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_pﬁEFACE

The following repon§ is an analysis of data collected during the 1979-80
academic year for the Devglopm ucation Research Project at Dundalk

Community College. The p ojeCt, directed by Dave Flumbaum, toordinator of

Developmental Education, répresents the work of many people. Mr. Flumbaum

was instrumental in providing the major direction of the study. Without

the cooperation of the entfire develepmental faculty, however, the project

would have been meaningiess. They contributed their ideas and suggestiens
. M . [ \
at the outset of the stufdy, and then filled out countless forms to provide

comprehensive data on ai1 aspects of the new bption approach.

The support work of Fle Patterson, project secreta;y, in keeping all the «
paperwork straight kept the project going thrcughout the year. Two people
were responsible for the mechanics of running the final computer program.
' Pég Scoggins at Dundalk did the keypunching, while Jim Smith, Computer
Center Director at Essex Community College, ironed out problems in running
the program. _ L
g o

The observations in the report are those of the consultant, Dorothy
Linthicum. These observations and resulting recommendations are intended
to be a starting point for discussion, and not the final answer. The concern

of the entire college community toward the needs of developmental students

has been obvious .from the efforts given to this prbject the past year.




INTRODUCTION

In the Fall of 1979 Dundalk Community College had the unique oppartunity
to evaluate a new developmental education progﬁam design. The college's
developmental education program had been successful in helping students
reach their goals in the past, but more and more students with complex
needs were now at the college's doors.

The developmental needs of the student body range from skill brushups
in math to severe reading deficiencies. It was obvious to the deve]opménta]
facu]gz'that combining students with such diverse needs in the same class-
room was detrimgnta]. A system was designed to identjfy Tevels of skills
and to guiae students into the appropriate programi (See Appendix A,

p. 3.). In the Fall of 1979, 16 students werec enro?]ed in Option A
(students with very low assessment scores); 17 were in Option B (students
with jow scores); while others with developmental needs Qere enrolled in
the traditional 100-Tevel courses.

- The problem identified for the evaluation research project was to
determine the effectiveness of the new developmental program andthe assessment
brocédures used for course‘p1acement., Because many.questions about dev-
elopmental education are still unanswered, the temptation is té create a
research design that is too broad. In order to narrow the focus and to

”provide Eﬁ; college w{th the moét usefﬁ] data, two major objectives coming
from the statement of the problem were addressed:

. To determine “the relationship of the assessment instruments to the
future success of students;

. -To determine *he success of students placed in various
instructional options.

et e e b A D et . b Mg e A b e e g vt A s o A = -




gther objective.

/ However, ysome initial conclusions have beggﬁx"fti and a model to continue

the e{£4jztion proce$s: has been developed. This data can be another tool
tﬁe cdl]ege uses ip makjng future decisions about the new prOgramAand
assessment procedures.

o

Description of the Study

The problem to be addressed in this report was.icentified at several
meetings of the developmental faculty at Dundalk and included in the
Policies and Procedures for Developmental Educatior at Dundalk Community

College, approved May, 1979. (See Appendix A, p. 4.3 The study, which

took place during thg academic year 1979-1980, was designed to address the
concerns of the facutty at those meetings.

The design of the study called for the tracking of a selected sample
of students from the initial assessments throughttwo sghesters at the college.
(The computer model will allow the college to follow these students an
additiona] two semesters.) Traditional success indicators (grades, ets.),
nat1ona11y -normed tests, apd too]s developed for this study were used to
evaluate the effectiveness of the new placement procedures for deve10pmentd1
students.

Samﬁ]e Size and Selection

In addition to track1ng the students registered in Options A and B, a
sample of students tak1ng the trad1t1ona1 100-1evel dev¢1opmenta1 courses
and a rafdpm samp]e of first-time popdeve]opmental students were included
in the study. The students in the two control groups were used as a point

of comarison not only in ferms of student success, but also to understand

.__better d1fferences 1n student character1st1cs




In analyzing the data; the students were divided irnito three main
categories:. students in Options A and'B,>studepts in Option C (regular
developmental courses), and nondevelopmental sfﬁdents. There were 33
students in the first group entering Tn Fall 1979, with 20 additional
students entering in Spring 1980. There were a total of 96 stddentS‘in the~
Option C sample, including 25 from Math 100, 38 from English 100, and
33 in Reading 100. In aﬁﬁition, 34 students enrolled in Personal Deve]gb-
ment, some of whom were deveicpmental, acted as a control goup for
combarfﬁg test scores such as the Nowicki-Strickland opinioﬁ survey. )
Students in the.Option C sample and Personal Development control group
came from randomly selected classes in the appropriate subject matter.

The sample of nondevelopmental students included 53 first-time students

enrolled in science, math, English, or social science courses. Each

'samp1e group contained students from day and:- evening.classes.

Survey and Testing Instruments

Several tools were developed to assess student ébi]ity and to
measure student achievement. In addition to the standard assessment in,truments
used at Dundalk (the Ne1§o;—Denny reading tesf, the English writing sample,
and the math assessment), students were asked to completz a Self
Assessment Checklist and an Immediate Student Goals statement. (See
Appendix B-1 and B-2.) Developmental students in Og}ions A, B, and C also
completed these two-instruments at the end of the first semester.

After classes had been in se;sion for three wezks, students and faculty

in the selected developmental courses filled out a short evaluation of the
L

~selection/placement process. (See‘Appendix B-3 and B-4.) 'Both were asked

if they agreed with the placement made and if the student would be successful

'S
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in }omp1eting the course requirements.
The final fonﬁ to be aeve{bped specifically for this project was the
Affective Measurement checklist. (See Appendix B-5.) Many of the goals
Qfor devé]opmen%a] education at Dundalk deal with affective skills, which
are difficult to measure by traditiona!.success indicatorss (See Appendix A,
p. 1.) Studies! have shown, however, that these skills are critical for
academic success. Using the goals statement compiled by the college faculty,
“a check]ist was developed ;o allow instructors to evaluate studentslin SiX
areas: goal setting, time management, motivatioﬁ, self confidence, decision
making ;nd'éelf exploration. These forms were distributed during the fifth
week of iiasses. |
‘ I; addition to the tools developed for the study, several nationally

normed tests and checklists were used. These include:

Nelson-Denny {or Nelson) reading tests

Nowicki-Strickland Interna]-Exfé?na] Test (Opinion Survey)

TennesseeFSe1f-Concept Scale (Total Positive Score)

Sentence combining test

Records were also keﬁf for attendancg and‘graﬂe aQerages. Because
grading data was not-meaningful for students in Options A and’B, a Numerical
Achievement Score (NAg) was developed to measure student ach%evement. A
four-point scale was used as follows:

Rarely attended class

0 -

1 - Attended class infrequently, work inadequate

2 - Attended class regularly, did not work to potential
3 - Reached findividual course goals

4 . Received a passing grade {P)

Information about the studemts, including test scores, attendance
averages, a.d final Numerical/Achievement Score (NAS), were collected at

the end of each semester on special forms. (See Appendix B-9.) That

: 11

/.
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data was transferred to individual Student Profile forms which also had
information from the Records Office on age, sex, race, and high school
graduation. (Sce Appendix B-8.) Data on nondevelopmental students, which
was collected primarily to compare retention, persistence, and demographic
information, came only from student records.:

During the second semester, information from the Records Office was
used as the primary source of data for gtudentsin Option C and the gpn-
developmental group. Instructors of students from the Fall Gption A and
B é]asses were asked to complete Affective Measurement checklists, record
attendance averages, and assign a NAS when appropriate.

Ana]ysi§ of Data

A computer program was designed to.anglyze the data gathered from the
different sources. Beéause much of the 'data were nominal, only descriptive
and comparative statistics were used.. The data does.not support the use
of inferent:al statistics such asinultip1e”regress{on. The result is a
deséription of the various stu&ént groups and comparisons, between groups

&

on certain variables. The approﬁ;iate.statistics were selected according
£6 the research qgé;tion unég; study. Add{t{ona1 information about the
statistical analysis is available in the Results section of this report;
Appendix C describes the computer program.
Limitations

A major limit&tion of Fhe study was the-use of untested survey
instruments. In the Resuits section of Fnis report, this problem will be |
addressed as the scores from these insf}uments are compared to more

»

traditional ones. ,
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Pnother difficulty is standardizing the scores given by many different

"faculty. For example, some instructors gave almost all of their students

a perfe;t affective rﬁtjng, while others appeared tc be more discriminating
in their scoring. The problem could lie in the design of the instrument, or
in‘ﬁhe attitudes of individual faculty towards the study. The amount of
paperwork required durirg the study also might have redyced the effectiveness

of certain instruments. For the most part, however, the\faculty were

receptive to the study and wi]]ihg to take on the additional commitment

>

" it required.

- "

A more ;erﬁous 1imitation lies in the difficulty of measuring learning
with numbers and test scores. -The data in this repdrtvare—intended t0 be
used oﬁ]y as one of several tcols in making decisions about students. The
achi;vement of mary of the goals developed by the facu]ty may be more vital

to a studeqﬁ though that acihievement.cannot be ranked on any numericaT scale.

~..

Research gﬂéstions
The following questions came from the statement of the problem and
the objectives of the’study.

1. How effective are the assessment tnstruments used at Dundalk
Cormunity College?

2. Which assessment instruments were most predictive of cuccess?

3. Was the Self Assessment Checklist created by the college
correlated to nationally normed scores?

4. Did students and’fggujty-agree‘ﬁﬁfﬁ‘ﬁTaceﬁént decisions?

. — 57 How successful were students who took placement recomnendations?

6. How important are affective skills in achieving academic
success? .

7. How successful were students who did not take placement
recommendations for Options A & B?

8. What effects do student goals have on academic success?




RESULTS

In this section, answers to the research questions outlined above will
be given primarily from a statistical standpoint. The qualitative aspects
of the questions will not be addressed. In the discussion of each question,
however, inferences from the statistical analysis will be made. General
observations about the overall program will be made in the Conclusion.

* k k k k 2 * k *x %

* Question 1: How effective are the placement tools used at Dundalk
Community College?

The primary assessment tools used at the college include the Nelson-
Denny reading tést, an English writing sample, a math: assessment, and
any other data a’;tudent'provides, such as a high school transcript. Students n
were also asked the last two semesters to complete a Self Assessment Checklist.

A counselor uses the assessment information along with an interview with the

student tc determine a placement recommendation. Criteria used by the

counselor in making recommendatisns are described in Appendix A, page 3.

One way to test the effectiveriess of an assessment test is to compare
the scores with different success measures. For example, the higher the
score on a Nelson-Denry teé}, the greater the success expected. A correlation
statistic, Pearson's r, was used to determine the strengths of these relationships.
Two variables,_.the_total Nelson-Denny (or Nelson) score and the Self
Assessment, were compared with four success measures: grade average,
qaffective measurement rate (AMR), attendance average, and attrition (number
'of semesters attending). Table 1 summarizes the results of student in

Options A and B.

* The Self Assessment checklist had a statistically significant relationship

with three of the four success measures: The AMR, the attendance average and

\

S~
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‘ the Numerical Achievement Score Average (NASA) for the first semester. The
Nelson reading test was significantly related to the NASA for students in
Options A and B. Until data is collected for all four semesters, a significant

relationship with the attrition variable is unlikely.

Table 1: Correlations of Assessment Tools with Success Measures
of Students in Options A & B

AMR NASA Attendance Attrition
Nelson .1486 .2603* .0407 -.1962
Self Assessment -.3115%  -.2717* -.2591% -.2463
dS GPA . -.0140 .0102 -.0340 -.0201

*Significant at the .05 level

< —

Table 2 shows the comparison of the two assessment tools with attrition
and persistence (the ratio of hours attempted to hours completed) for students
' in Options A, B and C. The Self Assessment was fE)und to be correlatad

with the course completion ratio.

Table 2: Correlations of Assessment Tools with Success Measures
of Students in Options A, B and C

Attrition " Persistence
Nelson-Denny -.0249 .1216
Self Assessment -.1400 -.1997*

*Significant at the .05 level

f (1 of the reading score correlations in Table 1 except one are positive.
That means higher reading scores are more often associated with higher success
scores. (A perfect corre]a'gign wou]d be 1.0000.) CHowever, tr.. numbers for
" ‘ the Self Assessment in both Tables are all negative, indicating that as assessment
scoras increase, success scores decrease. This seems to be an anomaly. One

explanation could be the unrealistic expectations and self assessments of

Fo Lo, 1=
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developmental students, a problem often noted by developmental instructors.
The statistics indicate that students with a more realistic view of their
strengths and weaknesses (indicated by a lower score on the Self Assessment
Checklist) are likely to have greater succegs:

Xk k ok ok ok ok Kk ok Kk
Question 2: Which assessment instruments were most predictive?

Statistically, the tool with the most significant relationships to success
is the Self Assessment Checklist. However, the negative relationship with the
success measures of developmental students makes its use as a predictive tool
doubtful. It cdu]d be used in conjunction with the other tests to help
developmental students come to terms with their skill levels and adjust expect-
ations accordingly. On the other hand, the Self Assessment scores had positive
relationships with the success measures of nondevelopmental students. A
sigvificapt relationship at the .05 1gve1 was found between the self assessment
and cumulative grade point averages. (Table 3) This indicates that non-
developmental students may have a more realistic view of their abilities.

In another instance, different statistical results also were found for
developmental and nondeve]oﬁmental'students. A traditional placement tool, the
high school grade average, was not related to success for developmental students,

but was highly correlated for nondevelopmental students. {See Tables 1 and 3)

Table 3: Corre]gtibns of Assessment Tools with Grade Averages
of Option C and Nondevelopmental Students

CUM GPA SEMESTER 1 GPA
HS GPA .2582%% | .2935%*
Nelson-Denny .0693 .1377*

Self Assessment .1981* .0743

*Significant at .05
**Significant at .001 -
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The opposite results of these toals point to the reasons many community
colleges have turned to a multi-faceted assessment program. Tﬁe traditional
placement tools are adequate for traditional college students. The démo-

S graphics fbr the noqdeve]opmenta] control group showed a median age of 18,
{predominate]y white composition, with 17 percent more women than men. More
than half were reading at grade 11.6 or above. This type of student, however,
is no longer the typical student at most community colleges.

Dundalk has recognized this in setting up its assessment program. Based

on this stuqy, the Nelson-Denny reading test and the math assessment seem

to be the best predibto%s. The Nelson-Denny (or the Nelson) scores are

co}fé1pted to académic success (grades) for both developmental and non-
developrmental students. It seems logical that ability to read and comprehend
shiould be an indicator of success in college. Because the English wiriting
sample is based on subjective evaluation, it could not be used in statistical
analysis. Hoﬁever, there are some indications that the Nelson-Denny scores
could be substituted for the English test. Developmental students in English
tended to have similar reading'scores as students in Reading 100. The average (mean)
Nelson-Denny total for Enélish studenfé was 9.0 (median 8.9), while the average
for Reading 100 students was 9.2 (median 9.1).

The math assessment test was useful in identifying students with specific math
skill needs. Math 100 was the only developmental course for many of the
students enrolled in it. However, there were also indications that students
with low reading scores are not 1likely to be successful in math. This could
be due to the individualized nature of the course or the comprehension level of
the student. The average Nelson-Denny for students successful in completing

K

at least one math unit during the semester was over 11.0.

* %k % k k k % Kk Kk &
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Question 3: Was the Seif Assessment Checklist created by the college
correlated to nationally normed scores?

The Self Assessment Checklist asks students to evaluate their skill
level, to compare their ahbility to their classmates, to indicate their
desire to cucceed in college, among other things. (See Appendix B-1.) Each
duestion was scored on a three point scale, with a total of 54 possible. The
) results of correlation tests between the checklist and threé nationally
normed tests are shown in Table 4.

The checklist was highly correlated to the Ne1§on-Denny scores of the
students. Since almost all of the sample were deveiopmenta]]students, the
negative relationship is not surprising in Iight'of earlier findings.

7 (See Question 2). The checklist was also found to have a positive correlation
with the Tennessee Total P score. The strength of this corre1ation suggests
that the college checklist is as effective in measuring se]f‘concépt§,§s the
nationally normed test. No correlations were found between the checklist and
Nowicki-Strickland Externa]-lnterna] Opinion Survey.

Table 4: Correlations of Nationally Normed Placement Tests and
the Self Assessment Checklist

Ne]son-Deﬁny Nowi cki Tennessee P

Self Assessment -.4348%* -.0894 .2658*

*Significant at .05
*»*Significant at .001

One weakness uncovered 5§"EHE'§EEE?stica1 analys%s of the Self Assessment
Checklist was the tack of correlation in the pretests given at entry and the
posttests‘given at the end of the first semester. Strong relationships were
found between pre- and posttest scores of both the Nowicki-Strfck]and and
Tennessee Self Concept instruments. A correlation betwéen the self assessment

pretest scores and the numerical difference between the pre- and posttests a1sQ
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fﬁdiéate that students with the higher scores were less likely to change
their self assessment significént]y. Since these were the students who also
viere less likely to‘succeed, there is a mild indication that they maintained
an unrealistic self evaluation throughout the semester.

Table 5 shows comparisons of seif assessment scores among developmental
and nondevelopmental students. There is no significgnt difference in the
scores of students in the developmental options, but nondevelopmental students

consistently gave themselves higher ratings.

Table 5: Comparisons of Self Assessment Pretest Scores Among
ngelopmental and Nondevelopmental Students

"Mean Median ) SD
< ) —_— —_—
Option A & B 44.9 45.6 4.758
Option C 45.9 45.8 3.085 C
Nondevelopmental 48.9 50.0 3.378 ’ |

° * Kk k % k %k *k % %
Question 4: Did students and faculty agree with placement decisions?

‘After the third week of classes, student and instructor surveys were

distributed in classes of Option A/B students and selected Option C students.

Students were asked if they agreéd with placement decisions and if’they thought
they would successfufiy_comp1ete the course. (See ApﬁendixﬁB-3) #acu1ty

were asked similar questiéﬁs in addition to making a. <valuation of student
motivation. (See Appendix B-4) Overall the return rate for both of these
'forms was over 80 percent. |

Table 6 indicates that for the most part the Enstructors in each course

felt the placement decisions.were "about right." Out of the 22 studgnts -
whose abi]%ty was ranked by instructors as "too High for this group,” only

50 percent successfully cbmp]eted the course, This would indicate\that

factors pther than ability may have played a part in the students' failure

to pass the course. These other factors may or may not have been detected-

by tne counselor during program planning.

e e e e @0 e ,wﬂ.;J ;ngigéiu

N » .- E—— .
o R - —-- i T . - ~ - -




-13-

S —————— oyttt

[2

Table 6: Iﬁ;tructor Evaluation of Academic Ability by Course and Level

~

Ppevetes el Earaiiimtng st e e 4 © e g

Students also seemed to agreé with placement decisions

for the group, only'one (in English) successfully completed the course.

(See Table 7.)

Students also can opt to—;;;ETT—?;_Hevelopmenta] courses againgt the recommend-
ations of counse]qrs and instructors. Most.of the five students in Option C |
Reading whose abilities wefe judged to be too high for the group (their
average,reéding score was 13.0) remained in the course even when encouraged

to leave. Of the nine students whose abilities were judged’ to be too low

The majority fe]t that the course‘d1ff1cu1ty in compar1son to their ab111ty

s "about r1ght." 0f the eight who 1nd1cated the coursework was too easy,

Too High . . Too Low
, for Group About Right for Group Total N
i
Reading % % - %
Option A (Fall 79) 14.3 78.6 7.1 14
‘Option B (Fall 79) 6.3 81.2 12.5 16
Option A/B(Sp. 80) "29.4 70.6 0 17
Option C (79 & 80) 15.6 84.4 0 32
. English. '
Option B (Fall 79)° 6.3 81.2 12.5 16
Option A/B(Sp. 80) 10.0 80.0 10.0 10
. Option C (79 & 80) "~ 14.3 77.1 8.5 35
Math
Option B (Fall 79) 6.3 93.7 0 16
Option C (Fall 79) 4.8 95.2 0 21
Table 7: Student Evaluation .of Course Difficulty by Level
TN Too
Too Easy About Right Difficult Total N
. Read1ng T .- % % 1
0pt1on A (Fall 79) 14.3 85.7 0 14 |
Option B (Fall 79) 7.7 - 92.3 0 13 :
Option A/B (Sp.80) 11.1 88.9 0 9 }
Option C (79 & 80) 7.1 85.8 7.1 28
English - 1
Option B (ra]l 79) 0 92.3 7.7 13- -
option C (79 & 80) 0 100.0 0 28 \\‘-T
Mazh
Option B (Fall 79) 16.7 83.3 0 12
Option C (Fall 79) 0 100.0 0 20
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, only th}ee (38%) went on to successfully complete the course. Of the three
- students who felt the work was too difficult, one completed the course. -
Students and instructors in the middle ranges often were ih agreement, but
' 1es§ often in ‘agreement” on the eXtremes; Only two of the 17 stud2nts the
Jnstructors rated as having abi]fties too high for the group agreed wifh
fheir teachers. None of the students found by the instructors to have 1e§s
abiTity than the group expressed sim%]ar a;swers.
Most students (90 percent) in all three courses indicated on the student k
survey in Spring 1980 that they could not have handled a more difficult course.

This would indicate that students for the most part agrec ...ch the college

in its p]acemen;‘recommendations and that they\accept their need for devel pmentET'—*/)

coursework. (This question was added to the Spring student survey; data is

not available for Fall 1975 students.)
. In additon to assessing skills Tlevel in conjunction with placement,
instructors evaluated motivation and both students and instructors predicted

the likelihood of success. Table 8 shows compari§0n§ of these evaluaticns .- -

with numerical achievement scores (NAS) using the Chi Square statistic.

“

BN (The larger the Chi Square., the greater the relationship between the variabies. ’
Significance at .01 means that there is a one percent chance that the stat-
* jstical correlation found is due to error.)
In English, no correlation between th~ instructors' assessment of
studenté' skills and the final NAS was found. "However, there was a_sErong
correlation (E*gpi%icant at .01) between the instryctors' jquMeﬁt about
the students’ 1i£;?$hggd to pass the course and the final NAS. Students

were less likely to prea$c§ their successful completion of the course,

N

IR e
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~——. Table 8: Compavisons of Instructor and Student EvalGation of Student
; Ability to Succeed with Numerical Achievement Scores (Chi Square)
. Instructor Evaluation Student
; Student Likelihood of Evaluation
* Course HMotivation Success of Success
English 35.493%% - 14.261%* 4.363
Math 8.427 5.824* 1.481
Reading NA 9.323** 2.138

*Significant at .05
**Significant at .01

but that could be due to an unw’1lingness to predict failure to an instructor.
The instructors' assessment of student motivation was also highly correlated
to the final NAS. '

1n Math 100, the instructor§"assessment of student motivation was not

sigﬁificant]y related to success in the course, but their judgment about
the students' likelihcod of success was significan*ly related to comp]etioh

of math units. Again the students did not accurately predict their

potential to succeed.

Reading instructors were also much better able to predict success than
their students. A sign{ficant Chi Square was foun& for instructors, while
no correlation between stJdegt*aisgsimgnE 2n2 later §uccess was indicated.
Question 5: How successful were students who accepted placerment recomnendations?
. Many of the successes of developmental students cannot be definéd by
numbers or statistféé. This is especially true bf students in Optiohs A
anﬁ B who were told that the likelihood of completing any courses was sha11.
Achieving personal growth or other goals can be as important as passing grades
on a college transcript. s

Theré are ways, however, to Mook at the academic achievement of

deve]oﬁmenta] students. For example, as earlier describéd, a numerical

e e e - A ol = D -
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' achievement score (NAS) measured individual success on a scale of 0 to 4.
? Combaring the success of one group against another ca; also be usetul. To
% answer the question, the success of students in Options A and B will be ’
i ~ .
Ebmpared with those in Optica C (and a group of regular PD students). In
the first section, comparisons of demographic and academic characteristics
will be described. Ihe.second section will compare NAS, attendance and
o affective measurement rates of the two grodps.
Demcgraphic Characteristics
In addition to the two developmental groups, a control group Ot non-
developmental students has been included as a basis of comparison, (Table 2)
Differences among the groups by sex are negligible. In all three instances,
. Table 9: Demographic Characteristics of Developmental and Nondevelopmentai
g Students ‘ ‘
i —'l' - A. Sex
- Male Female
. # % # %
‘ Options A &8 25 47.2 28 52.8 5
P Option C 47 49.0 49 - 51.0
. + Nondevelopmental 22 41.5 31 58.5
’ B. Race '
. Hhite Other
i % # %
Options A &8 26 49.1 27 50.9
Optien C 77 81.1 18 18.9
Nondevelopmental 49 92.5 4 7.5
C. Age :
Mean - Median Range
, : Options A & B 25.2 23.5 17-63
T : Option C 24.8 23.6 17-65 .
” Nondevelopmental 21.0 18.5 17-50 - —
.. *. - there were rore women than men. meparisons of race, however, showed i

-subgtaﬁtial'dffferences between developmental students and nondevelopmental

students (Table 9B). Minorities were disproportionately represented in
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Options A and B to a great degree. This result is similar to the findings

of a 1978 statewide study of developmental programs at e*~%t community

2

colleges. (A discussion of this issue and its implications can be found«

in the report from that study available from the Maryland State Board for

Community Colleges). Comparisons of average ages show a much younger

nondevel opmental group as comparedoto the two developmental groups. Tne

"median age for students in the Maryland study (who entered in the Fall of

1976) was 18.7, while nondevelopmental students average age was 18.5. This
may indicate that although there is‘1itt1e change in the traditional,
nondeve]opmeptal student, the developmental student populatior is undergoing
much change. Aé c$11eges open their doors to more peopie, programs may A

have to be adjusted to meet the new needs of this new constituency. Program;

. and éourse offerings may need to be adjusted for older and minority students.

Academic Characteristics

Several different academic characteristics were selected to compare
developmental gnd nondevelopmental students. Two indicators used in
assessing students' skills, the Nelson-Denny and the math assessment
quiz, are included along with attrition rates and course completion ratios.

Table 10A shows reading‘score intervals for Options A/B, Option C and
nondevelopmental students. Because the reading scores are used in student
p]acemént, the distribution of scores is not surprising. Table 10B separates
re?aing scores by placement and’.course type. The only number that seems
ungharacteéistic js-the score for Math 100 students. One e;p]§nation is;
the number of studerts in this group who may have no other déCe1opmenta1

needs 6§her than math. It may also indicate that students with -other

developmental needs may avoid taking math until other basic skills are

n
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s Table 10: Academic Characteristics of Developmental and Nondevelopmental

" ‘ Students

VR ) A. Reading Score Intervals (Nelson-Denny Total)

Less than 7.0 7.1 ~9.0 9.1 - 10,0 10,i-11.5 11.6 & above
# % # % # % # Z # A

1 2.4} 0 O

Options A & B* 16 39.0 20 48.8 1} 9.8
Option C 11 13.4 24 29.3 17 2027 15 18.3 15 1i8.3
Nondevelop- )

mental T - - 4 9.1 8 18.2 10 22.7 22 50.0

stronger. (This issue will be discussed in the following section comparing

student success in math.)

B. Initial Reading Score Averages (Nelson-Denny Total)

. N Mean Median
Fall 79 . .
Option A* 16 6.5 6.0
Option B 17 7.7 8.4
Option C 82 9.6 . 9.4
Rdg. 100 33 9.2 9.1
Eng. 100 32 9.0 8.9 |
Math 100 17 11.4° 11.0 |
Nondevelopmental 44 11.5 11.6 g
Spring 89 i
Option A/B* 20 7.1 7.2 g
*Nelsen %
R v ;
C. Math Placement Scores f
" 0 1 2 3 4 and above .

i3 4 % # % # % 4 %
Options A& B 31 75.6 6 14.6/2 4.9 - 2. 4.9 e
Option C: 29 46.8 8 12.9 12 19.4 4 6.5 9 14.5 |
Nondevelopmental 7 17.1 10 24.4 5 12.2 7 17.112 29.2

The comparison of attrition rates among the different groups had
several surprising outcomes. Most notably is the high return rate of

developmental students in Option A. Even though few actually completed

<]

-any coursework in the fail, almos® 70 percent came back for the“spring semester.

’
-+

|
¢
{
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; .f// D. Attrition Rates (Fall 79 Students Only)

* 1 semester " <2 semesters -
N # % # %
Option A 16 5 31.2 11 68.8
Option B [ 17 13 76.5 4 23.5
Option C 60 .25 - 41,7 - 3% 58.3
Nondeve]opmenta] 53 17 32.1 36° 67.9
> <
E. pou§$e Completion Ratios

| 0- 253 25 - 89% 90 - 100% ' Dy

A T $ . % § 4 -
Option A, 17 47.2 17 42.2 2 5.6 g
Option B 11 64.7 6- 35.3 0 0
Option C* : 3¢ 35.4 41 42.7 21 21.9

* Nondevelopmental 8 15.1 20 37.7 25 47.2

This would indicate that the low teacher-student ratio and the new placement .
_ procedures wquee_wel] in the area of student retention.- Students ip-
Option B, on the other.hand, were much less likely to return after one

(Less than 25 percent enrolled for Spring 1980.) This may.

indicatt that the courseload, while limited t¢ 12 hours, was too demanding
and distouraging for many of the students. Out of the total in that group,

for ex mple, only one completed any math units. The data on attrition

; ~ .
seems to shpport the adjustment made in the piacement procedures for.

Spring 1980. --These ghanges combined Qptions A and B, and limited the course-

N
ﬂ-‘lﬁ‘

work to nine hours. LA

LY
.
~

Course completion ratios usad in Table 10E were computed by dividing
the number of hours completed by the number attempted Data from both
the fall and spr1ng semesters was 1nc1uded but withdrawals were ;\t 1nc1uded

in the equation. The resu]ts for Option A and B students vere expected

v

»,

because of the level of skills of the students upon entering the courses. v

It is intercsting to note, however, that Option A students w=ere more likely
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to complete courses they affigpted than‘Option B students. This also would
‘supportdthe decision to combine Options A and B and liﬁiting course hours.
The r;sults d{so show that students in.either of the options are able to
successfully complete some of the coursework. (The relatfonship between

type of student and course completion is significant at fbl.) .

Success Comparisons ‘
English \
English comparisons were made between students in Option B during

. ?all 1979 and OPtiBn'A/B during Spring 1980 to students taking the regular
100_English'course in both semesters. (pption C) 1In comparing the NAS
averages of the two groups, (Table 11) a significant Chi Square was found,
indicating‘Ehat Option C students are more likely to do-better. Part of
fhis was due to the number of Option C students comple%ing the course.

. Because student; in Option A/B were hot expected to complete the course,
it is reasonable to combine the”fhird and fourth categories. Statisticgllf;_
there-is still a significant difference, but the spread between the two
groups is much smaller.

Table 11: English Numerical Achievement Scores of Options B and C
Students (%)
0 ' 1 2 "3 4 .
Did not attend Poor effort Fair effort Good effort Passed

Option A/B 11.8% 41.2% 17.6% 29.4% 0%
Option C 7.9 21.1 18.4 . b 47.4

Chi Square: 15.376 - Sig. .001
No"statistically significant difference was found in the affective
measurement rates of the two groups, even though the percentages show obvious

kY .

the highqst achievement.) This is due in part to the small range of the

(RY7

<

v
e

discrepancies. (Table 12. Affective rates range from 1 to 3, with 3 ind%cating

1
cta e s "
DL T T T
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data, the size of the table, and the Chi Square statistic. The raw data,

however, suggests that the Option A/B students have greater affective skill

Table 12: English Affective Measurement Rates of Options B and C Students

| L 0-2.5 2.6 - 3.0
Option A/B 71.62 28.6% ’
Option C 42.9 57.1

Chi Square: 2.223 (Not sig.)

needs; and that these skills may have affected the NAS outcome. (Comparisons

in English of attendance averages was not possible because of lack of data.)
Math comparisons were made for Fall 1979 only since no Option A/3
students were enrolled in math during the Spring. Among Option B students,
oniy one of the 17 completed any units of math during the first semester.
“In the regular ggo classes, four out of 25 completed three units of math;
an additional 12 completed 2; while one student completed one unit. Almost

70 percent completed at least one unit during the semester. (Table 13)

Table JEF\sNumber of Math Units Completed By Options B and C Students

0 1 2 3
Option B 93.7% 0% 0% 6.3%
Option C 32.0 4.0 48.0 16.0%

There was very little difference in the affective measurement rates

A ]

between the two groups in math. {Table 14) A Chi Square of .011 indicates
that the groups were statistically very similar. However, the difference
in the attendance rates was found to be significant at the .05 level.
{Table 15) Poor attendance could have been a factor in the lack of

success of the Option B students.
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Table 14: Math Affective Measurement Rates of Optiors B and C Students
0- 2.5 2.6 - 3.0
Option B 46.2% 53.8%
Option C 38.1 61.9

Chi Square .

011 (Not sig:)

Tab]e 15: Math Attendance Averaées of Options B and C Students

-

". 0 - 50% 51 - 85% 86 - 100%
Option B " 43.7% 50.0% 6.3%
Option C 24.0 36.0 40.0

Chi Square 5.806 (Sig. .05)
Reading .
”Cohparisons in reading are similar to those in English. When comparing
Optior A/B students with Option C students on a five-point NAS scale, a
statistically significant-difference is found in the achievement scores of

the two groups. However, when the last two categories are combined, no

statistical difference is noted, indicating that the Option A/B students .

were as successful as Option C students in meeting their individual course

goals. (Table 16)
Table 16: Reading Numerical Achievement Scores of Developmental Students N
Did not attend Poor effort Fair effort Good effort Passed
0 1 2 3 4
’ Options ASB 26.4% 15.1% 30. 2% 15.1% 13.2%
Option C 27.3 15.2 21.2 _ 6.1 30.3

Chi Square 5.237 (Sig. .05)

Differences even in the raw data of the afféctive measurement rates of

the two groups was negligible. This would indicate that students in Option & —-

reading courses have similar affective skills to students in Option A/B. (Table 17)

-
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Table 18:

Chi Square .236 (Not sig.)
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reading students as compared to English.

: ‘ ‘Tab]e 17: Reading Affective Measurement Scores of Developmental Students
DT~ 0-1.8 1.9-27  2.8-3.0
: —L ‘
Options A&B 15.2% 23.9% 60.9%
Option C- 12.5 28.1 ° 59.4

Differences in attendance averagés were also not significant. (Table 18)

Better attendance could have been a factor in the :higher NAS averages of

Reading Attendance Averages of Developmental Students

g 0 - 20% 21 - 75% 76 - 100%
Options ASB 18.2% 38.6% 43.2%
Option C T 39.4 36.4

Chi Square .554 (Not sig.)

Personal Development (PD}

Students in the nondevelopmental Personal Development (PD) control group,
|
some of whom were also enrolled in developmental courses, tended to be more

successful in completing PD than Option A/B students. The difference is
statistica]&y significant even when the last two categories (NA§ %vand 4)
are combineq. (See Tab]e‘19) However, it is important that over 40 percent
of the Optian A/8 students successfully cpmp]eted the course requirements
in one semesiter.

Similari to experiences in the other subject areas, no significant
differences jn affective skills were detecteza between the two groups.

{(See Table-20) In comparing the raw data, Option- A/B students actually

had higher affective measurement rates than students in the control group.

.

- 1
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Table 19: PN Numerical Achievement Scores of Developmental and Control
Group Students

0 1 2 3 4’
Did not attend Poor effort Fair effort Good effort Passed

Options A%B 17.1% 17.1% 14.6% 9.8% 41.5%
Reg. PD .12.1 6.1 6.1 , 9.1 66.7

Chi Square 5.581 (Sig. .01)

.Tab1e 20: PD Affective Measurement Rates of Developmental and Control Group

Students
0 - 2.7 2.8 - 3.0
Options A&B 41.4% . 58.6%
Reg. PD - . . 48.0 52.0

Chi Square .04562 (Not sig.)

Affective skill levels in the.EB—EEG;;;_Bay be a factor in the high completion
rate for A/B students.

Students in the control group, however, had a much stronger tendency to
attend class regularly than students in Options A/B. More than a fourth of
the A/B students missed at least half of the class sessions, while less than
5 percent of the control group had similar attendance averages. ﬂSee Table 21.)
These averages are directly related to the NAS averages.

Table 21: PD Attendance Averages of Developmental and Control Group Students

0 - 40% 41 - 88% 89 - 100%
Options A&B 22.9% 57.1% 20.0%
Reg. PD 3.7 40.7 55.6

~ Chi Square 10.10237 (Sig...01) o

Comparisons over Two Semesters

Studeénts in Options A and B from the Fall 1979 group who returned the

following semester maintained simdlar affective measurement rates and attendance

.
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averages. Tables 22 ‘and 23 show comparisons between the two success

scores for the two semesters ’ .

Table 22: Compdrison of Attendance Averages of Option A/B Students N
Over Two Semesters )

’ Attendance Average ~

0 - 20% 21 - 70% 71 - 79% 80 - 100%

Semester 1 13.3% 26 7% 24.4% 35.6%
Semester 2 7.1 . 42.9 21.4 28.6

Chi Square *1.457 (Not sig.) . . S S

Table 23: Comparison of Affective Skill Rates of Option A/B Students
' Over Two Semesters. ,

- 0- 2.1 22-2.8 . 2.9-3.0
Semester 1 21.3% 37.8% 4443
Semester 2 28.6 42.9 28.6

Chi Square .944 (Not sig.)

The raw data show that returning students had lower scores in both areas

the second semester. The:lower rates could be a result of decreased

L

‘supervision and follow-up as compared to the first semester.
*k %k % % k % % % % %

Question 6: How important are affective skills in achieving academ1c
success’

This is perhaps the most difficu]t research question because of the

inability to measure afiect1ve sk111s quant1tat1ve1y Mostkjg§§§g@gg§§___

dev1sed have ser1ous prob]ems because of reliance on evaluators' judgments,
resulting in discrepancies caused by different criteria used by different

people. For example, reading instructors gave a wider range and more
L v «

,
i
¥
P

diverse affective measurement ratings than math instructors for the same

¥
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students. This could be due to different student motivation and abf]ity in
the two¥courses, or, more likely, the result of differences in the way the
instructors evaluated the students.

Even though most measures are imperfect, there are still compelling

}
. 3 . ’ { \
reasons to attempt comparisons of affective skills and academic success.

€

Most eduiSEQKE\WOU]d agree that affective skills are important pre-

requisites to learning. The discussion below will compare several

indicators of affective skills with success measures.

...'Bég{ca11y; fwanvaggébWEs wére d;ed a; affective skill indicators.
The affectidé measurement rate (AMR) has a possible value of 0 to 3.0.
(See earlier discussion in introduction about the ins£rument; also see
Appeﬁd}x B-5.) Scores‘c1oser to 3 indicate a higher affective skill level.
Attendance averages are also used to measure affective skills in time
management and commitment, .

Several,other indicators also deserve mention. The Self Assessment
Checklist (see earlier discussion) along with the Tennessee Self Concept
Scale and the Nowicki-Strickland Internal-External ‘test measure self
esteem which is related to affective skills. Neither of the nationally
normed tests, Tennegseé Total P Score or Nowicki-Strickland, were found
to be related to success measures, such as NAS averages and attritio&.

As described earlier, the Self Assessment Checklist had negative correlations

with NAS and attendance averages and affective measurement rates for

developmental students. (See Table 24.) The Tennessee Total P score was
found to be éignificant]y fe]ated to NAS averages in Persbna] Development.
This suggests that a student's self esteem could have been a factor in his

ability to complete the-course requirements.

o - £
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In comparing AMR and attendance with success measures, significant
cor?e]ations were found between AMR and attrition, and between attendance

- Table 24: Correlations of Affective Measures with Success Indicators
for Option A/B Students

_ NASA Attendance Attrition
AMR : - .1680 -.2159 .2403*
Attendance ' .3125%* L= - -.1203
Self Assessment -.2717* -.2591* -.2463

¢
*Significant at .05
**Significant at .01

mr———— s

and NAS averages. This means that the higher the students' AMR, the nidre
-Tikely they'are to return the following semester. The relationship between

attendance and NAS averages is not too surprising since attendance is

gsua11y a prerequisite for course success. The lack of relationship
between AMR and NAS averages could be due to weaknesses in the AMR

instrument. The data as it stands does not link strength in the affective

~

. skills as reflected in the AMR score with grade equivalents.
Attendancehand AMR was also tested for correlations with success by

subject matter. Table 25 shows a comparison of AMR with NAS averages in ° -

’ AA_.A
Table 25: Comparison of Affectiva Skills with English Numerical Scores
0 1 2 3 4
AMR Did not attend Poor effort Fair effort Good effort Passed -
0-2.5 4.0% 44.0% 28.0% 12.0% 12.0%
2.6 - 3.0 4.2 8.3 12.5 16.7 58.3

Y

Chi Square 15.07714 (Sig. .01)
English. The two were found to be highly related, indicating the higher the

English AMR, the higher the English NAS. (Option A, B and C students were R }

included in the comparison.)

AMR scores in math, however, were not f9und to be correlated with

number of units completed. (§ee Table 26; oh]y Option C students were

34
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included because only one Option B student completed any math units.)

Affective skills may not be as important a§ other skills in achieving
‘ success in a subject such as matﬁ. Note, for example, that a higher
percentage of students with Tower FMR scores'comp1eted all three units.
of math. ' .

' Attendancg, on the otﬁer hand, was strongly related to su;cess in

" math. (See Table 27) Only nine percent of students attending at least

86 percent of the classes were unable to complete any units of math.

Table 26: Comparison of Affective Skills with Math Units Completed by
Option C Students , .

Units Completed

AR 0 T 2 3.
0 - 2.7 . 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 20.0%

2.8 - 3.0 18.7 18.7 50.0 12.5

Chi Square .36346 (Not sig.)

Table 27: Comparison of Attendance Averages with Math Units Compieted by
Option C Students ’

" Units Completed

Attendance 0 1 2 -3
0 - 50% 45.5% 54.5% . 0% 0%
51 - 85 8.2 18.2 54.5 9.1
86 - 100 9.1 9.1 54.5 27.3

Chi Square 15.332 (Sig. .01)

The findings in reading were similar to those in math. (See Tables 28
and 29) Reading A@R scores were not found todbe significantly related
fo NAS averages”using Chi Square. However, the Cramer's V shows some
directional relationship indicating that those with higher AMR scores
. vere more likely to have a higher NAS in reading. Those with higher AMR

scores were also much less likely to receive @ Tow NAS.
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Table 28: Comparison of Affective Skills with "._.ding Numerical Scores

NAS Intervals

AMR 0 1-3 4
AMR 0 1-3 4
0- 1.8 36.4% 45.5% 18.2%
1.9, - 2.7 20.0 . 75.0 5.0
2.8 - 3.0 10.1 53.2 27.7

Chi Square 6.287 (Mot sig.)

Table 29: Comﬁarison of Attendance with‘Reading Numerical Scores

NAS Scores
Attendance 0 1 2 3 4
0-20% 87.5% . 6.3% 6.3% 0% 0%
21 - 75 . 10.0 40.0 36.7 6.7 6.7
75 - 100 0o - 0 29.0 25.8 45.2

Chi Square 64.123 (Sig. .001)

Attgndance again was found to be highly correlated to reading success.

The same rosults were found for thé Personal Development courses.
(See Tables 30 & 31.) The relationship of the Tennessee Total ? SEore
with PD NAS averages described earlier indicates that self concept is more
important for success in PD than other afféctive measures usédxjn the

~ -

AMR instrument.

Table 30:. Compa%ison of Affective Skj]]s with D Numerical Scores

NAS Scores..

AMR ) i 2 3 4
0 - 2.7 16.7% 16.7% 8.3%" 8.3 50.0%
. 2.8-3.0 3.3 10.0 3.3 16.7 66.7
Chi Square 3.232 (Not Sig.)
T
\ .
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.Table 31:
Attendance 0
1 - 40% 66.7%
41 - 88 ‘3.2%
89 - 100 0

-30-

»
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" Comparison of Attgﬁﬂance with PD Numerical Scores

2

NAS Scores :
1 2 3 4
33.3% 0 ' 0 0
12.9 5.8 9.7 48.4
0 4.5 9.1 86.4
.odl). .

-Chi Square 42.461 (Sig.

********

N

o <.

" Question 7:

~ How successful were student who did not take p]acement

* recommendations for 0pt1ons A and B? *

A'total of 17 students were identified who chose not to enter dption
A/B even thquéh recommended by a counselor to do so. Overall, these students
were no less successful than students who did enter_OpFions A/B. Howevégrf*
differences were noted betweéh the two students groups in several areas.

For example, this group was composed pr1mar1]y of women, over
80 percent as compared to about 50 percent 1n the A/B grOUp These
students.also were lgss likely to be a minority race. Age differences

were not significant.

Demographic Characteristics of Students Rejecting Option A/B .

Jable 32:
Placement Recommendations
‘ v - N %
Sex :
Male ’ 3 17.6
Female 14 82.4
Race .
. White 11 64.7
Other 5 29.4
Age
15 - 19 6 35.3
20 - 29 8 47.1
30+ 3 17.6

Similarities were also found between average Nelson-Denny scores

between students rejecting placement recommendations and Option B students

(See %;BTE\BB) Averagé self. assessment scores were lower than any of the

AR .
The negatBVe\gorre]ation of self assessment scores with

groups at 42.1,

™ -
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success measures of developmental students indicate these students '
° N /

are more realistic about their skill level and mstivation, even though

they opted not to enter the opiional developmental courses.

Table 33: Academic Characteristics of Students Rejecting Option A/B -
Placement Recommendations
il % '
Course Completion
0 - 25% : 7 41.2 A
29 - 89% ¢ 8 47.1 /
90 - 100% . 2 11.8 /
GPA- (1st semester) ) ‘
0 ‘ 12 70.6
.01 - 2.99 2 11.8«
3.0 - 4.0 3 17.6
ND Intervals
9 - 7.0 4 25.0
.1-9.0 9 56.3
9:1 - 10.0 2 12.5 5
10.1+ 1 6.3
Self Assessment
33-4 3 42.9 .
44 - 48 4 57.1
Attrition
Attended 1 semester 8 47.1
Attended 2 semesters 9 52.9
— H
The,1ike1ihoo§~a? returning after one semester was not a? strong for PERI

from Option B. Part. of this could be related to the number of hours

studonts not in Option A/B atfempted.

5

these students as students in Option A, buf more did return than those * -

The average student enrolled for~

8 hours, only 2 more than students in Option A, but 4 less than Option B

studenfs In addition, the students not in either 0pt1on had similar course

comp]et1on ratios to studJnts in Option A and were more successful in

comp]eting\courses than their counterparts in Option B.

At this time, éignificant differences between students who did or did

1

not take placement recommendations” are not obvious. However, the small

" size of the contro1 sample and the lack of more detailed 1nformat1on ?Egyt
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the students not in either option mean that only descriptive comparisons

can‘bé made. However, there is enbugh evidence‘to indicaée that students

with Tow assessment scores can achieve}success without intensive

developmental” support. * ok ok ok ok koK KK K

Question 8: What effects do students goals have on academic success? -
" During the assessment Beriodz stgdeﬁts were asked to compiete a student

goal survey'to indicate their reasons for coming to Dundalk Community College.

(See'Appendix B-2) Thefgoa]s were then divided into three categories,

Academic, Career, and Personal.. The scoring mechanism ‘took intg account the

variable number of goals in each categof} in determining thg major direction

the ~tudpnt appeared to be head1ng .

The goals of developmental students in Options A/B and those in the /
régular PD classes were significantly different. .Students in Option A were
much more likely to have academic goals while students in the nondevelopmental
PD classes tended to hgfe more personal goa]s (Tab]e 34) This could be _vﬁﬁﬂﬂ“rvi
a result of the placement procedures. ~The PD course is a regular comp0nent
Table 34: Goals of(Students in Options A/B and Regular PD Before and
) After First Semes\er . P o
P !
Goal Rretest w7
Student Group . Academic Career / Personal
* Option A . 48.3% . 24.1% 27.6%
Option B . 40.0 33.3 © 26.7
Reguiar PD 12,0 21.7- 65.2
_ -Goal Post-test '
Option A 43.8% : 31.33 T~ 25.0%
Option B ' 50.0 37.5 . 12.5
Regu]ar PD ° ~ 33.3 -+ 33.3 . 33.3
. § g . .
of hoth options which is requ1red for ail students.. The nondeveiopmenta]
* |

PD course, however, is eJect1ve_ Becaus$>of the natuve of ﬁiﬁ_ﬁyﬂ:se’

T\

CO
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,,,‘ mre‘studénts with personal as opposed to academic and career goals may
choose to enroll in the course. , . . ’ \\\
The type of goal studenfs have on entering college also was net found
‘to be significantly correlated to measures of success or ability. For
example, type of student goal had no relationship to ;1 student's reading
score~—Those with personal goals did not read any better or worse than
. students with academic goals. (Table 35) The reading scores fqr students
/,// with career goa'ls, however, indicate that this type of student m'ay need )
more reading. development than other students. Less than 15 perceni of this
group- read above the ninth grade level. - |
Tab]e"35: Compariscn of Student Goals with Reading Scores
‘ Nelson-Denny Total q
) - Goals 047.0 7.1 - 9.0 9.1 - 11.5 11.6+
AT academie -~~~3’é;5%,~,_,,\ 26.3 21.1% 21.1%
. *  Career 28.6 / 57.1. 7.1 7.1
Personal 33.3 . 22.2 11.2 33.3
Chi Square Not sig. ' R i
Significant re1ationship§.rélso were not found between .;_;oa]s and self <
- assessment scores. The raw data, ho<wever, showed that over 50 percent of 1
\ students with higher s€1f assessments had academic goals with less than ’
T 25 percent having personal goals. Over 75 pdrcent of students with lower
self assessments had person;} goals. (Ta‘b]e Q) 1
‘Tab]e 36: Cothparison of Student Goals jwith Self Assessments !
: ZSelf Assessm'ent s 1
Goals e 46. or ~.]ess . 47 or more ‘
Academic : 7 . 8 11
Career : \ 7 ’ 4 R
Personal : ~10 v 3
< 53




-34<

" Statistically, there were no diffgrencés among students with different
goals in attrition rates, course compietion ratigs, or numerical achievement’
score averages (NASA). Thé raw data showed lower N&SA scores overall for
students with career goals, but the difference was not statistically '
significant. Even though sté}istica1 di fferences were not compufed, skill
levels of students with careér orientations perhaps should be considered.

- Students in boph groups tended to makg changes in their gogis after
one semester. Goals inqicated jn the pretest taken during the;assessment

period were not found to be related to goals selected after one semester.

(Tables 34 and- 37) However, almost 70 percent of students who originally

Table 37: Comparison of Pre- and Post-test Goals of I'D Students -

. Post-test
Pretest Acadenic Career Personal
Academic g (67.7) 3 (25.0) 1 {8.3)
Career 1 (14.3) 4 (57.1) 2 (28.6)
Personal 5 (33.3) 4 (26.7) 6 (40.0)

had academic geals maintained that direction; a little less 'than 60 percent
maintained a career dirgction;>on]y 40 percent still had personaﬁ reasons
for qttending college after one semester. Much of the change from personal
to other goals aopeared to come from the nonde§e10pmenta1 PD students.

At the beginning of the fall term, 65 percent of the g?oup had personal
goals for atténding college. However, by the end of.'the semester that

percentage had dropped to 33 percent.
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. e
Overall, the use 6?”§pecia1 options in developmental education at
Dundalk - appears tg/ﬁ/ye met needs of students with low assessment scores.

The co]]egffseems to have found a way to work with students who come with

_poor rgad1ng backgraunds, unrealistic expectations, and lack of self

e
,

" Confidence. The boTiege, through a progran of individual attention and

carefully constructed courseloads, managed to retain almost 70 percent
of'fhe group of students with the Towest assessment scores. This
was compardble to the return rate for nondevelopmental students.

The ass%samént ingtruments and placement procedures. also seem to point most
studaats in the apprepriate,diﬁection. For the most part, the different
componéats seem to Forre]ate student ability and course level, although
certain adjustments might furthet improve the;assessment sys tem.

The discussion below will desaribe these two areas (Options and
Assessments) more fully. Recomendations coming from the discussion will
then be summarized.

Options ‘

Success of students in Options A/B appeared to meet or exceed most

expectations of the cd]]ege. Although students indicated in the placement

survey that they expected to complete a higher proportion of their

© * coursework, the high return rate of the Option A students suggests that

they did not becoma discouragggxﬁith low course completion rates.

Ho&éver, Optian B students had the lowest return rates of any of the
groups of students, less than 25 percent. The main difference between the
programs of the two optidns was an‘additiona1 six hours of coursework.

The load appears to nave discouraged many of the students in this option.
The changes instituted in Spring 1980, when the two options were combined,

appears to haVe made the nacessary adjbgtments to lessen this problem.

4o
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The main change in the program was the deletion of math. Since only
one of the Option B students completed any math, this appears to have been
a good way to lessen the course load. Data from the math control group
also suggests that students need a grasp of basic reading and comprehension
skills before ta%k1ing math. While most students in the control math group
met with some success, their average reading scores were consistently
above the 11.0 grade level. Students in thions A/B would probably do
better to delay math courses urtil other basic skill levels are increased.

It will be important for the college to continue to meet the diverse
goals of its.developmental students, especially if the number of low
skilled students increases. The 1ikelihood of students from Options A/B
ever réceiving Associate degrees or certificates is not high. That does
not decrease the value of higher education for these students. If other
of the goals for developmental education are met, then progress has been
made and success achieved. In designing programs for these students,
the college should not be overly concerned about "wasting" students"
time in courses that may not count toward a degree.

The college, however, must be sensitive to t'.e type of student likely
to be in developmental education. More older students with developmental
needs are being attracted to the college, for example. Also, the develop-
mental group is likely to have a higher percentage of minority students
than the nondeve]opmeﬁta] group.

The major weakness in the establishment of options for developmental
students is the lack of follow-up. For example, the average reading
score after one semester for Option A/B students was 7.8, compared to
an entry average of 7.1. This would indicate that these students still

need careful supervision and structured course selection.



Assessments

The majority of students and instructors in both Options A/B and C
agreed with placement décisions derived from assessment scores. This is
perhaps the best indicator that the instruments used are adequate. Many of
the tests were also significantly related to different success measures.
(See Questions 1, 2 and 4) However, the data did indicate that several
changes could be made to simplify the process without decreasing its
effectiveness.

One of the most important sceres seems to be the Nelson-Denny reading
test. it was shown to be correlated to most academic success measures. The
ability to read and comprehend material well is logically a precursor to
academic success. The regding score also seems to be a good indicator
for ‘a student’'s need for developmental English. For these reasons. the
college should consider giving the Nelson-Denny to first time students at
the beginning of the assessment process before any other test. If students
score below the cutoff for Option A/B, they would be recommended to enter
tﬁe optional English/Reading/PD sections. No other tests would be necessary
unless requested by the student. Students =coring above the cutoft poinf
would then take the math placement test. The English inting assessment
might not be necessary, depending on the reading Tevel of\the student.

If the college feg]s that information about a studenf‘s self concept
would be useful in working with that student, the Self Assessment Checklist
could become a penﬁanent part of the assessment process. The Checklist
appears to be as effective as naticnally normed tests, Sﬁt takes only

minutes for the student to complete and to be scored. The Checklist is
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probably a m6}e usefui, tool ¥or developmental instructoré, but there
‘ could be benefits from having all students fill out the form.
One important factor that the results of this study underscore is
/;;/////,/////E;; inability of any set of tests to predict'perfect1y the best placement
for every student. The college should retain enough flexibility in the
assessment process to allow students who strongly disagree with placement

recommendations to select their own program. This includes not only

te

students who do not enroll in one of the deve]opmepta] options, but also
students whp prefer to take courses that seem on the surface to be below
their ability 1éve1. Qualitative factors such as motivation and self
confidence play such an important part in the learning process, that
quantitative assessments -are not always correct. |

Recommendations

' The following recommendations are concerned with the overall
deve]ogmenta] options and assessment process at Dundalk. Throughodt ’

the result section of this report, observations and suggestions have been

ﬁade. Although many of these points have not been included in this section,

they are no less important. ‘

It is recommended that the college:

-Continue to offer the Option A/B developmental program for
students with low assessment scores;

-Keep the maximum courseload of Option A/B at nine hours;
-Delete math from initial courseloads of Option A/B students:

-Continue to offer programs to meet diverse goals of developmental
students, both academic and affective;

v

-Continue to design both credit and noncredit (continuing
education) courses to meet the needs of students not pursuing
academic degrees and certificates;

L8N
<t
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-Be sensitive to the‘differences in age and race of developmental
students as opposed to nondevelopmental students;

“_Establish a follow-up program for Option A/B students returning
after one semester, including suggested courseloads and regular
counseling;

-Continue §kills assessments for all first-time students;

-Use the Nelson-Denny (or Nelson) reading test as the primary
indicator to place students in. the Option A/B developmental
program, in developmental English, in developmental reading,
and to determine if it is appropriate to .administer the math
placement test; . i

-Discourage students with low reading scores from attempting
math.until increasing basic skills in reading and comprehension;

-Add tﬁe Self Assessment Checklist to the assessment ﬁrocess to
provide information about student self concept;

-Maintain f]exibi1ity in the assessment procedures to allow for
individual differences.
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ADDENDUM

To better understand the déve]opmenta] education program at Dundalk
Community College, success df students in the developmental and nondevelop-
mental control groups was examined for an additicvnal year. In most cases,
the original analysis and recommendations were not affected by the new.
data. The new information, however, is‘useful in understanding patterns
of developmental student behavior. _

The new data only reflects traditional success measures easily obtainéd
fromlstudedfzreco}ds. These inc]u&e 1) the number of semesters a student
attended Dundﬁ]k, 2) semester and cumulative grade point averages, 3) and
the ratio of hours completed to hours attempted. In this sectioa, research
questioﬁs 1isted on page 6 which were affected by the 1980-81 data (numbers 1,
2, 5, 6 and 7) will be discussed only in 1ighf of the new information. A
new question also has been added to compare the success of students entering
mid-year with those entering in the Fall.

* k k k kK k¥ * x *x k% * %

Question 1: How effective are the placeme~t tools used at Dundalk Communi ty
College? : ‘ .

Two variables, the total Nelson-Denny (or Nelson) score and the Self
Assessment, were compared with three success measures: cumulative grade
point average (GPA), attrition (number. of semesters attending), and the
course completion ratio. Comparisons were ﬁade by student type, including
Option A/B, Option C, and nondevelopmental.

Significant relationships between Nelson-Denny scores and all three

success measures were found for nondevelopmental students. (GPAs with zero

value were not included in any of the comparisons.) A definite correlation

48
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L

between Nelson-Denny scores and cumulative GPAs was also found for'Option C
Students. Students in both: groups who scored higher on the Nelson-Denny
tended to heve higher success scores. Although there was a slight tendenéy
for Option A/B 'students with higher Nelson scores to earn higher GPAs and
complete more courses, no statistically significant correlations were found
between Nelson scores and success fieasures of Option A/B students.

A positive correlation was also found between GPAs and Se]f’Assessmen;‘i
scores of nondeve:opmental studentg (significance at .05). No correlation
was established between course completion ratios or attrftion and Seif o
Assessments of these same Students, although a slightly qggq;jye-indicafgan
between attrition and Self Assessment was-noted 15{5;%;icant at .10). No
;orrelation between Self Assessment scores and success medsd}es were found
in either the Option C or Option A/B student groups.

* de Kk d k k *k k k & * %
Question‘Z: Which assessment tools were the most predictive?

'Over a two year period, the Wels ~-Lenny appears lo be the most pre-
dictive assessment tool, especially for traditional, nondevelopmental
students. However, none‘bf‘the tools were particularly strong in predicting
the success of students with severe developmental needs. This does not mean
the reading scores are not useful in placing students. The Nelson-Denny
(or ﬁe]soq) js still the best screening mecharism f.r determining basic skill
levels of students (See revised Table 10 in Questicn 5 below). Although
reading scores did not predict succ.ss within develnpmental groups, the scores
were important in placing students in the correct Cption. Significant
differences in performance levels among Option A/B, Option C and nondevelop-
mental students were found in every'success measure. Reading scores, the main

criterion in student assessment, proved to be the best tcol for placing

students in the appropriate Options.

50 D
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Question 5: How successful were students who accepted placement
- recommendations?
Comparisons of approp;iate academiE characteristics have heen revised
to include data from the 1980-81 academic term.

Academic Characterist1cs :

Academic characteristics affected by the new data include attrition
and course,completion ratios. Comparisons are also made among the different
student groups in nymber of hours earned over the two year period. This
infbr%ation should be useful not only in planning dévalopmenta] programs ,

\but also in counseling developmental stddents, especia]]y'those wifb

-
S =
v -

unrealistic expectations.
\
\

\

Table 10 Revised: Academic Character1st1cs of Deve]opmenta] and Non-
\ developmental Students* _ N

4

D. Number of semes;ers enrolled at DCC

. 1 semester 2.:semesters 3 semesters 4 semesters
# % # % ) # %. # %

Fall 79

Option A 4 25 8 50 3 18.7 1 6.3 -
Option B 12 70.6 . 4, 23.5 - 0. 1 5.9

Option C 27 39.1 23 33.3 6 8.7 13 18.8

Nondevelop- -

mental 13 -24.5 - 12 22.6 8 15.1 20 37.7

Spring 80 -
l—g_KOption B 12 60.0 5 25.0 3 15.0
Option ¢ 13 50.0 2 7.7 11  42.3

E. Course Completion Ratios (Fall 79 & Spring 80)

0 - 24% 25 - 89% 9 - 100% .
# % # % # %
[

Option A 7 47.2 16  44.4 3 8.3
Option B 11 62.5 6 37.5 .. - 0
Option C 33 34.4 42 43.7 21 21.9
Nondevelop- : )
mental 8 15.1 18 34.0 . 27 50.9
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F. Number of Hours Completed

0 . 1-6 ' 7-24 25-60
# z # 4 # ) # Z
Fall 79
Option A 5 33.3 .8 53.3 2 13.3 0 0 :
Option B 9 56.3 5 31.2 1 16.3 - 1 16.3
" Option C 5 20.8 22 30.6 28 38.9 7 9.7
Nondevelop- : . .
mental i 13.2 10 18.9. 11  20.7 25 47.2
S%ring 80 “ o .
ption A/B 8 42.1 -8 42.1 3 15.8 0 0
Option C 8 33.3 4 16.7 10 41.7 2 8.3

*pata collected for only 4 semesters.

]

S . s
The gap between Option A/B students and other students is significant.

Well over a third of the A/B students did not successfully comp]efé a course,
and less than 15 per cent comp]eteé seven or more hours, even though

5

15 per cent attended college at least three semesters and almost half

attended at least two semesters. Forty-four per cent of the A/B students

did not successfully complete any coursework. (Developmental courses are

included in the totals.) This data would support the new placement -

procedures .which recognize the 1ikelihood that students with reading deficiencies

need preliminary skills before atdempting even the basic developmental courses.

Success Comparisons

Comparisons ot aevelopmental course completions also illustrate
differences between students with severe and more normal developmental needs.
The tables below show’the‘number of times students enrolled in the developmental o
reading and English course and whether‘or not they succgssfu]ly ﬁompieted

required coursework.




_A. Optioi A/B Reading  * . B. Option A/B  English
# times did not "successfully # times did not successfully
enrolled complete completed . enrolied “complete completed :
_Course . . course ) - course course
1 %oy 7T T 33 6
2 ) 8 -ir 4 42 4 2
3 - - 43 - - -
“C. Qption C° Reading ) - D.OptionC  English
times did not successfully # times did not succe§4;§%1y :
enrolTed complete completed enrolled complete completed p
course- - course ) : course course ; “
1 21 19 1 22 24
2 3 % 4 2 1 3 e
3 2 - 3 - 1 -

_and placement procedures should continue to-be_flexible enough to take into

--45- ('- ‘ 7

Addendum Table 1:_ Comparisonsiéf,Course Enrolliment and Completion by
Type of 'Student ,

Only 20 per cent of the 0pt1on A/B students tak1ng Reading were able to

complete the requ1rements, and half of thosé students found it necessary to
repeat ‘the course. About 18 per cent pf Option A/B students also completed
Eng]ish. Almost half of the Option C students in Reading were able to
complete requirements. Aboet 55 per cent of the Option é students in English

also successfully completed- the course. The major differenée between students

1

!

in the two Options .was the number of fhose able to complete course requirements . ]
'in one semester. These data show'that students with‘very low assessment i
scores sgeu1d not expect an inifia] high rate of course comp]etionl !
It is.also.important to note, however, that while the dverage Option A/B %
student failed to complete courses, somz were very successful. The assessmert i
<

account nonacademic behavioral factors which affect student success.

* k k k k ok k k k k k Kk
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Question 6: How important are afggiéje skills in-achieving academic

success? <.
In Question 1, the cofré]q;1oh of Sel¥ Assessment scores with success
megsureé was discusseq. Stati;fics indicated the higher the Self Assessments
of nondevelopmental students, the greater the GPA. However, those with higher
Self Assessments also tended to stay in college fewer semesters. No
_“N-\*significant correlations between Self Assessments and success measures were
) "fEGEE’ih either the Option A/B or C groups . Correlations between Affective
Meagurement'Rates (ﬂMR) and success measures also were not detected. This
« could be due ;o~thé lack of distribution of AMR scores. The new data did
»nof shed any new light on this issue, although a revised AMR scordgsheet
‘M;%§”d§9§iopéd”fﬁf‘later use.

A ' Tk k ok ok ok ok k k k k k Kk %

Question 7: How successful were students who did not take placement recommend-
ations for Y0ptions A and B?

The new data were used bfimari]y to update academic characteristics of

students rejecting placement recommendations to allow better comparisons.

/ ) -
Academic- Characteristics of Students kejecting Option A/B

Table 33 Revised:
e P]acemen; Recommendations -

‘ . 4 B3
Course Completion Ratio
0 - 24% S / 8 47.1
25 - 89% 8 47.1
90 - 100% 1 5.9
Cumulative GPA
0 9 52.9
01 - 2.99 5 29.4
,3.0-4.0 3 17.6
Attrition
attended 1 semester - 1 41.2
attended 2 semesters . 7 41.2
attended 3 semesters 3 17.6
attended 4 semesters 0 0

i . 5

e
Bt S
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Table 33 (cont'd.) \ ' L
— e T s
# ‘hours completed
: -4 23.5
- 75 7 41.2
7 - 24 5 29.4
1 5.9

=~ 25 - 60

~

For the most part, students rejecting Option A/B placement recommendations
did’és well as, if nqg better, than students in Options A/B. 0véra11, they-
were able to complete mbre course hours and stayed in school as long as their
counterparts in Options A/B. The limitations listed in the body of the report ) ;
relating to sample size are still applicable to this analysis. However, ) -
_these results provide additional support for maintaining f]exibi]it} in the
assessment of students.

* k * k * k * k k k k * ‘

Question 9: Are students who enter college mid-year as successful as those
- entering in the fall?

N There is no indication that students entering college mid-year meet
with 1es§\success than thosg entering at the beginning of the academic year.
(Sée Question 5, Table 10 Revised.) More students, however, in both

Option A/B and Option C enter{ng mid-year failed to return to coliege

after one semester. The summer vacation and difficulty of follow-up
probably explains this difference, although the mid-year students did a§ well
in the other.success measures as other students. Attrition problems with

. mid-year developmental students might be Jdiminished with increased
counseling énd fellow-up during the'Fa11 preregistration period held

each Spring.

* % k % k k k k k * *k &
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CONCLUSIONS
The new data seem to support the Conclusions reached earlier and
éhanges made by the college in developmental education since the origina]

. report was is;ued. Two recommendations, thg institution of a follow-up
program and the maintenance of flexibility in assessment procedures, receivéd
additional support from the new data. Dundalk Community College has shown
its willingness to deal with the increasing developmental needs of its

+ students by recognizing the complexity of basic skill levels.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR DEVELOPMENTAL EDUCATION
. AT DUNDALK COMMUNITY COLLEGE
‘ Approved May, 1979

The purpose of this statement is to identify approved policies and procedures
regarding Developmental Education issues at Dundalk Community College. They are
based on previously documented data supporting the Developmental Education emphasis
at the College (i.e. philosophy, rationale, needs, assessment data, faculty feed-
back, attrition, academic progress) and more recent data (i.e. Developmental
Education 100 project, follow-up Studies related to Developmental Education, profess-
jonal literature).

These policies and procedures blend with existing philosophies and procedures
as much as possible, yet offer a more Structured, systematic and seyuential approach
to meaningful educational alternatives for our student body.

ITEM RO. 1 The following goal statement reflects the commitment

GOALS STATEMENT of the college to a comprehensive approach to
Developmental Education. Developmental Education
activities will be designed and provided to assist
students: :

a. Develop and/or review basic academic skills
necessary for continued academic success
(i.e. Reading, Writing, Math and Study Skills.)

b. Develop and/or review prerequisite skills related

. to specific disciplines (i.e. Business, Social
Sciences, Natural Sciences).

. Develop and/or review basic life management skills
necessary for continued academic success (i.e. goal
setting, time management, self exploration, decision
making).

(¢}

d. Develop increased self confidence in academic activities.

e. Determine realistic and appropriateA1ife goals
(i.e. career, educational).

f. Develop life skills that are useful in getting
along in the community beyond the college experience.

ITEM NO. 2 Assessment procedures will include Reading, Writing,
ASSESSHENT Math and an Attitudinal Survey (self-assessment-

to be dz2veloped) and a screening criteria checklist
(see attached).

ITEM NO. 3 A1l new students wil) be required to complete assessment
- ASSESSMENT: before their initial registration at the college.
' Waivers may be granted upon request for the following:

(W11
G.
?




ITEM NO. 4
ASSESSMENT

ITEM NO. 5
ASSESSMENT

ITEM NO. 6 -
PROGRAM PLANNING

. ITEM NO. 7
PROGRAM PLANNING

ITEM NO. 8
INSTRUCTION

Students with a Nelson Denny reading test éomprehension |

-2-

a. Transfer students satisfactorily completing 12 or
more college credits with an overall 2.0 grade point
average before attending Dundalk Community College.
An official transcript will be required.

be Students taking 5 credits or fewer.

c. Additional waivers may be granted at the discretion
of thefeollege.

Any student, full-time or part-time, flagged for ,
insufficient academic progress shall be required to \
complete assessment before registering for another
academic session if assessment has not already been

completed. \

assessment of reading skills before registering. \

Program Planning will be required of all students new
to Dundalk Community College. This may be done before
registration (an initialed program planning sheet) or
at registration (signature on registration card).
Program Planning at this point will be done with a
member of the Counseling Staff.

score of ~7.0 will be required to complete further \ W
|

The screening criteria checklist will be considered in
Program Planning recommendations by Counseling personnel.

A11 100 level courses will be offered for credit.‘

1
Only students meeting exit level skills designed for
Option C courses will be granted credit.
|

<
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ITEM NO. 9
INSTRUCTION

" LEVEL 1

" LEVEL 2

LEVEL 3

-3~ .

-

The following format will be used in designing
instruction for Developmental Education Options.

Assessment - Very low °
DE Screening checklist-
Counseling recomm-
endation

Criteria for Instructional
Recommendati on Options
. ND Comp -~ 7.0 to 7.4 ~ Option A
Futuve Assessment Read 100 A 3 credits
-Data . PD 100 A 3 credits
.Math - Very low Individual tutoring/
Writing - Very Tow counseling
Self 8 credit equivalent

Student registers
for entire opticn

u !

ND Comp 7.5'- 8.5 .

Math - Low
Writing - - Low
Self ’

Assessment - Low
DE Screening checklist-
" Counseling recomm-
endation

‘Read 100 B

Option B8 . |
3 credits
3 credits
Eng 100 B 3 credits
Math 100 B 3 credits
Individual tutoring/
counseling /
14 credit equivalent
Student registers
for entire option

PD 100 B

ND Comp - 8.6 - 10.0 Option C
Math - . below 101 level | Read 100 C 3 credits
Weiting - below 101 Tevel | PD 101 2 credits
Self Eng 100 C 3 credits
Assessment - average RDSK 100 C 1 credit
DE  Screening checklist- Bus 100 C 3 credits
Counseling recomm- Math,100 C -3 credits
endation (Mods 2,3,4)
Courses offered
independently
Student registers
for recommended
courses i
60
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. ITEM NO. 10 : Students will be strengly encouraged to register for

i INSTRUCTION * the appropriate options based on assessment and program
%;;;' ,' ) planning. Students choosing not to accept this

¢ : recommendation will be permitted to register for

courses pf their choice as allowed by stated prerequisites.

T ITEM NO. 11 The necessary skills for each Developmental Education
i INSTRUCTION . course will be developed through course content
4 fecusing on career, academic and/or personal development.
ITEM NO. 12 P A design will Le developed to follow the academic
FOLLOW-UP/EVALUATION/ - progress of students identified by category through
RESEARCH assessment data (Level 1, Level 2, Level 3) to .
determine: - -

1. - courses attempted, courss completed

2. credits attempted, credits completed

- .- 3. attendance patterns (class sessions attending, class
' sessions missed)

4. attrition (drop out/discontinuatiop during a given
semes ter)

5. persistence (number and sequence of semesters attended
at Dundalk Community College) :

ITEM NO. 13 A design will be developed to follow-up the activities ¥
FOLLOW-UP/EVALUATION/ of students identified by category through assessment
., RESEARCH. ' data (Level 1, Level 2, Level 3) to determine:

1: continued education
2. empioyment

3. other activity subsequent to course work at -
Dundalk Community College .

ITEM NO. 14 ‘ A January, 1980 meeting will be planned for all
FOLLOW=UP/EVALUATION/ personnel involved in Developmental Education ]
RESEARCH activities during Fall 1979 for the purpose of ‘
. , evaluating the Fall program and making appropriate -
e recommendations for future Developmental Education
v activities. '

- Items 15 through 19 are.administrative issues. They will be considered- . .
by the Dean and Division Chairpersons in making decisions related to Develcpmertal A
Education. - - . : i

RECOMMENDATION NO. 15 It is recommended that a person be designated Coordinator
ADMINISTRATIVE o of Developmental Education. This person would coordinate
all phases of Developmental Education activity (personnel,- - .
. - scheduling, budget, grants, follow-up). .
we? © v

N ‘,
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o
RECOMMENDATION NO. 16
ADMINISTRATIVE

e

RECOMMENDATION NO. 17
ADMINISTRATIVE

RECOMMENDATION NO. 18

ADMINISTRATIVE

RECOMMENDATION NO. 19

ADMINISTRATIVE

" Developmental Education serving as Chairperson with

-5-

It is recommended that the faculty teaching jn Options A
and B, 4 credit hours of pay be offered for a 3 credit
course. The extra credit”hour of pay would compensate
for an additional 15 hours of team teaching activity
beyond the time required for ‘the content course assigned.
Coordinated planning time is considered as part of the
teaching load as are office hours for individual
agsistance (counseling and tutoring).

It is recommended that Options A, B and C be provided
Fal1-1979 and Spring 1980 and scheduled for both day
and evening. Specific activities and procedures be

developed to facilitate the appropriate selection of
courses upopn completion of Options A and B. '

It is recommended that class size for Options A and B
be 1imited to 15. Option C classes will continue
with present enrollment limits.

It is recommended that a Developmental Education
Committee be established with the Coordinator of

Commi ttee membership being collegewide. The purpose

of the Committee would be to deal with issues related
to all aspects of Developmental Education.




. Appendix B-1

S0 SELF ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST
D.C.C.
- NAME ~ .
SEMESTER ——
YEAR

Directions: All students new to Dundalk Community College are askzd to complete the Self
Assessment Checklist. Your responses will be helpful in planning your educational
program at the college. Circle the answer that best describes your opinion about

yourself.
. .
1. When compared to other college students, | ABOVE -
think my.Reading skills are AVERAGE AVERAGE
2. When compared to other colleye students, |, ° ABOVE
think my writing skills are AVERAGE AVERAGE
‘3. When compared to other college students, | ABOVE
~ Tthink my Math skills are AVERAGE AVERAGE
4. When compared to other college students, | ABOVE
think my study habits are - AVERAGE AVERAGE
5. My grades in school before coming to ABOVE
college werd AVERAGE AVERAGE
6. | have a clear career goal right now. YES UNCERTAIN
7. { have a clear educational goal right now. YES UMCERTAIN
8. | am willing to work longer and harder than
, others in order to do well in school. YES UNCERTAIN
9. |1 get “up tight”” when | have to do an
. assignment or take a test. i YES UNCERTAIN
10. College is the rignt place for me now. YES UNCERTAIN
11. If I get discouraged with college, | may
want to quit. YES UNCERTAIN
12. School is a very important thing to me
right now. YES UNCERTAIN
13. | know what | can and cannot do when it .
comes to school work. o YES UNCERTAINS
14. | would rather work and make money than
go to school. YES UNCER "AIN
15. | feel | am at fault when | am not
successful in school. YES UNCERTAIN
16. | feel good about myself as a college student YES UNCERTAIN
17. | will be able to attend classes regularly and ’
be on time. YES UNCERTAIN
18. 1 will be able 1o have school work done on
time. YLS UNCERTAIN
19. | will be able to get along with my teachers YES UNCERTAIN
20. My reasons for comingTo college mclude (You may check morethan one)
( ) please my parents . () bea better person
() getajob. . ( ) nothing better to do
( ) financial aid . () fun, athletics, social hife
( ) other e e = e et
OCC Form No. 193 - 11/79 K
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BELOW
AVERAGE

BELOW
AVERAGE

BELOW
AVERAGE

BELOW
AVERAGE

BEIL.OW
AVERAGE

NO
NC,

NO

NO
NQO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
NO




apply to you.

. — 10. )
— 1L
—12.
—13.
— 14,
— 15,
—16.
— 17
18’
— 19,

(over)

w e N o v W

Be with my friends.

)

IMMEDIATE STUDENT GOALS AT DCC

Listéd below are some goals that students work toward. Check all items that

-

Develop new skills so 1-can get a better job than | now have.
Prepare for transfer to another college.

Try, college to see if | tan make it.

Try college to see if ! like it.
Prepare for a G.E.D.

Earn college credits.

4 ~.

Improve skills in reading/writing/math. 4

Learn skills so | can get a job &s soon as possible. Which kind? I

Learn skills so | can get a good job in the future (long-range).

Earn a certificate in ca certain field. '

Earn an Associate of Arts Degree. In what area? : ‘ — .
Study a subject of interest. -

Decide what to do with my life.

Feél better about myself_as a person.

Try somethiﬁg new and different.

Meet new people.

Participate in athletics>

Other reasons | am here include:

b)_, . | -

c) 4 : i .

<

DOCcC Form No. 227 - 6/80




Aﬁpeﬁﬂix B-2

IMMEDIATE STUDENT GOALS AT DCC

Listed below’are some goals that students work toward. Check all items that

“apply to you.

1.

~

10.
.
12.
13.
14:
15.
16:
17.
18.
19.

S O bW N

Develop new skills so I can get a better job than I now have.
Prepare for transfer to another college.
Try college to sez if I.can make it.

Try college to see if I like it.

\ t

Prepare for a G.E.D.
Earn college éredits.
Improve skills in reading/writing/maﬁh.

Learn skills so I can get a job as soon as possible. Which kind?

-
® . —— - — e ——

-
-

Learn skills so I can get a good job in the future (long-range). -
Earn a'certificate in a certain field. - o

Earn an Associate of Arts degree. In what area?

Study a subject of interest.
Decide what to do with my life.
Feel better about myself as a person.

fry something new and different.

"Meet new people.

0

Be with my friends.

Participate in athletics. -

Other reasons I am here include: ”
a) - ‘ e e
b) e s
c) » e
€
v ¢



EVALUATION OF COURSE SELECTION/PLACEMENT -« 0~
Student's Form '
Name . _Course & Section B
Check the best answer on each of the following items. AN
+ This course is R | =
_ too difficult about right _______;___ too easy
The amount of effort required for fhis‘éourse is °
' too much - about right - too easy

I feel this course (will, will not) help me with other courses._ '
! .

I feel that if I continue working at my present level, I-(will, will not)

pass the coﬁrse.

\ ¢ -

I b]aﬁ, do not plan) to take more courses in the.Spring semester._ _____ __ I

I have a_(high, Tow) desire to attend this course. _

I feel that I (could, could not) have-handled a more difficult course.___ g
%@'- S
- .y .




Appendix B-4

EVALUATION OF COURSE SELECTION/PLACEMENT

Instructor's Form

‘Rate ’ in your section of
Fall, 1979 on the following items. .
1. Academic ability: . AN )
too high for too low for
this group , about right . _this group

e e e s

2. Motivation to succéed:

high average, __;__ Tow

3. The amount of effort the student is putting forth is:
high . . average low

T4, It is my perception that the student (agrees, d%sagrees) with his
placement.’ -

5. If the student continues at his present level of effort, he
(will,, will not) complete the. objectives of this group. e

o




o . . ’ . Appendix B- -'Tfji—f
T _ AFFECTIVE MEASUREMENT TTor B-5 2

Student: ' _ Spring 1980

— - — @ = e - - . -

Course: , - Instructor: ) -

’ . Aifective Measire. : Yes {No |N/A Comment

GOAL SETTING
Prepares adequately for class ‘

! v

“Comp]etes.asgignments

TIME PANAGEMENT . :
Comes to class on time

Yurns in assignments on time

Comp]eteé exams in time
© allotted

MOTIVATION , !
Works om own initiative

Seeks out help ' !

Ts attentive during class

SELF CONRIDENCE
Participates.in class
discussions

Contributes new ideas

Raises questions when
confused

DECISTON MAKING
Uses imitiative when given .
a choice of assignments . T N

SELF_EXPLORATION _ T = — -
Listens to cthers with
opposite views

o PR
-——— -

Accepts criticism

e
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.

OPINION SURVEY

INSTRUCT IONS:

Below are a number of questions about various topics. They have been
collected from different groups of people and represent a variety of

opinions.
we are only interested in your opinions on these questions. Please circle

There are no right 6r wrong answers to this questionnaire;

''yves'' or ""no'" for each question below.

l.

17,

11.‘

12.

13.

14.

Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves if
you just don't fool with them?

Do you believe that you can stop yourself from catching
a cold?

Are some people just born lucky?

Most of the time °do you feel that getting good grades
meant a great deal to you?

Are yo'u often blamed for things that just aren't your fault?

Do you believe that if somebody studiés hard enough he or
she can pass any subject?

Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard
because things never turn out right anyway?

Do you feel that if things start o‘ut well in the morning that
it's going to be a good day no matter what you do?

Do you feel that most of the time parents listen to what
their children have to say?

Do you believe that wishing can make,good things happen?

Wheun you get punished does it usuall& seem it's for no
good reason at all?

Most of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's
(mind) opinion? -

Do you think that cheering more than luck helps a team
to win?

Did vou feel that it was nearly impossible to change your

parent's mind about anything?

'
i

-

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

MNO

NO

NO

NO

NO




15.

16.

17,

- 18,

19.

20,

21.

22,

23.

26,

27,

28.

29.

30.

(WS )
tond
.

Do you believe that parents should allow children to make
most of‘their own decisions?

Do you feel that when you do something wrong there's
very little you can do to make it right?

- Do you believe that most people are just born good

at sports?

Are most of the other people your age stronger than you
are?

Do you feel that one of the best way's to handle most
problems is just not to think about them?

. Do you feel that you have a lot of choice in deciding who

your friends are?

If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe that it might
bring you good luck?

Did you often feel that whether or not you did your homework
had much to do with what kinds of grades you got?

Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you,
there's little you can do to stop him or her?

Have you ever had a good luck charm?

Do you believe that whether cr no% people like you-depends
on how you act?

Did your parents usually help you if you asked them to?

Have you felt that when people were angry with you it
was usually for no reascn at all? i s

Most of th« time, do you feel that you can change what
might happen tomorrow by what you do today?

Do you believe that when bad things are going to happén they
just are going to happen no matter what you try to do to stop
them?

Do you think that people can get their own way if they just
keep trying? -

own way at home?

Most of the time do you xlt‘i)k/useless to try to get your

71

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
I_‘IO
NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

-NO

NO

NO

NO

NO




32, Do you feel that when good things happen they happen
because of hard 'work? YES NO

33. Do you feel that when somebody your age wants to be
your enemy there's little ycu can do to change matters? YES NO

34. Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to do what you
want them to do? . ° YES NO

35. Do you usually feel that y,oh have little to say about what
wyou get to eat at home ? ' YES NO

36. Do you feel that when someone doesn't like you there's . !
little you can do about it? YES NO

37. Did you usually feel that it was almost useless to try in
school because most other children were just plain smarter
than you are? ' YES NO
RS
38, Are you the kind of person who believes that planning ahead
makes things turn out better? YES NO

39. Most of the time, do you feel that you have little to say
about what your family decides to do? YES NO

)
40. Do you think it's better to be smart than to be luc"k<? -YES NO

Dundalk Community College
Counseling 0ffice




1'" ' | NOWICKI - STRICKLAND \
L | . INTERNAL-EXTERNAL ANSWER SHEET
L 4 Please circle "YES' or "NO* for each question below. $
1.  YES MO 21, YES  NO
2. YES NO 22.  YES NO
3. YES NO 23.  YES NO
4. YES MO . 24, YES  NO
5. YES NO 25, YES NO
6. YES - NO 26.  YES NO
— 7. YES MO 27. . YES  NO
8. YES NO 28.  YES NO
9. -+ YES NO 29.  YES NO
10.  YES NO 30.  YES NO
1. YES NO 3. YES . NO
12. . YES NO . 32.  YES NO
13, .YES NO : 33.  YES NO
14.  YES NO 3.  YES NO
15.  YES NO 35.  YES NO
16.  YES NO 3.  YES NO
7. YES NO 37.  YES NO
18..  YES NO 38.  YES NO
9.  YES NO \ 39,  YES NO
20.  YES NO 40.  YES NO
i
|
73 i
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1. Self Criticism

2k R e e ARl o e
P

2. Tatal Positive Score

)

. Identity

. Self Satisfaction

Appendix B-7
F -9

5. Behavior

6. Physical Self
7. Moral-Ethical Seif
€. Personal Self

9. Family Self

10. Social Self

" Tennesseé Se1fLCoﬁcept'§ca1e
RAW Interpretation Information
SCORE PERCENTILE

MEAR
35.54

345.57

127.10

103.67

115.01

71.78

70.33

64.55

70.83

68.14

- of health, his physical appearance, skills, and‘sexuality.

[ Ty

MEANING

S —————

High scores generally indicate a normal, healthy openness and
capacity for se]fbcrjpicism.ﬂLcw scores indicate defensiveness.
Reflects the overall Tevel of self esteem. Persons with high
scores tend to like themselves, feel that they are perscns of
value and worth, have confidence in themselves, anc¢ act according-,
ly. Pecple with low scores are doubtful abtout their own-worth;
see themselves as undesirable; often feel anxious, depressed,
and unhappy; and have little faith or confidence in themselves.

These are the "what I am" items. Here the 1nd%v1du51 is describiné
his basic identity - what he is as he sees himself. \
This score comes from those items where the individual describes
how he feels abcut the self he perceives. in general this score
reflects the level of self satisfaction or self acceptance.

This score comes from those items that say "this is what I do, or
this is the way I act." Thus this score measures the individual's
parception of his own behavior or the way he functions.

Here the individual is presenting his view of his body, his state

This score describes the self from a moial-éthical frame of

re ference--moral worth, relationship to God, feelings of being
a "good" or "bad" ‘person, and satisfaction with one's religion
or lack of it. :

This score reflects the individual's sense of personal worth, his

feeling ¢f adequacy as a person and his evaluation of his
gﬁisona]ity apart from his body or his relationships to others.

This score reflects one's feelings of adequacy, worth, and value
closest and most immediate circle of associates.

This is another "self as perceived in relation to others" categor
but pertains to "others" in a more general way. It reflects

the person's sense of adequacy and worth in his social inter-
action with other people in general.

*




‘Appendix B-8A

e " . PROFILE SHEET 1

Developmental Education

+0ption: A- B C Other .

" NAME: ' . SEMESTER: ‘
PHONE: Home S Work
ASSESSMENT DATA: READING V- WRITING MATH
, -
. -

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Data "~ Pre Post
~ Nelson .Denny v
C
T
Self Assessment : | : v g

Math Placement -

Tennessee {Total P Score)

Nowicki Strickland

Sentence Combining'

Affective Measurement

Student Goals

Hours Attemptéd . .
- o , ]
Hours Completed 4 .

Attendance %

g 7
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PROFILE SHEET 2
Level C

NAME . SEMESTER
°A$SESSMENT DATA: READING V- * WRITING

C-

e —————————

o 1-

——————————

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

DATA

Nelson Denny V

-

“

) _ ¢

T

¢
- Math Placement

Sentence Combining

Affective Measurement

Student Goals

Fall 1979 Spring 1980

Course Grade Course - Gradse




PROFILE SHEET 3
PD 101 Regular

NAME 'SEMESTER
ASSESSMENT DATA: READING V- WRITING  MATH B
C-
5 A " T- ) :

ADDITIONAL IN?ORgATION .

DATA - ’ : PRE POST

Selif Assessment

> Tennessee (fota] P Score)

Nowicki Strickland

°

tudent Goals

Affective Measurement




PROFILE SHEET 4
Non-Developmental

. . . o .
i NAME: _ ] SEMESTER

ASSESSMENT DATA: READING V- _ WRITING___ MATH,

- > ‘v\ Ce

-~ ‘\T -
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Fall 1979 : Spring 1980,

Course ° . , Grade ’ Course Grade

-
. S,
-
»

Summer 1980 ) . Fa'l 1980

Course - Grade Cburse Grade

i4 — -
——— — — —— —— -
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READING PROFILE SHEET

NAME

: Appendigg‘B-BB

SE@ESTER
| TEACHER
*T _ Pre Post
Nelson Denny W -
\ * LN T T
\ e ;
\\ e - - ToEr T
\ T T - .
\ ' ' - T T
Attendance % . ’
3
Grad\e
A - - -
Please return Affective Measurement Sheet.
\\
\\
i
4
\
\ ENGLISH PROFILE SHEET
NAME SEMESTER
TEACHER
1 o .
J Pre Post
éentenscé Combining Scores
;l’. . , . . .’
rAttendance % Y
dGrade
) . )
‘Please return A,ffeci;i ve ’Measurerﬁerj\_t Sheet. .
- | 80 7/
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PD PROFILE SHEET

NAME ) SEMESTER ____

TEACHER

Pre Post = ___

Tennessee (Total P Score) ’

-

Nowicki Strickland o .

Attendance' ¢
Grade

Please return'Affeétive Measurement Sheet, Self Assessment Checklist, and
Student Goal Checklist.

MATH PROFILE SHEET

——— e e+ e ma—

NAME . ' . SEMESTER
TEACHER \ f

Pre . _ Post

Math_Placement _f \ .

Attendadce %.

Grade

Please return Affective Measurement Sheet.
<




< ) 4 :
Appéndix B: Surveys and Forms
Used in the-Developmental Education
. Research Project

Self Assessment Check]ist

1.
2. Immediate Student Goals
3. Evaluation of Course Selection/Placement - Student
4. tvaluation of Course Selection/Placement - Instructor
5, ‘Affective Measurement Survey
6. Nowicki Strickland Internal-External Test (Opinion Survey)
7. Tennessee Seif-Cuncept Scale
‘8. Profile sheets ) .

A. Individual ‘student forms

B. Subject matter instructor forms

/

. 82
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Appendix C

DESCRIPTION OF COMPUTER PROGRAMMING DESIGNED
FOR THE DUNDALK COMMUNITY COLLEGE DEVELOPMENTAL-
EDUCATION RESEARCH PROJECT

» . . ‘
» .
’ .

A computer program was written in June 1980 to analyze data co]]écted
during the Dundalk Developmental Education Research Project: Primari1y,
the program tracks studentg‘over a periéd of four semesters; Because of the
“ length of the project. the initiel run jnc]uded data from only two semesters.

However, the data collection sheets can be updated after another year and

" the program rerun for more comprehensive data. In addition, the deletion
of certain variables in the future will not necessarily affect the use of
the progran... >

Data Collection

Data described in the report was collected from student and instructor

surveys, and questionnaires and from the student recoras ~ffics,. The ,

) . information was first compiled on individual profile sheets, then tranc-

ferred to standard, 80-column coding forms for key punching. Each student
record contained two cards. The format for ine coding sheet is shown at
the end of this appendices.

Variable Description

Variables used in the computer program, a1on§ with the variable name

and column location are described below:

1 Card Column(s) Name Variable Description
3 . \
s 1 1 File The file defines groups of students with these codes:™
5 0 - Nondevelopmental
: 1 - Option C - Math Controi
2 - Regular PD
3 - Option C - English Control
4 - Option C - Reading Controi
5 - Option B
6 - Option A (Fall 79), Option A/B (Sp 80)
. 1 2-3 ID Students in each group are assigned a number from
‘ 1 to 99; this information is used only for data
clarification.

Q - . 33




Y \
. A
3 | \\
AL ' , '2'.’ . |
. * * v
Card Column{s) Name : Variable Description _
‘ : 4 CAR\\ 'The card number indicates this *\s the first card
. \ the student's record.
A 5-6 . YOB Year of birth (availabie from cumulative grade card)
Yoo 7 SEX Male or female \ K
’ 8 RACE - The following codes are used: ’
\ W - White
» B - Black ;o
0.- Oriental . |
. » ‘S - Spanish , ,
, (Available from registration form. ) .
9" OPTION The type of program the student is in:
‘A - Option A -
B - Option B
C - Option C
R - Nondevelopmental
19-12 ENTRY Date of entry to college:
- . E79 - C=11 1070 R
' . ' S&0 -*Spring 1980, etc. S
13-14  HRSATT1 Hours attempted first semester ‘ -
15-16  HRSGOM1 Heu:s completed first semester
17-19 GPA1 GPA first semester R
*20-22  NASAl NASA first semester {Average of all subject °
~ NAS scores) : .
¢ 23-24 HRSATT2 Hours attempted second semester L
' 25-26  HRSCOM2 Hours completed second semester .
’ e 27-29 GPA2 GPA second semester z
[ 30-32 NASA2 - NASA second semes ter ) . : T
‘ 33-34  HRSATT3 Hours attempted third semester e
35-36  HRSCOM3 Hours completed third semester .
37-39  GPA3 °  GPA third semester =~
40-41 = HRSATT4 Hours attempted fourth semester -

42-43  HRSCOM4. Hours completed fourth semester .
44-46 GPA4 GPA fourth semester .
47-49  CUMGPA .Cumulative GPA
'50-52  CUMNASA Cumulative NASA

53-55  HSGPA High S;hoo] GPA (from student folders in records
office

56-57  SAPRE Self Assessment pretest score

58-59  SAPOST Self Assessment scores after one semester

60-62 NDPRE Nelson-Denny (or Nelson) total score

taken at entry
63-65 NDPOST1 Nelson-Denny total at end of first semester
66-68  NDPOST2 Nelson-Denny total at end of second semester:
69-70 NOWSTR1 Nowicki-Strickland External-Internal Opinion
; *Survey pretest
71-73  TNTOTP1 :Tennessee Self-Concept Scale total P score (pretest)
74 MATHPLA Math placement score (0 to 9)
75-76  AMRSEM1 Average affective measurement rate for first
semester (.1-3.0)




Card Column(s) Name Variable Description
77 GOAL1 Immediate student goal direction at entry into
’ -college
A - Academic
C - Career
P - Personal .
78 GOAL2 ’{Emediate §tudent goal direction after one semester
s CorP
1 79 RECOM Recomménded option
: A - Option A
"B - Option B
(A11 others lezave blank)
30 HSGRAD High school graduate
Y - Yes
N - No
G - GED
(Unknown leave biank)
2 1 FILED llce same number as FILE on Card 1, Column 1
2-3 ID2 Use same rumbers as ID on Card 1. Columns 2-3
4 CAR2 The card number indicates this is the second card
] . in the students' file
5 RDGNAS 1 Reading NAS for the first semester (0 to 4)
6 RDGNAS2 Reading NAS for the second semester
. i RDG3 Reading NAS for the third semester
Lo 8 PDNA1 PD NAS for the first semester
. ] PDNA2 PD NAS for the second semester
’ 10 ENGNAS1 English NAS the first semester
. - ~ 11 ENGNAS2 English NAS the second semester
12 . ENGNAS3  English NAS the third semester
13 7 MACOML Math units complete the first semester
s 14 " MAINCOM  Math units incomplete the first semester
T - . 15 MACO? Math units complete the second semester
s 16 . MACOM3 Math units complete the third semester
N 17-19 ATTAVEL Attendance average semester 1
. 20-22  ATTAVE2 - Attendance average semester 2
: 23225 RDGATT Reading attendance average
; 26-28 ~ ENGATT English attendance average
29-31 MAATT .Math attendance average
.. 32-34  PDATT PD attendance average
. 35 RDGABIL Instructor's evaluation of : tudents' ability (Reading)
i : i H "> high for this group
- M - About right
’ s~ - L - Too low for this group
i ~.36 ROGMOT Instructor's evaluation of student motivation (Reading)
: . = 7, H - High
- . ‘ ) M - Average
o L - Low
37 RDGSUC-_ Instructor's evaluation of Tikelihood of success
, ) ot in reading
- YL Yes
* N - No
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Card:  Column{s) Name Variable Description

I/
. . 2 38, ENGABIL  Instructor's evaluation of student ability in
English (H,M,L)
39 ENGMOT Instructor's evaluation of student motivation in
English (H,M,L)
40 ENGSUC Instructor's evaluation of 1ikelihood of success
A »in English (Y,N)
- 41 MAABIL Instructor's evaluation of student ability in
math (H,M,L) .
4?2 MAMOT Instructor's evaluation of student motivation in
] math (H,M,L)
43 MASUC ~ Instructor's evaluation of 1ikelihood of success
in math (Y,N)
44 RDGDIF Student perception of course difficulty in readung

H - Too difficult
- ’ M - About right

L - Too easy
45 RDGPASS  Student prédiction of success in reading
. Y - Yes
‘ N - No
46 “ ENGDIF - Student perception of course difficulty in English
: Lo (H,M,L)
47- - ENGPASS Student prediction of success in English (Y,N)
48 - . "MADIF %tuden§ perception of course difficulty in math
: ‘ H,M,L . .
® 49 MAPASS.. Student prediction of success in math (Y,N)
50-51 RDGAMR Reading affective measurement rate (.1-3.0) .
52-53 EMGAMR®  English affective measurement rate
54-55 MAAMR -  Math affective measurement rate
56-57 PDAMR PD affective measurement rate
58-63 (Blank)
64-65, AMRSEM2  Affective measurement average fcr second semester
66-68 SENCOMI  Sentence combining score pretest (grade level)
< 69-71 SENCOM2 _Sentence combining score posttest
12-74 TNTOTP2  Tennessee Total P score at end of first semester
75-76 NOWSTR2  Now:icki-Strickland score after one scmester

In addition to these original variables, other variables were created with

the following values

- Name Description ”
AGEINT  Age intervals 1. 15-19 s
‘ 2. 20-29

’ 3. 30 and over

MATHINT. Math placement score intervals 1. 0
2. 1-2

3. 3 or more

-
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Name

NDPRINT

SAPRINT
ATTINT1

ATTINT2
AMRINT1
AMRINT2

ENGAMINT
MAAMINT
MATTINT

RATTINT

_ RDGHINT

RDGAMINT

PDATTINT

PDNINT
PDAMINT
NSPRINT
TNINTL
. SADIF
TNDIF.

-5-
Description
Nelson-Denny intervals 1. Less than 7.0
2. 7.1-9.0
3. 9.1-10.0
, 4. 10.1-11.5
5. 11.6 or more
Self assessment intervals 1. Less than 46
) 2. 47 or more
Attendance average intervals ' 1. 20 or less
for semester 1 2. 21-80%
. 3. 81-100%
Attendance average intervals 1. 49% or less
for semester 2 2. 50-79% ‘
3. 80-100%
Affective measurement intervals 1. 1.9 or less
for semester 1 2. 2.0-2.7
3. 2.8-3.0
Affective measurement intervals 1. 2.1 or less
for semester 2 2. 2.2-2.8
. 3. 2.9-3.0
English AMR intervals 1. 2.5 or less-
- 2. 2.6-3.0
Math AMR intervals 1. 2.7 or less
2. 2.8-3.0
Math attendance intervels 1. 1-50%
2. 51-85%
3. 86-100%
Reading attendance intervals 1. 1-20%
2. 21-75%
3. 76-100%
Reading NAS intervals for semester 1. ? 3
2. 1-
) 3. 4
 Reading AMR intervals r less

wr\n—»
Nr—u—»
oou‘ooo
wnNo

PD attendance intervals 1. 1- 40%
2. 41-88%
3. 89-100%

"PD NAS intervals for semester 1 (See RDGNINT)
 RD AMR intervals (See MAAMINT)

Nowicki-Strickland pretest intervals 1. 1-12
‘ 2. 1. nr more
Tennessee Total P score intervals 1. 1-340
5 2. 341 Or more
.The computed difference between seif aszessment pretest

and posttest scores

- The computed difference between Tennessee Total P pretest

and pos»test scores

o
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Name Description

NSDIF The computed difference between Nowicki-Strickland pretest
and posttest scores

HRSATT =~ Total number of hours attempted all four semesters

HRSCOM Total number of hours completed.all four semesters

PERSIS The course completion ration is computed by dividing ‘the
total number of Nours completed by the total number of
hours attempted.

PERSISIN. Course completion ratio intervals 1. 0-24%

- ' L 2. 25-89%

3. 90-100%
GPAINT1 GPA intervals for the first semester 1. 0
: 2. 0.1-2.99

; ) 3. 3.0 or higher
ENGNINT English NAS intervals for semester 1  (See RDGNINT)
RETEN Number of semesters a student is enroller (1 to'4)
Compoiients of Firogram

2

“Ihe'first bart of the computer program defines the variables and creates
the new variable as listed above. New variables can be created to the program
as long as the existing data is used. The program can also be adjusted to
comhine ﬁnterba1‘pategories or recode original variables for a single task
if needed.

The second part of tﬁe program is divided into groups of tasks which
are associated,w{th the origi;a1 research questions. New tasks can be added
within cétégqries or separa&e]y with new task names. {
T4e major statistics used in the program are dascriptive in nature

and include Pearsan r correlations, crosstabulations with chi square, eta,

Cramer's V and gamma, and frequencies with medians, .ieans, standard deviations,

énd ~anges. The data does not lend itself to higher order statistics, such
» .
as regression analysis.

The tasks are listed below with briéf descriptions. The program

prints"the appropriate task name at the top of each page for easy

reference.




%:> Frequencies

Task

: Correlations

3

¢ English Comparisons"

Readinj
Comparisons

PD Comparisons

Low Skilled Not
in Level Aor B

Effects of
Students Goals'

S

Follew Up
Semester, 2

printout.)

Future Uses of the Program

Description

Several correlations can be computed to test for significant

re]atjopships between success measures and placement
tools, and between locally developed instruments and
nationally normed tests.

’ Co .
Frequencies are used to describe various demographic

and academic characteristics of different student groups. )

For example, mean and median ages can be computed along
with information on‘average test scores, and other
success measures.

In this section.comparisons are made between student
groups in-grades, AMR averages and -attendance. Also,
comparisons between responses-on the student/instructor
placemént survey and success are made.

- -

Similar comparisons to those inﬁEnglish are made in this

section. Instead of grades. number of math units -
completed have been used as a success indicator.

Similar comparisons to those in English are made in
this section. - .

Similar comparisons to those in English are made in
this section. In addition, comparisons are made
using self assessment, Tennessee Total P, and.Nowicki
pre- and posttest scores. - -

Students who were recommended to enroll in QOptions A
and B but chose not to are described in this section.
Frequencies are used to look at the demographic and
academic characteristics of these sgudents.
The effects of student goals on success and their
relationship to ability are described “in this section.
The main tool used is crosstabulation.

y

A series of fréjuencies are used to describe the
. success of students in the second semester.

[

(For'a better understanding of the various tasks, refer to the computer

v

In order to use the progrmﬁ?ﬁbr’anothggﬁgroject, similar research

questions mus t be, used. Basically the research.guestions for this study

&




ked if assessment tests and success were correlated, and if the new

ptional developmental education program was effective. Any questions dealing
with\comparisons of test scores and success or comparisons of groups of
students would fit the mode: Some adjustment;“might have to be made in the”
, variable fisting, but this would é%i be too difficult.

The most obvious future u%e of the brogram 9s the testing of new ‘
developmental education procedures. It w{11 be helpful to compare student
success under methods Aow being used with those developed .in the future.

Not only can.the actual programming be used, but also the student da%a.

s T%e program 1S now -wititten
added ;o'thg orig{na1 data sheets and computer cards with few problems.
Thé"uée of student numbers makes updating of information relatively easy.

In addition, procedures or tasks that'seem frrelevant can be deleted
" by removing the cards from the deck. New tasks can be substituted or added

at the end of the deck.

Mechanics of Running the Precgram

The program is now set up to use 8)-column computer cards. At some ’
point; it may be advisab]e'fo transfer the information from the cards to .
tape for storage. A great deal of student information has been collected
which may be of use in the future to a researcher looking for comparative
data. .

The cards for this study were keypunched at Dundalk Conmunity College,
.and the program run at Essex Community College. The Catonsville Community
College computer could also be used as long a; it has the Statistical

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) on line.

]
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The prdgram requires the assignment of extra workspace ir order to

computeﬁihe additional variables. The total amount of space allocation

Ry

requestedﬁaas 30,000 bytes. {Allocate Transpace = 20000) For programming
assistance, contact Mr. Jim"Smith, Director of the Essex Computer Center.

Programming additions or changes should follow the guidelines in the

SPSS nandbook (second edition). ‘

———— e
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COUNSELOR: ’ DATE:

o

"DEVELOPMENTAL EDQCATION SCREENING CRITERIA CHECKLIST

°

. Nelson-Denny Reading Te§t - results

Assessment results in Mqth

. Assessment results in Writing

Results of self assessment

Lack of previous academic success (non H.S. graduate, Non GED)

t

. Undetermined or unrealistic career/educational goals at present

<

. Inadequate study skills

Unaware of academic demands or how to operate in a college system

. Poor.se1f-image; lack of confidence

Inadequate interpersonal skills

. Non=academic motivation - (financiai aid, parental pressure,

avoid work responsiblity)
Low abi]%ty, aptitude for academics

Obviously high degree of anxiety, uneasiness, low tolerance for
frustration

Lacks sense of personal responsibility

STUDENT: . . - 8
RECOMMENDATION: 0PT10NA OPTION B___ OPTION C___ OTHER _

DECISION: OPTION A OPTION B____ OPTION C OTHER

ER:!' r':'v\p?ml o

‘ 95'!‘9:&'?33 Livary Building
. : 92 University af California

e Los Angeles, California 90024...
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