Springfield, and 

Columbia. According to the Census Bureau (2023), the state’s population was about 6.2 million 
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in 2023. About 81% of the population was white, 11% was Black or African American, about 

5% was multiracial, and 3% were other races. 

Table 1: Racial Makeup of Missouri Residents, Census 2023 

 

More than 569,000 students enroll in the state’s 13 public four-year universities, 14 

public two-year colleges, one public two-year technical college, 26 independent colleges and 

universities, and more than 150 proprietary and private career schools (Department of Higher 

Education and Workforce Development, 2023).). The MDHEWD is responsible for 

implementing the state’s higher education goals. CORE 42 is an initiative housed in the 

MDHEWD, and the CCAC leads the ongoing implementation. The CCAC comprises 

representatives from the 37 institutions participating in CORE 42. The CCAC, whose 

membership evolves annually, convenes regularly to support CORE 42 for the thousands of 

Missouri faculty members, staff, administrators, students, high school counselors, and families 

annually impacted by the initiative.  

Methods Rationale 
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The research team used a mixed-methods approach to understand the multidimensional 

impact of CORE 42 in Missouri. This approach will allow the team to analyze quantitative data 

about transfer credit accumulation rates while uncovering themes in the transfer student survey 

and CCAC interviews.  

Research Strategies 

The research team analyzed quantitative data provided by the MDHEWD to understand 

the impact of CORE 42 on credit transfer. The research team used a survey to understand 

transfer students’ perceptions of the impact of CORE 42 in Missouri. The MDHEWD added the 

research team’s questions to the state’s annual cost affordability survey, which the state uses to 

understand students’ financial situations, including how they pay for college and satisfy unmet 

need. The survey employed branching logic, allowing only students who had transferred or 

intended to transfer to see questions about CORE 42. Finally, the research team interviewed 

representatives of the Core Curriculum Advisory Committee (CCAC) to understand institutional 

perceptions of the impact of CORE 42. 

MDHEWD Archival Data  

Sample 

The archival data collection analyzed the average credits transferred to the receiving 4-

year institutions between 2016 and 2021. The Vanderbilt research team prepared the dataset 

provided by MDHEWD by reorganizing it by calendar year, determining which information was 

relevant to the study, and coding it for STATA SE input. The sample includes 39,807 degree-

seeking transfer students who facilitated a first-time transfer to one of Missouri’s 13 4-year 

public institutions. All students are in a degree-seeking status.  



16 

There are many types of transfer scenarios, including vertical transfers (2-year to 4-year), 

reverse transfers (4-year to 2-year), and lateral transfers (2-year to 2-year or 4-year to 4-year) 

(Giani, 2019). Roughly one-third of students who begin college at a public 2-year institution 

complete at least one transfer within five years of their initial enrollment, and students who begin 

their college career at a public 4-year institution have higher rates of transfer compared to 

students who begin at public 2-year colleges (Hossler et al., 2012). This study isolates students 

completing their first transfer from all 2-year and 4-year institutions in Missouri.  

Table 2: Frequency Counts and Percentages for Transfer Students by Cohort Classification. Total Population (N = 

39,807) 

 

Instruments and Design 

  The research team used an independent sample t-test to compare the difference in means 

of the two samples based on their year of transfer. The first student group, pre-CORE 42, were 

students who transferred between 2016 and 2018. The second group, post-CORE 42, were 

students who transferred between 2018 and 2021. The dependent variable was the average 

number of credit hours a receiving institution accepted for a first-time transfer. This continuous 

variable used numerical values ranging from 0 to 331. The transfer student dataset included these 

demographics: gender, race/ethnicity, academic standing, degree-seeking status, transfer student 

status, and Pell Grant eligibility.  
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Limitations 

The research team analyzed data only from students who transferred between 2016 and 

2021 at public institutions and did not analyze information from students categorized as first-

time, continuing, readmitted, or unknown.  

Transfer Student Survey 

Sample 

The total number of students who responded to the cost affordability survey administered 

by the MDHEWD was 4,814. 32% of those respondents (1,521) identified as transfer students or 

students who intended to transfer. The survey captured respondent characteristics, including 

gender, parents’ level of education, and scholarship/grant recipient status.  

Table 3: Frequency Counts and Percentages for Transfer Students by Parents Education 

 

Table 4: Frequency Counts and Percentages for Transfer Students by Pell/Missouri Grant Eligibility 
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Table 5: Frequency Counts and Percentages for Transfer Students by Gender 

 

Instruments and Design 

The research team developed survey questions about the student perception of CORE 42 

that the MDHEWD added to the cost affordability survey. In October 2023, research offices at 

Missouri institutions distributed the survey to their students, who had until December 2023 to 

complete it. The research team developed contingency tables to understand the relationship 

between specific categorical variables and CORE 42’s impact on student persistence, easing the 

transfer student experience and the number of MOTR credits transferred. 

1. CORE 42 Helping Persistence (dependent variable) Survey question five: CORE 42 is 

helping me persist toward my degree. For the responses in the survey, (0) No Response, 

(1) Agree, (2) Disagree, (3) Strongly Agree, (4) Strongly Disagree. The dependent 

variable was analyzed with the independent variable (Pell Grant eligibility), providing a 

binary for analysis in the contingency table. With this multiple choice, respondents 

selected the most accurate answer for their transfer experience. 

2. Ease of Transfer (dependent variable) Survey Question six: CORE 42 has made 

transferring to another college/university easier. For the responses in the survey coding, 

(0) No Response, (1) Agree, (2) Disagree, (3) Strongly Agree, (4) Strongly Disagree. The 

dependent variable was analyzed with the independent variable (Pell Grant eligibility), 
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providing a binary for analysis in the contingency table. With this multiple choice, 

respondents selected the most accurate answer for their transfer experience. 

3. MOTR Specific Credits (dependent variable) Survey Question nine: How many 

academic credits beginning with MOTR (Missouri Transfer) were you able to transfer 

from your previous college/university? For the responses in the survey coding, (0) No 

Response, (1) All Credits, (2) I don’t know, (3) Some of my Credits, (4) Most of my 

credits. The dependent variable was analyzed with the independent variable (Pell Grant 

eligibility), providing a binary for analysis in the contingency table. With this multiple 

choice, respondents selected the most accurate answer for their transfer experience.   

Limitations  

The sample is limited to respondents who self-identified as transfer students or students 

intending to transfer. There is some information not captured on the MDHEWD cost 

affordability survey that may have improved the analysis of this study’s results, like part-time or 

full-time student status. Finally, many respondents identified as transfer students or intended to 

transfer, but they did not answer the survey questions about CORE 42. For example, 82% of 

transfer students did not respond to “How many academic credits beginning with MOTR were 

you able to transfer from your previous college/university'' 82% did not respond to “CORE 42 

made transferring to another college/university easier”, and 66% did not respond to “CORE 42 is 

helping me persist towards achieving my degree”.  

CCAC Interviews 

 To further understand the perceptions of the impact of CORE 42, the research team 

conducted 15 semi-structured interviews with CCAC members. The research team sought to 

understand institutional perceptions of CORE 42, including the degree to which colleges and 
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universities feel a sense of autonomy and if there have been noticeable changes to any course 

curricula. We also wanted to utilize the accessible sample size of interviews to explore their 

understanding of students’ perceptions of CORE 42.  

Sample 

 The MDHEWD provided a roster of CCAC members, and the research team chose a 

representative sample of proposed interviewees based on institution type, institution size, 

professional title, discipline, and knowledge area. If a proposed interviewee did not respond to 

outreach, the researcher contacted another CCAC member comparable by professional title and 

institutional type. 

Instruments and Design 

The research team developed an interview protocol to understand the impact of CORE 

42. The first set of questions contextualized the CCAC members' responses by asking them about 

their institution and professional roles. The second set of questions helped the researchers 

explore the interviewees' understanding of the initial implementation of CORE 42. The final set 

of questions allowed the researchers to explore the CCAC members’ understanding of the 

student and institutional perceptions of CORE 42. The research team used Zoom to transcribe all 

15 interviews.  

 Limitations 

The research team was limited to the CCAC members who agreed to participate, 

introducing the potential for voluntary response bias, meaning the sample will likely be highly 

opinionated. The researchers and the MDHEWD should interpret the results in this context. 

Document Analysis 
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The research team reviewed relevant documents, including the CORE 42 Framework and 

Knowledge Area Competencies (Appendix D), the Missouri Higher Education Transfer 

Curriculum (Appendix E), and the CORE 42 Overview and FAQ (Appendix F). These 

documents helped the research team understand the MOTR course learning objectives and the 

intricacies of the state transfer process. The research team also reviewed the MDHEWD's CCAC 

roster [withheld] to explore the committee structure and choose a representative sample for the 

qualitative analysis.  

Chapter 4: Results and Findings 

MDHEWD Archival Data  

The research team used an independent two-sample t-test to conduct a means comparison 

between two groups of Missouri transfer students. The independent variable was the two groups 

of students. The first student group, pre-CORE 42, were students who transferred between 2016 

and 2018. The second group, post-CORE 42, were students who transferred between 2018 and 

2021. The dependent variable was the average number of credit hours a receiving institution 

accepted for a first-time transfer. This variable was continuous, with numerical values ranging 

from 0 to 331. The research team hypothesized that there would be a difference in the average 

number of credits students transferred to their receiving institution when comparing the cohorts 

of students who transferred before and after the implementation of CORE 42.  

Table 6: Independent Two-Sample T-Test: Before and After CORE 42 Implementation 
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Before CORE 42 was implemented (2016-2018), 21,319 students transferred an average 

of 56.29 credits to their receiving institutions. After implementing CORE 42, 18,488 students 

transferred an average of 54.20 credits. The difference in the means is 2.092 (t=7.259) with a 

95% confidence interval. The critical value of t = +/- 1.96 and our calculated t value is + 7.29 

and - 7.29. These results indicate a statistically significant difference between the number of 

credits Missouri students transferred before and after the implementation of CORE 42. Statistical 

significance indicates a meaningful change occurring between the two sample datasets. 

In addition to implementing CORE 42 during this timeframe, it is important to consider 

other factors impacting credit accumulation. COVID-19 undoubtedly impacted the 

postsecondary landscape during this timeframe. In this timeframe, there was a decline in transfer 

enrollment based on the number of observations before CORE 42 (21,319) and after CORE 42 

(18,488). According to the National Student Clearing House (2023), the average number of 

students transferring fell by 6.9% from fall 2020 to fall 2022. Transfer enrollment in Missouri 

fell by 1.7% in that same timeframe (NCES, 2022).  

Transfer Student Survey  

The research team used contingency tables to understand students’ perceptions of CORE 

42's impact on persistence toward graduation. The team used the Pearson chi-square statistic to 

help understand the relationship between the two variables in the survey questions. The research 
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team also looked to identify if there was a relationship between CORE 42’s impact on 

persistence and Pell Grant eligibility.   

Table 7: Chi-square Test/Contingency Table: Pell Grant Recipients and CORE 42 Helping Persistence to 

Graduation 

 

The chi-squared coefficient for the contingency table was 10.504 with 4 degrees of 

freedom. The p-value was 0.033, with an alpha level of 0.05. Further, the Chi-square observed 

was greater than or equal to the chi-square critical 9.49. There is an observable relationship 

between the transfer students' perception of their persistence toward graduation and the 

implementation of CORE 42 based on Pell Grant eligibility. The relationship between Pell Grant 

eligibility and perceptions about CORE 42 are directionally positive for both groups, indicating 

both believe CORE 42 is helping them persist to graduation. It is important to highlight the 

number of students who did not respond to this question specifically, which may demonstrate a 

lack of understanding about CORE 42 and the limited awareness among students. The research 

team hypothesizes that CORE 42 will gain more recognizability the longer it exists and with 

concerted efforts.  

Table 8: Chi-square Test/Contingency Table: Pell Grant Recipients and Ease of Transfer after CORE 42 

Implementation 

 

The research team utilized Pearson’s chi-squared method to understand the perceptions of 

transfer students’ ease of transfer. The chi-squared coefficient for the contingency table was 
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2.465 with 4 degrees of freedom. The p-value was 0.651, with an alpha level of 0.05. Further, the 

chi-square observed was not greater than or equal to the chi-square critical 9.49. There is no 

observable relationship between transfer students' perception of the ease of transfer and the 

implementation of CORE 42 based on Pell Grant eligibility. The perceived ease of transfer is not 

relational to scholarship recipient status. Though articulation agreements that define a 

transferable core may be the first step in defining pathways from two-year colleges to four-year 

colleges, students are still left facing a considerable amount of complexity when navigating 

degree plans, and articulation agreements are helpful but not alone sufficient for improving post-

transfer success (Boatman & Soliz, 2018).  

Table 9: Chi-square Test/Contingency Table: Pell Grant Recipients and MOTR Credit Transfer  

 

The research team used Pearson’s chi-squared method to understand the relationship 

between the number of MOTR credits transferred and Pell Grant eligibility. The contingency 

table's chi-squared coefficient was 5.2934, with 5 degrees of freedom. The p-value was 0.381, 

with an alpha level of 0.05. The chi-square observed was not equal to the critical 11.07. Thus, 

there was no observable relationship between the number of MOTR credits transferred based on 

Pell Grant eligibility.  

Similarly to the other questions studied, many students did not respond to this question, 

possibly due to a lack of knowledge about the MOTR credits. Of the students who did respond, 

regardless of Pell Grant eligibility, many indicated they transferred all of their MOTR credits. An 

area for additional research and analysis could probe the responses related to “most” or “some '' 
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of their MOTR courses transferred, which could be related to many factors. If the MOTR course 

number indicates a guaranteed transfer course, the data should reflect all students successfully 

transferring these general curriculum courses.  

CCAC Interviews 

The research team was interested in understanding the CCAC’s perceptions of CORE 

42’s impact and how Missouri students and participating institutions experienced CORE 42. 

Interviewees shared that they had a limited perspective of CORE 42’s implementation in the 

state, primarily due to their relatively recent appointments to the CCAC or general lack of 

knowledge of the statewide implementation process. The interviewees had little to no response to 

the subset of interview questions about student perceptions of CORE 42. Interviewees shared 

that this was because they either were unaware of significant student perceptions or were 

adamant that students did not understand CORE 42. Some interviewees shared the opinion that 

students do not need to understand CORE 42 for it to be effective; an associate professor at a 4-

year public institution said: 

My suspicion is that they [students] know very little about it [CORE 42] and care very 

little about it [CORE 42] unless they happen to look in the catalog. I don’t know if we use 

it as a recruiting tool. I doubt that we do. We just don’t do that. 

Most interviewees shared similar sentiments about their lack of knowledge of students’ 

perceptions of CORE 42. The subset of interview questions about which the interviewees were 

most responsive was the section of questions asking them to reflect on the institutional 

perspectives of CORE 42. Thus, the primary themes emerging from CCAC interviews relate 

most to the institutional perceptions of CORE 42, as opposed to the student perceptions of CORE 

42. The three themes that emerged from the 15 semi-structured interviews conducted with 
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members of the CCAC were institutional perspectives about the value of CORE 42, the impact of 

CORE 42 on institutional personnel, and the tension between CORE 42 and academic freedom. 

Institutional Perspectives About the Value of CORE 42 

 The interviewees, regardless of institution type, communicated an understanding that the 

purpose of CORE 42 was to help students transfer between institutions in Missouri 

systematically. Many interviewees, however, shared skepticism that there was a need for the 

initiative in the state. The scant research supporting the conclusive effectiveness of state 

articulation agreements (Worsham, 2021) and the need for more information about the need for 

an agreement in Missouri may have led to these perceptions. The negative-leaning perceptions 

about CORE 42 were shared most emphatically by participants working at 4-year institutions. 

Several interviewees from 4-year institutions noted that they needed clarification on what data 

was used by state decision-makers to determine a need for a statewide articulation agreement. 

According to several CCAC members interviewed, this lack of data, or access to that data, makes 

it difficult to know if CORE 42 has been successful. An administrator at a 4-year institution 

shared: 

From what I know, [before CORE 42] we never had a student appeal a decision to the 

state. I do know that the state legislature sees this [transfer] as a challenge. They thought 

this [transfer] was a problem. Has there been a reduction in those concerns or 

complaints? 

Similarly, a faculty member at a 4-year public institution said, “In my opinion, this whole thing 

[CORE 42] is a solution in search of a problem. When asked about the initial implementation of 

CORE 42 in the state, several interviewees from 4-year institutions discussed political pressure 

and subsequent legislation leading to the development of CORE 42. An associate professor at a 
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4-year institution said, “I’m not trying to minimize what CORE 42 is, you know, it really stems 

from legislators. State legislators don’t always know how things work, right? They think they’re 

doing a good thing.” Another interviewee from a 4-year institution shared their perspective on 

the legislative intervention: 

To me, it’s ironic because, you know, in Missouri, we have a very Republican-dominated 

legislature, and generally philosophically, Republicans are very opposed to government 

interventions and red tape and bureaucracy, and then they impose a direct intervention 

and red tape and bureaucracy on to higher ed through CORE 42. 

Although representatives from 2-year institutions were more likely to speak positively 

about CORE 42, they noted that their assessment of its value was generally speculative and 

anecdotal. When asked if CORE 42 has increased the number of students who successfully 

transferred, a representative from a 2-year institution said:  

I would say so. I think what it has helped do, without looking at the data, is help students 

focus on their degree programs. I think one of the ideas behind it was to prevent students 

from taking classes they don’t need to take. So, I think in that sense, it has helped 

students take classes to help get them to their degree. I think broadly, you know, there are 

a lot of factors that go into student success and retention. But I do think that CORE 42 

has helped because it’s giving students a pathway to their degree. I think it’s probably 

broadly had a positive impact overall. 

 Another staff member from a 2-year institution said, “It's been more painful for the 4-

year universities than the 2 years because that’s what we do - transfer. So, I think it’s actually 

kind of benefitting 2-years because it’s helped us focus on what we do best, which is transfer.” 

There was a marked distinction between how representatives from 4-year and 2-year institutions 
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talked about the value of CORE 42. Representatives from 2-year institutions were likelier to talk 

positively about CORE 42's impacts on easing transfer in Missouri. Representatives from 4-year 

institutions were more likely to talk about CORE 42's redundancy, noting that there were already 

successful articulation agreements between institutions in the state. When talking about their 

institution’s participation in CORE 42, one representative of a 4-year institution said: 

We partake in it [CORE 42]. We participate in it [CORE 42] according to the laws and 

regulations of the state. We are very good about accepting general transfer credit. We 

participate in at as good as anyone, we just don’t submit that many courses to be 

evaluated as a part of CORE 42. 

The Impact of CORE 42 on Institutional Personnel 

CORE 42 has had a notable impact on college and university personnel. Interviewees 

discussed the extra work CORE 42 requires of administrators, faculty, and staff across the state. 

The first pattern pertained to the CCAC's purpose and structure. Interviewees spoke about the 

need for more defined leadership within the committee and how that, coupled with a lack of 

structure, created challenges in coordinating the implementation of CORE 42 across the state. 

Existing literature on best practices demonstrates that 2-year and 4-year institutions should be 

equal partners when implementing articulation agreements, and faculty should be the primary 

decision-makers of articulation agreement transfer course selection (Ignash & Townsend, 2000; 

Montague, 2012). However, a gap exists within the literature on how to best lead articulation 

agreement committees.  

When asked about the implementation from a statewide level, many members 

commented about a need for more defined leadership within the committee and tensions rising 

from various stakeholder priorities. Many interviewees shared that they felt institutions were 
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required to adapt to CORE 42 too quickly and were underprepared to do so effectively. One 

professor at a 2-year institution said: 

The original construction of what was going to happen with CORE 42 was really 

developed at the state level, it seems entirely by the administration of the colleges and 

universities. It didn't seem to be driven by faculty, the original scaffold of CORE 42 with 

the different categories. I think that's created some challenges for the committee as we go 

forward. 

Without designated leadership, some committee members spoke to the lack of structure during 

meetings, sharing remarks like “people with really strong personalities who have decided to put 

a lot of time and energy into this process kind of get to run the show” and “The committee has a 

few really strong opinions who, in my opinion, have pushed the committee far beyond its original 

purpose and intent.” Another member spoke about how the original committee composition left 

out important voices, sharing, “We voiced our concerns to the state and said, the faculty are 

making some decisions but has anybody thought to consider like the advising perspective or 

thought to consider the registrar perspective?”  

As the committee developed more fully with the representation of registrars, tension 

existed between the priorities of 2-year and 4-year institutions. A chair at a public 4-year 

institution stated, “It seems like the two-years are trying to drive it just for their needs. And 

you’ve got to look at the needs of all the constituents.” Another member shared how members 

can view policy changes differently depending on their institution’s needs, stating, “One positive 

is that because they have restricted the number of new courses that are being envisioned, we 

have fewer new courses that are going in. I’m not sure our community college partners would 

see that as a plus.”  
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The second pattern emerged as the importance of strong academic advising for transfer 

students. Committee members shared that students relied almost solely on their academic 

advisors to understand and communicate CORE 42 transfer policies and processes. This finding 

is consistent with existing literature noting that academic advising is essential to transfer student 

success (Fink & Jenkins, 2019; Hunt et al., 2009; Allen et al., 2014).  

When questioned about implementing CORE 42 within institutions, committee members 

highlighted the importance of advisors understanding and communicating CORE 42 processes. 

When asked how students at their institution learn about CORE 42, almost all members 

answered with academic advisors. Committee members made comments such as, “They also get 

it during the first year experience class, but then the rest of it is really going to be with their 

advisor”, and “I always tell my students that it [transfer awareness] really goes to the advising 

session” and “I asked a student what they were going to take and they said ‘I don’t know. I’m 

just going to go ask my advisor.” Some members reinforced the importance of advisors at their 

institution, sharing, “Our advisors are really the ones on the frontlines…Those are your 

advocates” and “We call our advisors navigators, and they’re the ones well-versed in CORE 42.” 

Some members even spoke to examples about how good advising can prevent students from 

making course selection mistakes due to differences between CORE 42 requirements and 

specific major requirements. One administrator at a public 4-year institution remarked, 

“Engineering is a really clear area in that regard. Students, if they aren’t well-advised, they 

would be taking courses that simply won’t apply. It [CORE 42] wasn’t built for that.”  

 Some committee members spoke about how the heavy reliance on advisors created 

vulnerability in the transfer process. One member, an instructor at a public 4-year institution, 

spoke about how this can create a lack of consistency in information-sharing, stating, “Verbal is 
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still the best form of communication, and with that, unfortunately, information can get skewed 

because there isn't a script to follow. And it's a personal interpretation of how it functions and 

what it means.” A registrar at a public 2-year institution also shared, “With faculty advisor 

changes, it is hard to let everyone understand changes in the degree audit system…We don’t 

want students retaking courses or taking something they don’t need.”  

The third pattern that emerged was the reliance on institutions’ registrars to successfully 

implement track CORE 42 courses within their individual course software systems. Members 

pointed to institutions depending on registrars to successfully implement the initiative within 

their school and retain knowledge to solve problems arising from discrepancies or nuances 

existing software could not. While existing research does not explicitly analyze registrar 

responsibilities, it does highlight the need to coordinate course curricula (LaSota & Zumeta, 

2016), provide structured academic pathways (Smith & Miller, 2009), and create cross-

institutional databases (Welsh & Kjorlien, 2001). Research also shows that a lack of 

infrastructure can contribute to ineffective statewide articulation agreements (Anderson, Sun, & 

Alfonso, 2006). This existing literature provided a helpful framework as we explored perceptions 

of CORE 42’s implementation at institutions across Missouri.  

Accompanying the need for strong academic advising, committee members spoke about 

the reliance on registrars to track and translate CORE 42 courses, making comments such as  

“I am single-handedly doing it all.” and “I wear multiple hats as registrar.” An interviewee 

from a private 4-year university remarked and elaborated: 

I am meeting with the instructors making sure that we're already aligning. We have had 

to update courses because we had 15 CROs or something absurd. We wanted to condense 
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those down for our class to make sure it aligns with best practices. And then we could 

also ensure that we're meeting those standards for CORE 42. 

Another registrar at a public 2-year shared that in addition to the work keeping up courses, they 

were responsible for coordinating with senior-level colleagues, sharing:  

It required me to speak at faculty meetings, to have individual meetings with the cabinet 

with the President's administrative council to make sure that everybody was on board 

and understood why we needed to do it, and how we were going to do it. 

Faculty and administrators outside the registrar’s office also underscored the additional effort of 

registrars to secure a reliable system for tracking CORE 42 within their courses. One member 

commented, “This has been a chore on their [registrars’] end.”  

 Additionally, faculty and staff commented on the additional workload registrars assume 

due to the varying coding processes of course registration systems. A registrar at a public 4-year 

institution shared, “It is a little hard with CORE 42 requirements to program our degree audit 

system. Sometimes there is a problem with the degree audit system. In the registrar’s office, we 

look at it so often, we understand those nuances.” An instructor at a public 4-year remarked that 

for the CCAC to approve and add courses, each institution needs “funding to be able to have the 

technology support of submitting, keeping the records accurate, and hearing from the registrars. 

That’s the hard part - the SISs [student information systems] of how we implement them and how 

we transcript them.” 

Interviewees shared that CORE 42 needs more systemic structure and support to be 

successful. Interviewees noted that CORE 42 could only continue to be successful if its success 

did not solely rely on the individuals implementing it. Relying on individuals instead of 

processes is burdensome to staff and risky should those staff members leave. An administrator at 
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a 4-year institution said, “The state has mandated this without any technology, it’s absolutely 

absurd. We applaud [the MDHEWD] for managing this process, it’s challenging, this is a 

manual process. It’s a typed form. We absolutely have to solve this.”  

The Tension Between CORE 42 and Academic Freedom 

 The third theme is the tension between CORE 42 and academic freedom. Academic 

freedom ensures that higher education professors and researchers can teach or publish findings 

“without interference from political figures, boards of trustees, donors, or other entities” 

(American Association of University Professors, 2023). Statewide articulation agreements 

require structure and standardization that could be antithetical to academic freedom's tenets. 

Interviewees in this study shared mixed perceptions about the impact of CORE 42 on course 

availability and student choice. 

Almost entirely at 4-year institutions, CCAC members expressed concern that CORE 42 

restricted course offerings and impacted course teaching. Members from 4-year institutions 

commented, “It feels like we’re being forced to fit our courses into a box,” and “At the two 

years, if it isn’t a part of CORE 42, no one is going to take it." One interviewee from a 2-year 

institution said: 

So, like in the spring, I’m teaching [specialized course]. We also have a class on 

[specialized topic], but outside of those two classes, everything else is CORE 42. Again, 

we try to offer a broad choice, and you do see students taking these [specialized courses], 

but they might get ten to 12 students, whereas your CORE 42 classes have 25. So, I think 

students know what it [CORE 42] is, and they are going to take the classes they know will 

transfer. I think students have a really good idea of what they need.  
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However, some representatives from 2-year institutions shared that although a limitation in 

course offerings was an initial concern, it did not have that negative impact. One interviewee at a 

public 2-year shared, “I think there was some initial concern that having this core group of 

classes might potentially limit student choice. Certain classes might die out because they’re not 

in CORE 42, some certain elective courses might suffer.” However, they shared that special 

topics courses maintained their status in the course catalog and transferred under the new CORE 

42 guidelines. Additionally, a registrar shared that CORE 42 increased students’ transfer options 

at their institution: 

I do think because there's such a wide variety of coursework that is accepted within 

CORE 42 that it has allowed students maybe to progress a little faster through that. Our 

previous Gen Studies was pretty tight. And now it's expanded to a lot more so there is 

flexibility within the existing curriculum. 

Interviewees shared that their institutions were actively conversing about which courses to offer 

and which should not be offered based on CORE 42 requirements. These anecdotes align with 

studies that show faculty consider course transferability when designing their classes (Sowl & 

Brown, 2021). 

 Interviewees described navigating institutional pressure to design academic programs to 

fit CORE 42 while advocating for specialized academic programs requiring additional 

prerequisite courses outside CORE 42. The interviewees shared that some programs at Missouri 

institutions may also require a separate application process before beginning program-specific 

courses. One administrator at a 4-year institution discussed the challenge CORE 42 has presented 

for some of their academic programs: 
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It’s not practical, we have semester to semester map, to indicate clearly to students that 

need to transfer. There are very specialized programs. Nursing and engineering are 

really clear areas in that regard, those are the major programs, that could be a negative, 

students may not understand, it [CORE 42] was never build for that.” 

Existing research suggests that some fields, such as political science, may naturally develop 

more consistent curricula across institutions (Gentry et al., 2016), while fields like engineering 

can have wide disparities within institution type (Grote et al., 2021). Those additional, nuanced 

requirements of specific academic programs often need to be clarified to students who think that 

because they have completed the CORE 42 curriculum, they should be able to begin classes at 

their receiving institution immediately. Members shared that students within these academic 

tracks might have to repeat coursework or take additional courses to fulfill their major 

requirements if they had solely focused their enrollment on transfer-approved MOTR courses. 

Literature on successful articulation agreements focuses on agreements for specific majors such 

as nursing (Spenser, 2008) or accounting (Montague, 2012). Calculated 2+2 agreements (Chen et 

al., 2012) prove successful; however, they can cause students to compare credit transfer and 

credit application to a major when selecting courses (Seine, 2016).  

An administrator at a public 4-year institution shared, “We have some really specific 

courses in certain areas that continue to be a challenge. I think about some of the humanities 

and arts courses.”  

In addition to CORE 42’s impact on specialty courses, some schools shared that the 

number of credit hours within CORE 42 altered the course options they could offer at their 

institution. An instructor at a public 4-year elaborated: 
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When CORE 42 was first passed, our provost told us we had to get down from 52 hours 

in the university studies program to the 42, so we immediately had to lop off 12 hours of 

300 level courses. We had to take all of those artistic expression, literature and musical 

expression and make one large humanities category. We went from being able to offer all 

of these options but now students have this much wider array of choices.  

Additionally, aligning science courses was an initial concern, as the same course can be offered 

for a different number of credit hours in 2-year compared to 4-year institutions. As one professor 

at a public 2-year institution explains, the additional hour at her institution gives students more 

lecture time, which they feel necessary for community college students. She relayed that the 

original framework outlined, “All chemistry should be three credits for the lecture portion. And 

there were quite a few of us who were like wait, please don't do that to us because our students 

would lose an hour compared to your students.” An administrator at a small public 4-year  

institution expressed that their science courses originally also went through a change to meet 

CORE 42 when their provost wanted to separate the lecture from the lab. They explained that 

their institution is “just now fixing that and going back. It’s not been the greatest experience for 

us and I know a couple of science faculty at 2-year institutions fought hard to keep their lecture 

labs.”  

Chapter 5: Recommendations 

After analyzing the accumulation of transfer credit data before and after CORE 42 

implementation, the transfer student survey results, and CCAC interview themes, the research 

team has prepared recommendations for the MDHEWD. Employing these recommendations will 

further improve the transfer experience for Missouri college students. The contextual framework 

undergirding this study notes that college students enter an institution with psychological 
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attributes shaped by their experiences, abilities, and self-assessments (Bean & Eaton, 2000). 

Literature suggests that transfer students, specifically, possess or must cultivate in themselves the 

skills to navigate frequently cumbersome institutional transfer processes. The research team’s 

recommendations focus on improving institutional processes to improve students’ experiences 

moving through Missouri institutions. More effective and efficient matriculation processes will 

benefit both individual students and postsecondary institutions in Missouri, ultimately furthering 

the successes of CORE 42. 

CORE 42 Recognizability 

The transfer student survey results and interviews with the CCAC indicate that students 

need more awareness and understanding of CORE 42. The low response rate to CORE 42 

questions on the transfer student survey indicates that students may not understand what CORE 

42 is and, thus, cannot describe how it helped them transfer between institutions. Similarly, 

CCAC members at both 2-year and 4-year institutions shared doubts that students understood 

CORE 42. However, some also questioned if that recognizability mattered. CORE 42, at its most 

impactful, could be used to attract and retain Missouri citizens to the state's postsecondary 

system. If the MDHEWD sees CORE 42 as a postsecondary recruitment tool for the state, the 

research team believes the state could make improvements to help students understand it. 

The research team recommends increasing efforts to publicize CORE 42, its successes, 

and its value to Missouri students before they decide what college they will attend. The 

MDHEWD should explore opportunities to increase students' exposure to CORE 42. Information 

about CORE 42 should be accessible, easy to understand, and incorporated into other existing 

pre-college experiences like standardized testing, guidance counseling, graduation fairs, and 

FAFSA application events. The department should ensure that state institutions have the 
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resources to effectively communicate the purpose of CORE 42 at recruitment and admissions 

events. The MDHEWD should also explore avenues to publicize the benefits of CORE 42 

through adult education and community-based networks to reach students not attending college 

right out of high school.  

Students' understanding of college pathways is vital to their success (Smith & Miller, 

2009; Montague, 2012; Starobin et al., 2016; Mobley & Brawner, 2019; Laanan et al., 2010). 

Interviews with the CCAC members highlighted the importance of quality advising in relaying 

CORE 42 processes to students, and research confirms that advising is a pivotal component of 

transfer student success (Allen et al., 2014; Hood et al., 2009). However, the state must rely on 

more than individual advisors to explain the nuances of CORE 42. Increasing students’ access to 

knowledge about CORE 42 can improve their self-determination and autonomy to reach their 

educational goals. 

Ongoing Data Tracking 

 The research team recommends that the MDHEWD continually track data related to 

CORE 42 to improve both the ongoing impact of the initiative and its perception in the state. The 

state should continually track transfer credit accumulation rates to understand the impact of 

CORE 42 on the efficiency of credit accumulation, allowing the state to understand the 

longitudinal trends related to CORE 42. The state can utilize independent samples t-tests to 

compare the average number of credits students transfer to receiving institutions each year.  For 

example, the MDHEWD can pull the average number of MOTR credits transferred in 2025 

compared to the average number of credits transferred in 2024, controlling for institution-type 

first-time transfer student status. Determining the annual difference in means using the MOTR 

designation will reveal a directional trend for the state to analyze. 
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The research team also recommends that the MDHEWD annually include CORE 42 

questions in the Missouri college affordability survey, allowing for a longitudinal analysis of 

responses. The state can continue to assess the recognizability of CORE by keeping these 

specific questions in the annual survey. Improving CORE 42 recognizability will ideally increase 

the number of students who connect their college success to the initiative’s implementation. 

Analyzing the yearly responses to questions like “CORE 42 has made transferring to a 

college/university easier” and “How many academic credits beginning with MOTR were you 

able to transfer from your previous college/university?” will allow the state to understand trends 

in student perception along with quantitative credit accumulation trends.  

Ongoing efforts to longitudinally track data will assist the state in telling the story of 

CORE 42 to its many constituents. As CORE 42 is early in its implementation, individual 

students need to learn more about it, and institutions need data to see its value. The MDHEWD 

must improve institutional stakeholders’ perceptions of CORE 42 for the initiative to be 

successful. This study highlights the vast but mostly skeptical institutional perceptions of CORE 

42. The institutional sample was limited to the current members of the CCAC. The MDHEWD 

should continue to solicit feedback from participating institutions to understand its impact more 

deeply on the people tasked with implementing the initiative in the state. Longitudinal data 

proving CORE 42’s value will assist the state in improving perceptions of it.  

Improved Technological Support 

CCAC representatives were clear that CORE 42 needs more technological support to 

reduce the workload its implementation has caused faculty, staff, and administrators at Missouri 

institutions. CCAC representatives from both 2-year and 4-year institutions shared that 

implementing CORE 42 requires manual processes that need to be more efficient. Those manual 
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processes feel unnecessary without the data to know if a transfer problem previously existed in 

the state or if the efforts are leading to student success. Published best practices of articulation 

agreements reinforce the need for a cross-institutional database (Welsh, 2001; Welsh & Kjorlein, 

2002; Anderson et al., 2006) and data-centric evaluation (Ignash & Townsend, 2000) as the 

bureaucracy of state-mandated articulation agreements can impede their intended results 

(Montague, 2012). The MDHEWD must invest in systematic and technological support to help 

ease the workload of individuals and help the state understand if CORE 42 is accomplishing its 

goals. 

Access CCAC Structure, Processes, and Scope 

 The research team suggests that the MDHEWD access the structure, processes, and scope 

of the CCAC. Some CCAC members questioned whether the committee’s scope had broadened 

beyond its original intent. Those members indicated that too much time was spent in sub-

committees evaluating course content and design instead of determining if the submitted courses 

fit the CORE 42 curriculum. Some members also indicated that many 4-year institutions’ 

representatives are frequently absent from CCAC meetings, limiting productive dialogue. 

Longstanding members of the CCAC shared the perception that the direction of CCAC meetings 

was often at the whim of the individual committee members’ personalities or agendas. These 

perceptions potentially further the divide between 2-year and 4-year institutions in the state. The 

negative experiences of individuals serving on the CCAC may contribute to the generally 

negative institutional perceptions of CORE 42. Thus, the research team suggests that the 

MDHEWD conduct an ongoing assessment of CCAC members to understand the differences in 

experiences between representatives from 2-year and 4-year institutions.  
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