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Preface

College must continually re-examine itsdnission in light of student and faculty feed-

*back. One of the major concefns of faculty has been thé low level of educational

preparation students often demonstrate in their_classes.
Concerns range from problems r ding poor basjic,skills to lack of motivation

"and apathy. While the lack of motivation may e larg€ly beyond the reach of our
‘ .

influence (having socio-psychologica imp]%cations), joor educational preparation*
is ndt. iIn thig area the college ca:\kaﬁé’ad\{TB;Z;/iy mak4ing available special
developmental programs. NeVerthe]ess, such programs ih this time of reduced
revenues must be approached with clear vision and careful p]ann1ng Ceptra] to
suchvcarefu1 planning is re]iaple information. ‘

On September 24, 19f5 a }esearch prqject was begun consistent with and supported
an 1arge part by the goa]s and the resources of the AIDP supplementary grant. The
obJecgdve of this project is to gather baseline data regard1ng the level of edu-
cat1ona1 preparation of SCCC students in academic transfer and to evaluate certain
assessment foo]s as meastres of students' basic §ki1ls and academic motivationa
The project was conducted as a copperative venture between Student Personnel Ser-
'viceﬁ, the Educational’ Development Office, and the Offdce of the President.

'Dean Leroy’Fails; Dr. Karen Spring and Dr. Rod Hamberg contributed professiona]
tfmé and energy above and beyond their normal 1nst1tut1ona] respons1b111t1es In
pa#t1cu1ar Dr. Hamberg provided technlca] counse] and coordinated the scor1ng and

¢

process1ng of the test data. :

»

Se]éction of the-Testing Instrument§

Reading,. wr1t1ng and arithmetic were chosep as indices for the measurement of

/

, the level of academ1c preparation. It was assumed that competency in such basic

skill areas is prarequ1s1te to the student success‘in a college curriculum;

) -3

An institution with as diverse a student population as Seattle Central Community
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a self-report inventory'was selected to measure academic tivationl'.
To assess students abiiity to do bdsic arithnetic opjihtions, sub-test of

the Comparative Guidance Placement Program, published by the %qncatjzk 1 Testing

Service was chosén. This mathematics test assumes one year of high ;th?i algenra

It is specifically deSigned for community co\lege students and is one of tne mqst )

-

widely used across the country. It has excellent test properties incNding netidnal
. Y
.norms to which our particular student data could‘be referred. One half of the test
. \ 4 . \, A
is devoted entirely to basic arithmetic operations while the second half samples stu-

d

. dent knowledge of basic high school algebra. It was felt that whatever instrument
was chosen it should contain a sufficient number of items to give a clear indication -

of the student's ability to do basic arithmetic. The CGP mathematics test "D" does.

L)

In selecting an acceptable reading test nany factors both practical and theereti-

cal” needed to be considered.\;For example, most reading tests are nbt written for an
: . YT :
adult population nor is a grade level achievement score particularly meaningful for

a thinty year old student._ After reviewing many approaches to assessing students'

¢

' . ' v Y
reading ability, the one approach which seemed to make the most sense was to follow .

Cloze test procedure. Cloze brocedures have several, advantages over the use of

standardized reading tests. For examp]e Cloze tests a?e based on the materials

’ A

studepts will actually read. Thus a Cloze tést in psycho]ogy measures the students
ability to read his psycho]ogy textbook. Secondly, this measure of "abiiity" i 'a

measure of competency not just performance. As David McCarthy, a reading specia]ist'
¥ .

at Lower Columbia College points out: - D - , ‘ -/

. "Traditional and standardized reading tests measure a reader's
response to a .number of questions that aré based on and derived
from a reading passage. However, such tests are not measuring
the ability of 'the reader to process the language itself, but

. merely the result of that processing which is assumed to have
taken place in order to answer the’ questions posed. nl

Insemuch as the passage chosen is représentative of the textbook\as a whole,

the criterion standards will indicate the student's aBi]ity to read the book as a

> «
.
- .
I T T T T

.
-

David McCarthy, Reading Levels of Vocationdl Student, (Mimeograph Lower Columbia "
Y . Col
EMC ege, 1975) p. 1. o | 4
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whole. Toward such a careful selection process){eren Spring, Central's Reading/?

\ 4 * . e

A\ . . . v N ‘ - . . . “
\ Curriculum Specialist, Yocused.her technical expertise. From the.required text-

CoN\ . .
. x:ooks to he used by fall qugrter classes in the’test sample she chose . from each

*

" ten pages.at random; theh, for,each paoe she administere¢ the Fry Readabilftf

Sce1e.4 }he th'Readaoi1ity Sca1e'gives a reliable indication of the grade 1eve1.
. . -at which Enj particular passage fs written. Awpassage'was then chosen -which reflected
thé most frequently occurring grade level.of the ten passgées.: .o ’

The following Cloze criterion levels were used in this study: Independent

I ¥ v

Leve] -~ 45%\or more were correct -- score at this level means the student is pho-
\\\ bably able to h ad the passage on his own w1thout too much "troubte. Instruct1ona1

Level -- 35-44% -- students on th1s level c;n probab]y hand]e the text so long as

]

. ~they receive some help from the1r\\nstructor Frustr&t1on Leve] -- below .35% --

\below this criterion the student w111 probab]y find his textbook fnustrat1ng to
read even with asﬁ{stance These criteriou levels as described are‘we]] researched
\ . . “
) and suitable for cohmun1ty college textbooks. ?

t

Turning now to the wr1t1ng text, the prob]em of se1ect1ng a relevant and

acgurate test 1nstrument was espec1a11y d1ff1cu1t We needed a writing test that

[}
wou1d be designed to measure competency in spelling, punctuat1on cap1ta11zat1on,

etc. --.in short basic grammar. However, we were also concerned with whet we
. called intermediate and organﬁzgtfona]terrors (e.g. vague pronoun reference, faulty
parallelism, unclear presentation of an idea, failure to develop a point,*lack of

<

connecf1on between cause and effect re]at1onsh1ps, etc.). Nh1Te there are many

g™

standardized wr1t1ng tests from which one ca choose few, 1f any, prov1de ana]ys1s

of such organ1za£1ona1 and 1ntermed1ate errors. Consequent]y, we chose to take what

o4 '0 |

‘\ . - . ;
- . :
. . .

-

2Johh Bormuth,-Persond] Correspondance to Karen Spring’ (Smith), May 1974 :




as possigﬂ .Since no feas1b1e way\ xists 't randomly select students from that

A 4

LW 4 . y)

O

seemed 'to be a simple but direct'approach to 'the problem--we asked the students
to-write. - - Co . ©

: Studénts were given two short "stimu]ation" paragraphs and to}ﬂ tp reﬁpopd
to one with three to five short paragraphs reflect1ng their fee11ngs or opinions.
In such a fashion, we hoped to get and did receive actual wr1t1ng samp]es from
students. It is upon these writing samples that certain obsenvat1ons and judgmeﬁfs s
about their aHi]ity.to communiEaﬁe via the written word have been made. . |

Finally, wa wished to establish some irdex of a étudant's'motivation toward

his/her academic stydies. We rev1ewed numerous tests ranging. from se]f concept

scales, to locus of cJ%tro] 1nventor1es Most of these tests involved more t1me

-

comm1§meht on the part of the students than we could legitimately expect. As a
' ) « *

'workaple compromise, we chose the Academic Motivation Scale, a subtest of &he

Comparative Guidance and Placement Program. The Academic Motivation Scale is .

based on, the.student's perception of his/her/high school effort and a self- K

_reporting of his/her study techniques. It has proved he]pfu1'in predicting co]]egé ‘

grades pafﬁicu]ar]y for students in transfer progréms. Although the scale is
copyrighted by E.T.S., Seattle Central Community College received permission to use
it in this pilot project free of charge. It has nationai norms and other corollary

\

research materials which shoulg\be of assistance as this project continues through

the year.

~ Selection of the Samp]e

The student population of 1nterest was 1dent1f1ed as on-campus-day academic

N

transfer. The research prob]em was to draw a samp]e that would be as repreSentative

group, a decision was made to select that hour\of the 1nstructiona1 day contathing

the most acadeﬁic fransfer classes. From the Churse Master, it was determined
‘ 4 \ . \ -

/}' ;&6 \\‘ ‘ ~_' o M

G

. ' ’ 1
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hour than any other tyme slot. Letters requesting part1cipation went out tq all

he response and coppération was excellent. A1l faculty

(9

A11 in all, the project involved 30 sections, four testing ingfruments and an
opportunity to ask 852 students to volunteer 50 minutes of their time. Simp]e

statistics, but a ugique and unusual opportunity t6.gather valuable institutional

data abdut_a,]arge Eegment of our student population.

'  J
Assignment of Testing Instruments

The C.G.P. Maghemat¥cs Test "D" is a 45 minute timed test. The writing and

Cloze tests, whichfare 6pen'ended, normally take between 25 and 35 minutes. The

‘motivation scale thkes between 6-8 minutes to comp]ete In any case, it was’c1ear

to eVery student. Consequent]y, it was decided to randomly assign the writing

. tests, C]oze tests,\and the math test to the 30 sectionsf. It was felt that such

, . ~ .
to classes whose curritulum might correlate with the testing instruments ({.e. \

math to math, writing o English, etc.). The following graph indicates t number
’ . . \

dents responding to the fest.

ndependent study/proqect or1ented/;our

*Thfee sections turned out to be‘sggll/
time. They‘were not included in the studys

seldom meeting as a group| at any o

N o \

_Ples ' that given the length (45 minutes) of the

e
’

Xt

.
o
\/

that it weu]d not be possible within one class period to adm1n1ster a]] four tests .




. |
C.G.P. mathematic test the Academic Motivation Scale was administered to on1y those

sections xeceiving either the writing test or the Cloze test (reading)
¢ \ .

. / Figure 1
N . Number Number Number of %
. N of class of Test of
;' Test Instruments Sections Students Taken Response
¥ & ( . : . ’
| riting Brercise | )T 323 . 189 58.5
N 2 Cloze Procedures | 8_ | 2 154 ¢ 69.6.
' - 3 < - . ;’
{7 C.G.P. Math Test | no o 308 R 457
i " ¢ f
Total f 30, - 852 485 f 56.9
3 L as) (1+2) ' 7
Academic Motivation 19 544 321 "~ 59,0

d . N /
< :

S One of the'more'signifitant points about the research project is the pertentage.'

\ ' of students who chose to participate -- 56. 9% In fact, in sixteen.of the thirty

)
\ I

\ sections the percentage of student response vas ahove 60%: It is fa1r to say that

for three,

tr sfer studentg in those 9:00 a.m. class sections. One word of caution as we move
e

of the four indices this student sampTe resents a maJority of academic

\

\/

the results; the results wi]] tend to be 1iberal estimates. That is to say,

/ \’,
//was the perxentage of student reSponse to have equa]]ed one hundrgd percent it

is more than 1ike1y that the sampWe mean (average) wou]d have been lower (e.g.

\

,students who have h1stories of poor test performance do not tend to take tests
%1f those tests~are ( fiona]) Sti11, the results of this study are based upon _ \\
the magoritv of studepts 1in academic transfer c1asses at the 9 o"glock hour. "

EEUN

To. the extent 'that these students are representative of other transfer students at

otfer eriods of the day will be the degree to which .any generalization about all
|

\ .
‘\\ aca emi transfer students at SCCC can be made.* The inductive leap must be

'\\‘ made with caution.” o
: \ N,

" * the pro ess of collecting demographic data on this student samp]e has a1ready
o ‘\ begun any-will be reported this sgring.

. 8 , . S




. . The Results

Reading: ' , . X % -

Cloze tests were administered in eight classes. Figure 2 is a summary of the

» 5

.resu1tsf Pledse note that two classes are not included in the aggregate profile.
In class "G" a typographical error was found in the test itself and while fts &
affect upon student performance was probabily insignificant (vis-a-vis the tesé\sﬂ\

readability) it qualifies and thus limits the reporting of those studeng scores.

In class-"H" the wrong Cloze test was administered. ‘ ' N& '3
. . \\
, Figure 2 ‘ .
Number kA Grade Level % % N R
Class.| of T of  kw at .| | at at - ||Averdg
Class | Size |Tested| Responding| Text Material| Frustration Instructional { Independent| Score
A | 25 23 'l 92.0 |- College 65.2 .1 30.4 IREIA N
B | 26 | 2 100.0 College + 61.5 | 153 - |- 2307 |17.53
C | 40 27 67.5 College 33.3 379 " 296 . | 19.18
b |17 [ 1 64.7° 9th 18.1 L 272 | sa5 2309
E -} 19 15 78.9, College + 20.0 | 6.6 733 24.26
F |2 14 8.3 | 8t ' 21.4 | 35.7 428 21,64
puy ) ™ L 8D
Tor X [151 | 116 76.8 12+ a3 \25.8 2.7 | 19.60
: . DR B
G | 32 3) 96,8 ] College | \96.7 3.2t 0.0 9,58
Ho 38 7 18.4 /| College 42.8 . 28.5, \| 28.5 19..00

Frustration Level* \; 0-17 correct ! \
“ Instructional Leve[? = 18-22 correct v \
| 19deggndént Level =\23-50'corre§t l

£ y - ‘ .

G based upon the Fry Readability Scale v *

,o
]

- . - \
In reviewing this chart one must keep in mind that a Cloze test is simply a
match betWeen the student and "the textbook required for a particular course.

- . N ” N
While Cloze test scores correlate closely to standardized achievement tests i

I
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reading (e.g. correlations range from [68 to .83) it would be inappropriate to .
‘ ‘e ‘ .

compare students in a Physics class with students in an English class. The point\
* X

is that each textbook varies in its level of .readabjlity and the degree to which
‘ —

,,tts vocabulary is more or less familiar té-the individual student. Thus, the

\
\

.

is the .information it provides an individual inst’dctor about the match (or mig- - |

variability between classes regarQing the peréentage of student functioning ht the

frustration level is not unexpected. The .great strength of a Cloze test procedure

match) between his/her se]ected textbook and the reading ab111ty of student in his/

her class. In order to maximize this 1nformat1dh individual re?orts have been \ 1

¥

sent to participating 1nstructors . However what do these C]oze\tests te1] us abo t

Y %

‘our aggregated sample of 116 students? Enco rag1ngly, we, f1nd that the mean or
3

|
average score for the group is 19.6 -- comfortably wt§h1n the intenval defined as \
[
Instructional. Nevertheless, they also tell us that 41.3 percent o¥\these same \\
. students received Cloze scores which placed them at the frustration 1. vel., In \\ a

" short, over 40 percent of the students sampled, on the bdsis of cloze test proce-

dures., were found to be either unap]e to read their required textboaok or can read.
themronly with extreme difficulty.®* It is also of interest to note that for two -
of the three sections ach1ev1ng high mean scores (21+) the grade level of the
reQU1red reading mater1a1 was below 10 grade ) \

‘ , S ' ‘ \

Mathemat1gs ' .

/ sists of computation and elementary algebra problems and is focused toward stu-
dents who have studied a]gehra for gne year. It is the middle difficulty test
in the CGP program and roughly equiva]ent to the Cooperat1ve lgebra I test

:

i

|

\\\ The Comparative Guidance and Placement Program's mathematics test "D" con- : i
a

|

)

|

reseht]y used ‘for student p]acement inM themat1cs 099 and 10 |
:

|

\ |
* How much.such a problem may effect a stu ent's grade or h1s/he\°perf0rmance in

P W ]ast is debatable. See Karen Spring's article in the Journal of Reading, |
, \ olumé‘\9 No. 2, November, 1975, p. 131 - 136. : T N :

. ° i

ERIC -. - \ T
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The C.G.P. mathematics test "D" is stan grdiied and possesses national norms
_ for community college students. Those percentf\g;rank1ngs were useful in the
s : ' \
' _construction of the following tabte: %
' Figuré 3 X\\\\\ .
\ L -
\ Class Number %% .|| Average Peer < Liberal Arts
Class Size Tested Response Scote Percentile Rank Percentile Rank
I 37 2 5.4 29.00 e ..
J 32 | .17 53.1 36.18 19' 2
K 24 1 4518- || 62.09 79! 92
L 26 18 169.2 35.39 NA 32
M 26" 15 57.6 32.20 313 22 ..
N 23 15 | - 65.2 42.73 32! 49"
T T ” p
K 15 9 60.0./ |}  35.00 \ | 39° 32 \
e 36 23 63.8 34.52 [ 32
Q 25 25 | 100.0 || 51.76 - 51" 72
[ - <
R 37 N 2.7 28.00 A .. ' .
S 27 5 18.5 51.80» NA 46 ~
Sor X | 308 | 141 | 45.7 40.83 NA. 15 |
+ 1. Science/Math
2. Fine Arts
3. Health
) .
The math test was the one assessment instrument'in this study that failed
to achfeve a fift} percent or majority student response, but clearly fhe lack oft
pa}ticipation in three classes (I, R, and S) skewed the average. Sf%]]A it does ;o
) . Y
sggm important to recall a point made in the beginning of this report: 1if the -
. . . - :'A"

.percentage of response had been higher most 1ikely the ave}age test score ?o*xthe
. . § -
ader

Nevertheless, on the basis of an N of 141 (45.7% of the

_total group would have been lower. Obviously, this is hypothesis and the re

may form his or her own.

total student.enrqllment in eleven sections) this sample of Seatt1e Central

-

academic transfer students ranks in the 45th percent11e on nat1ona1 norms.

Figure 3 a1so gives, where app11cab]e peer group percent11e ranking - For
[

]

example, c1ass M,,a health class, ach1ev§d a percentile ra when

11

1ng of 22 but

\

LY




10
compared to only Students in health programs their ranking rose to the‘31st.
Cerfain]y the most aberranf c]ass'average was recorded by,claes K, a two hqnared,
level science class. The course is part q} a.curriculum sequence and thus has

several prerequisites which affect stud entrﬂ. A sbécia] computer frun was

performed to see what effect class }#s de)etiny havelon the tgtal group

average The result was a lower group
percent11e ranking (38 vs 45)® A case cogia, and shouyd be made fo view these
% ,./-wl\

rev1sed results as a more accurate represe tation of ‘our studept population since

the typ1ca'|ness oistudents in c]ass K is c\brtam'ly questiongble.
/Nriting /
-

The'writing test was adm1n1stered n eleven classes/and wvalid samp]eé were

. rece1ved from 189 studerits (58. 5% of the enrol]ed studgnts) the f0110w1ng tab]e

\\\ \?taggi_“\ | ”,r/, R _

. summar1zes the results:

,""ﬁgss Number X '%\ T I 4 % %
Class | Size Teste espopse 0-1' 4-5 |- 6 7 8
36 17 4.2 N 29.4 35.Z 20.4 | 5.8
33 | 2 63.6 \" /{43 [are [33.3 | 4
22 | 18 1.8 I\ \/ | Wo.6 |op.o[s5.5.4 5.5
24 10 n.6 || \A /\ 80.5 | 20.0 | 30.0
33 3 9.0 || X V 33.3 333 33.3
B / w ~
32 1 3 96.8 - |t/ 8.2 /| 3.2 lasa ] 225 [19.3 | 6.4
29 12 |. a4 A k.6 16.6 | 50.0 8.3 | 8.3
29 2 g2.7 /1l e\3" | 8.3 [37.5 |35 83 ] -
29 | 15 5.9/ || .13.3 33.3 |a66) | 66
28 ‘&13 , 46/1 7.7 1 461 1384 - | 7.7 .
30 |\ 25 gf.3@ll 4.0 | 200 J48.0]20.0] 4.0
__E 7 .VW“ v - - ,
323 - 89 /6.5 7.4 18.5 ja1.2]19.0f 111 | 2.6 |

1= Incompr ensibYe (i.e. confused expression, words. m1ss1ng, incompiete
_sentences, gr¢ss grammatical errors) -




\; . . ) & v
Ty | 1
3 LA : - , .
-;?-e, . 2 3 3 = No main idea discernible. 'The'paper possesses many and basic °,
PR . « within sentence errors. . )
LA R ~——" ." < . -
., .. 4.-5=The main idea ig only adequéte]y commun1cated and the paper poSSesses
S ~ many tecKrdie ob]ems A * -
IR ", 6'= An acceptal vel .for academic transfer. Main idea i&ell and
T o clearly de e\s7-d but some technical-problems exist
E A A good”éo]1d performance
; <0 8 = An excellent p1ece of writing in all ways: clear, precise, interesfing,
. . strong vocabu]ary , '

/

'5 While any numer1ca1 scale used to evaluate student wr1t1ng samples w111 be
someﬁhat~a{t1f1c1a1, it 1s 1mportant to note that these numbers represent a

. »
careful assessment of each.paper. A competent English teacher with wige experi-
Lo ? ' ‘

+

ence in correcting themes was chosen to correct them. She ufed as afguide'a

criterionlcheck §heet developed by Karen Spring and modified by the feedback

., from the Ehg]ish department. In point of fact, the assignment of numericatl

~a

va]ueg,to the papers was not the result of a cursary reading but rather the

‘\<,' second st

I
in a rather’ careful process in which each individual paper wa& marked fl

<
' spe]1i ammar, punctuat1on ane organizational, and content quality. \\\ﬂ\
:r ' " . To%ummarize and review Figure 4, it shou]d be emphasized that the inter-
,‘i val va1ues from 0 to 3 1dent1fy papere which are tota]]x unacceptab}e as college
level wr1t1ng. Taken together, this representg 2§.9% of this student samp1e.
Ih addition, the writing samples evaluated as 4's or 5's, while tommunicating
' .

a main idea, .were so severely f1awed by grammética] and organizationa] errors
as to not qua11fy as cojTege 1eveT material either. Thug, the 1mp11cat1ons ~
are that 67% of «the students samp]ed by th1s study are pot wr1t1ng at a level’

,.»‘//;tceptab1e for co11egg transfer. This may be the most sober1ng piece of
- N . \

=

information to be gathered by this,refegrch projEEts h
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Motivation

4 : -

. | Again, pledse recall that f£he se1ection of E.T.S's Academic Motivation ycale

was a work1ng compr;rise and’n pretence is made to its va]idity as a true measure .
+

of a student's motivation 1eﬂe1\\ As this research project c%nt1nues through the

year other facu]tylr ]74 1 be issued and we expect to have some data on
ts predictive validit t:\::j\ZZEQ n this se1f -report -inventory our student
amp1e of 321 achieved d’mean score of\48. 43 In more meaningful terms this
score is 7quiva1ent to the 49th percent1 e on the Comparat1ve Guidance and
P]acement/~ rogram’s national norms. In essence, our student samp]e seems to be

"no less mptivated (on the basis*of Academid Motivation Scale) than other average

community college students across the nation.
. \ ‘ \
Summary '\\\
This first phase of the Student Assessment Project has attempted to establish P
a reliable index of. the level of educational preparation of on-campussday transfer’
students. The results of this study‘tend to validate faculty observations regarding

. the lack of adequate educational preparation students ‘often demonstrate in class.

" On the basis 0f the studAnt data presented in th1s report a large number of

Seattle Central Community College students 1n academic transfer c]asses lack
competencyan basic skills. - N A .

\ This research project will to]]ow this sample of 485 students for the entire
academic;year. Our goal will be to identify possibte relatio ‘nips between the
variables {i.e. age, test scores, motivation, program patterng, yeacs getweenJ

’ formal educationa] experience, etc) and perfonnande (t.e. grades, withdrawal
rates, etc). As has been_mentioned, further “faculty reports" will be issued.
It is sincere\? hoped ‘that such information cqn de]imit areas\of institutional -

concern and intt\\te inst*tutiona] Pesponses which bFnefit -students.
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