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PREFACE

The, ,academic year 1981-82 was the third ear of the General College's
Personalized Education Program (PEP)1, an ducational project at the
University of Minnesota designed to increase t e retention rate 'and improvethe academic achievement of minority and nontraditional students whohistorically have been Underrepresented in higher education. In a
continuing effort to improve and strengthen the PEP program, the Generalgollege made significant . changes in its ,nature, composition, and
administration 'during 198142. 'Primary among these changes 'was .theaddition of a fourth component to the program structure and the
establishment of cooperative retention efforts between the General Collegeand units of the College of Liberal Arts servingminority and disadvantag0students.

The new component aided to the'PEP program-was-the General College'
Asian.

written
Commanding English (ACE) "program, an intensive oral and written

communication curriculum for Southeast Asian refugee students. Thus, the1981-82 PEP program, was composed of four .distinct componentS: PEP I-(American Indian), PEP'II (Chicano/Latino), PEP III (Black), and PEP IV
,(Asian/Pacific).

The inclusion of ACE in the General College PEP program was the result
of a change in the funding.source for ACE. Tn its two years of independent
existence prior to. 1981-82, the. Commanding English program. (originallydesigned to serve all foreign students in the General 9milege, and in

-1980-81 modified to focus exclusively on the language needs of Southeast
Asian students) was funded from a variety of sources: the University of
Minnesota Educational Development Program; the. Minnesota Department of
Public Welfare; and the University's central administration. Since none of
these funds was renewable, the General College petitioned the University's
Office of Minority and Special Students Affairs (OMSSA) to fund the. Asian
Commanding English program for 1981 -82 in the same anner'as OMSSA helped
fund the original three PEP components; that is, from money granted by
OMSSA by the state legislature for the purpose of minority and specialstudent retention. The College's request for funding was partially,granted; the consequence was that the ACE program officially became an
integral part of the 1981-82 PEP program.

A significant new dimensionof the-198142 PEP -program was the result
of a novel 'cooperative arrangement between the General-Coilege and two
College ofLiberal- Arts departments, Chicano Studies and Atherioan IndianStudies.. In.an effort to improve and strengthen the University'retention

1
Originally titled "Pilot Educational Program" (1978)



efforts for the" Chicano/Latino and American Indian students, 'the
administration of the General College and the two College of Liberal Arts
minority departments entered into - informal agreements, the consequences of.
which should haye beneficial' effects on the entire University retention
effort..

By informal .agreement with the Chicano .Studies Department, PEP II
adopted three .Introduction: to Chicano Studies courses as the cultural
courses component of the .Chicano/Latino retention effort.: These Chicano
Studies courses, taught by Chicano ,Studies Department faculty, were given
General College course numbers and designations.' The success of this
mutual,venture, both in the 1981-82 academic year and continuing to, the

-"present, has led to a more formal agreement between the General College and
the Chicano Studies Department. In an agreement between the deans of the
General College and the (College of Liberal Arts--with the. approval and
assistance of the UniverSity'sCentraladministration-beginning with the
1983-84 academic year, the General College, and the Chicano Studies
DepaRment will share a newly-created. tend* track assistant professor
podition. The to-be-aPpointed assistan" professor will have his/her.
tenure home and major teaching responsibility in the General College, while
at the sameotime teaching the Chicano Studies introductory.courses to PEP
II students.

_Another special arrangement that will have meaningful consequences on
the General College PEP program is the result of an infoPmal agreement
between the General.College and the College'of Liberak Arts Department of
American Indian Studies. Through the efforts of flo wiger, Director of the
American Indian, Learning Reeource Center and an instructorjn;PEP I, the
six General College College%wurpep taught.in'pEP I will henceforth serve-
as'all4JniverSity, 171evel American Indian culture courses. These courses
will be available. not only to General College students `but also to any
student in the University who may wish to enroll in American Indian coUrse4
at the freshmansophomore:level.

trl

Since its founding; in 1978, the PEP -program has undergone almost
continuous evaluation.'- A "final" evaluation, for instance, haSappeared at
the end of each of the last two academic years.', Thus this final report.of.
the 1981-82 PEP program is-the-thirdTsuch-report-in-the three years of the
prograntseXistenee. Unlike its predecessors, thisreport,is divided into
two separate segments. The firetpartpresents an wia7luation-of PEP I, II,
and III. The second part is an eyaluation of thejisian CiiMmanding English
programr(PEp IV).: The separate evaluation of PEP. IV represents the
uniqueness of the Asian Commanding English (ACE) portion of ttie"---M
program.

For the most part, studentS enrolled in PEP.I, II, and III are native
born Americans whose primary_language' is English. On the other hand,
students enrolled in PEP',IV are almost all Southeast Asian refugees whose
native language, is not English. AcCordingly, the language .learning
problems of PEP IV student6 are dramatically different from those in the

.,



other PEP groups. In the ACE.p rtion of the PEP program, instructors find_
it.mecessary to give much g eater emphasis to. writing, speaking and
pronunciation skills than required.in .the other PEP. sections. This
difference,therefore, requires a different programmatic structure for PEP
IV and the employment of uniquely devised pedagogic techniques.

The 1981-82 evaluation of PEP I, II, and III, like those in.past
years, was conducted by two members of the General College staff,
Professors' Joan Garfield and John. Romano; Their evaluation this year
contains a feature not found in previous reports. Besides the traditional
measures of.academic success--grade point averages (GPA), credit completion

_ratios. (CCR), student characteristiCs, etc.--they added a two- and a
three-year follow-up-study of_students enrolled in the PEP program the
previous two years.

In these follow-Up studies, certain patterns of retention are
beginning to appear, the assessment of which provides confirmation of the
effectiveness_ of the PEP program as a retention program and as an
instructional mode. For example, the retention rate of students enrolled
in PEP II (Chicano/Latino) and PEP III (Black) in the two previous years is
higher. than that 'of students .enrolled in the two non-PEP control groups,
while their CCR's and GPA's are the same as those of the.control groups.
Given the fact that student6 enrolled in the PEP program generally have
lower high school percentile rankings than students in the two control
groups,..,there is reason to be optimistic about.spthe efficacy of the PEP
program.

.\\

PEP I .(American Indian), however, continues to be anomaly. Retention,
GPA'sand rCR's of students in this group continue to lag behind those of
both the.control groups andthose of the other PEP groups. The reasons for
these limitations' appear to be varied and many. Perhaps a better
assessment of PEP I could be Made if it were compared to similar programs
serving American Indians,' either, within the University as a whole or in
'other colleges and universities.. To date, evaluators of the PEP program
have been -unable to locate any norms, studies or, data that could usefully
be used for such comparisons. In any case, the information gathered from
the follow-up studies of the three PEP groups will be used in the 'General
College to set up its own comparative norms and 'data base be fruitful in
determining possible changes and revisions in the PEP program.

The 1981-82 evaluation of-PEP IV (ACE) was conducted by General
College Professor Sandra D. Flake and Sherry Read of the General College
TRIO office. Although the courses in PEP. IV were in some instances
different in kind from those in the other PEP groups, the same traditional
measures of success (GPA, CCR, and retention). were used to evlauate PEP IV
as were used to evaluate the other PEP groups.

By 'all
1981-82 was

,i.exceed 90%,

-indicators

such measures, the Asian Commanding English program during
an overwhelming success. Retention rates for the programgrade point averages are,in the high C+ range, and all otherof academic success (e.g., attendance, completion of

fit



assignments, etc.) testify to both the effectiveness and the success of the
prcam.

At nis stage of the. PEP program it would not necessarily be
instructive to compare the success of PEP IV with the other PEP groups.
For one thing, the cultural differences between students enrolled in PEP IV
and students enrolled in the other PEP groups are ;great. Secondly,
students enrolled in PEP IV began with language instruction at a more basic
level than students enrolled in the other PEP groups. Finally, the most
significant difference- between PEP IV students and students in the other
PEP groups lies in the level and quality of their prior academic
preparation. Among the Asian students of the PEP IV group are some whose
formal education in their native 'country can be considered excellent by any
American standard. In fact, many of them, bad they adequate mastery of the
English language, would have qualified for, admission to the College .. of'
Liberal Arts or the Institute of Technology. .1Many of them, in fact,
transfer to t'he Institute of Technology after their first year in the
General College.) A psychological or sociological study of this amazing
group of students would indeed be a worthwhile undertaking for some alert
graduate student.

A' sociological study, however would at this time be useless to the
evaluators of the PEP program for two reasons: 1) Asian students enrolling
in the PEP program in the future will be a younger group than those who
ha v been in the program heretofore. Because future students in the
program will be younger, they will"most likely not have had the kind of
excellent academic preparation in their native countries that some of their
elders were fortunate enough to have. Secondly, these younger students
enrolling in future offerings of PEP IV will most likely have had some
academic work in American secondary schools. Thus, with the increased
practice of English in their daily lives, they will come into the PEP
program with a higher level of English skills. Nevertheless any Asian
students who need additional instruction in English will find it available
to them in the GeneralCollege PEP program.'

The pages that follow, representing the PEP program's 1981-82 final
report, are-divided into two segments: the first part concerns PEP I, II,
and III; the second part describes the operations of PEP IV. While the
data provided here might interest anyone desiring information about the
General College's retention efforts, the'two reports also serve as the
mechanism by which the PEP program accounts for expenditure of funds
derived from various sources. In addition, of course, for those
responsible for the ongoing retention effort in the General College, these
reports serve as invaluable gdides as the PEP program faces the future.
Finally, faculty and staff members who participated in the 1981-82 PEP
program acknowledge a the debt of gratitude to the' authors who so

skillfully present the pages that follow.

C. P. Zanoni
Coordinator of the General
College PEP'Program
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study represents the third major evaluation of the General College PEP
,..--Program, a prog4ram designed to improve the academic retention and achievement

, of underprepared freshman minority students. Since the fall quarter, 1979,.
the PEP Program has served 273 students, including 86 American Indian, 72
Chicano/Latino, and 115 Black students.

The report provides data and analyses--after one, two, and three years--about.
students who began the PEP Program in 1981, 1980, and 1979, respectively. A
summary of the major results follows:

1. A three-year follow-up.of 116 PEP students who began in fall, 1979,
showed that 29% registered for'at least,one quarter during 1981-82.
_Further,. 12% registered for nine consecutive quarters since fall, 1979.
During this period,' 6% transferred from General College to another
University of Minnesota college. Taken collectiVely,. the PEP '79
students were retained at lower levels compared'to two academically
Stronger control groups. However,-the Chicano/Latin and Black PEP
students exceeded the retention rate of the non-PEP control (NPC)
group, which was composed of minority students who.e tered the College.
with stronger. academic skills.

2. The'PEP '79 students whO'bergisted at the University for three years
achieved similar grades and numbers of credits compared to the control
groups, suggesting that these students were able to overcome educa-
tional disadvantages that existed when they began as freshmen.

3. The PEP '80 students had an extremely high retention rate after two
years, as 95%'of these students returned to the. University for at
least part of 1981-82. As was found for PEP ,'79-after two years,
30% of PEP '80 students enrolled for six consecutive quarters during
the two-year period.

4. PEE. '81 students tended to have, lower retention rates in theirfirst
year compared to the PEP '80 students. The difference was reflected
primarily in the lower retention rate of the American Indian students
in 1981-82 compared to 1980-81.

5. The General College Placement Tests correlated strongly with freshman-
year achievement for the PEP '81 students.

6. Students who registered for non-General College classes generally
achieved similar grades in non-General College classes compared to

,

General College classes, but the completion rate in non-General College
classes was lower.

7. Academic achievement as measured by grade-point average (GPA) and
credit-completion rate decreased from fall to spring Auarters for
most student groups studied.



8. For both PEP and-control group students,.GPAs calculated with N grades
included in the calculation were much lower (generally below 2.0)
compared to those calculated without N grades (generally above 2.0).

9. For two consecutive years, students with high educational aspirations
(beyond a 4-year degree) and who had been out of high school for three
or more years tended to high higher achievement and retention rates
compared to students with lower aspirations and more recent high
school attendance/.

10. Fall-quarter GPA and credit-completion rate continue to be major-and
early predictors of student persistence throughout the year.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations for the PEP Program are based on data and informa-
tion accumulated both formally and informally during the past three years.

1. While the PEP Program has served many students well, others are not
being served effectively. Refinements of instructional and counseling
interventions are necessary to venhance student retention and achieve-
ment. More rigorous educational experimentation to determine the most
effective curricular and counseling interventions for these students
is needed.

2. To effectively serve the academically underprepared minority freshman,
the cooperation and involvement of all facets of the institution (i.e.,
administrative personnel, classroom instructors, and student services
personnel), as well as involvement of the broader ethnic communities,
is required.

3. Appropriate recruitment and ,Olacement of students in specialized pro-
grams and courses designed to improve retention and achievement is

essential to the success of such programs.

4. Efforts should continue to identify nonintellectual variables which
influence academic performance. Developing a profile of the most and
least successful students would improve recruitment and course-place-

,

ment procedures while identifying the most needy students.

5. It must be recognized that many of the4students who do not persist,
withdraw for economic and personal reasons which are beyond tpe
institution's control. Therefore, sw...:cess criteria need to be con-

tinually evaluated, especially given the tendency of students to "stop
out" of college for a period rather than_"drop out" forever.

6. The academid performance of students should be routinely and closely
monitored during their first quarter, as this quarter tends to be an
excellent predictor of performance during the remainder of the year.
StUdents who perform poorly during their first quarter should be care-
fully advised about,appropriate courses for the following quarter.

7. Since the three ethnic groups. of the PEP:Program tended to perform
differently on various criteria, future evaluations should consider
and evaluate the:performance of each of the ethnic groups separately
rather than focus on,the. total', 5roup of PEP students.

I -iii 9



o 8. The lack of clearly defined educational and career goals appears
to influence academic retention and performance. Therefore, it is

, likely that if stVents are assisted in developing educational and
career decisions, their retention and academic performance will.

oimprove.

9. The concept of specialized packages of courses for specific ethnic
groups should be examined. Is,ethnic separation within the Program

e. necessary, or would students be better served by having elements of
the Program integrated among the various ethnic groups?.

10. The continued use of ethnic minority faculty me mbers to teach,
counsel, and advise in the Prograw.is essential to,the success of the
Program.

A

11. Active and intensive counseling which focuses on educational and
career,planning, personal concerns, and survival within the institu-
tionvis necessary-to provide students with information, support, and
guidance. This counseling appears to be most effective when inte-
grated into and closely identified with the Program's academic
curriculum.

12. Evaluations of programs such as PEP are best used to provide direc-
tion and leadership for change, especially to refine specific compo-
nents of the Program.

13. Since the PEP Program is entering its fourth year, a college committee
should be established to review the Program and to make recommenda-
tions for, any needed changes. Individuals and services that have
been.involved with the PEP Program should be consulted during the
committee's deliberations.



INTRODUCTION: WHAT IS THE PEP PROGRAM?

As institutions of higher education become increasingly accessible to large
segments of the population, the academic achievement and retention of studentsbecomes extremely important. SpeZqfitally, student achievement and retention
is of major, concern to those.institutions with an open-door admissions policy,'
where students are generally admitted without regard to prior academic achieve-
ment or performance on standardized tests. The General College at the Univeraity
of. Minnesota is such a college.

.

In an effort to- `improve the academic achievement and retention of its students,
General College initiated a curriculum experiment in the fall of 1979 to im- -prove the academic success of underprepared

ethnic-minority freshman students.
This curIziculum experiment, which was called the Pilot. Educational Program
(PEP), consisted of separate clusters of courses specifically designed for threegroups of underprepared minority students: American 'Indian (PEP I), Chicano/
Latino (PEP II), and Black (PEP III). Student selections for the PEP Program
were based on high school academic achievement; scores on the General College
Placement Tests in mathematics, reading, and writing; .and t4 judgment of thestudent's advisor as to the appropriateness of the Program for the student.

. Student participation in the. Program was voluntary.

The PEP Program itself consisted of courses in academic skill development (e.g.
mathematics, reading and writing); culturally oriented classes (e.g., "AmericanIndian People in"Contemporary Minnesota," "The Chicano Experience," and "Afro.7
American Thought"); and intensive counseling and advising, often delivered
through a series of "Higher Education Academic Survival Seminars. ". The PEP
courses were often taught by faculty of the respective minority group,.and.the
counseling and advising was.usually delivered by ethnic minority faculty;
Therefore, the PEP Program was designed to offer underprepared minority freshman
students intensive academic skill development and counseling in a supportive
environment, with minority faculty serving

as instructors, counselors, and advisOrs.
As students progressed during their first collegiate year, they were permitted
to register for courses outside the PEP Program if the courses. were appropriate
to their skill level, interests, and career plans.

Romano and Gaifield (1980, 1981) completed two extensive studies of the PEPProgram. These reports summarized the academic performance of, as well as demo-
graphic,informatiOn about, the PEP students over a two-year period. In the 1981
report they concluded that "the PEP Program has been moderately successful overthe last two years as PEP students have achieved and been retained, at levels .

only slightly below students with
stronger academic backgrounds" (p. 17).

This"latesreport presets a three-yearfollow-up of PEP Program students. Speci-
fically, it continues the academic follow-up of-the PEP '79 and PEP '80 students
and control groups, as well as reportingon the most recent PEP students who
began in fall, 1981.

I-1



METHOD: THE WHO, WHAT, AND HOW OF THE DATA

This research report reviews academic achievement and retention data fer\PEP
students 'Who started in General College as freshmen during the fall quarter of
1979, 1980, and 981. In addition, selected demographic information and test
scores are reported for the PEP students who began in fall, 1981 Specifically,
this manuscript reports the following:

1. The'academicpregress through spring, 1982, of 116 PEP students who
entered the PEP Program in. fall, 1979 "(PEP '79), giving their, retention/\
withdrawal rates, cumulative grade-point averages (GPA) calculated
with and without N grades, credit-completion ratios (CCR), number who
transferred to other University of Minnesota colleges, and the number
who received the General College Associate in Arts degree.

2. The academic progress through spring, 1982, of 79 PEP students who
entered the Progrpm in fall, 1980 (PEP '80) giving similar information
to that describeMbove.

. The academic progress through spring, 1982, of 78 PEP students who
edtered the Program in fall, 1981 (PEP '81), giving similar academic
infortation to that described above. In addition, selected demographic
and test-score information is presented for this group, together with
data suggesting relationships between academic progress variabJas and
selected demographic and test-score variables. As in previous years,
the new PEP students were identified through class rosters and by faculty,
involved with the PEP Program. To be considered a PEP student, the
student had to have been enrolled in at least one PEP class in fall
.quarter, 1981, and to have .completed no more than 12 collegiate credits
prior to fall quarter.

4. The academic progress of two controf*groups who started as General
College freshmen in fall, 1979, was also followed. These groups
have served as comparison for the rPEP groups for three years. One
group, called the non-PEP control group (NPC), consisted of 86
minority (primarily Black) students, most of whom were receiving
financial assistaice through the Office of Minority and Special Student
Affairs (OMSSA). Thes% students were not registered for classes in
the PEP Program becauseitheir academic skills were deemed strong
enough so that they didnot need the PEP Program.

The second control group, called the Psychology class control group
(PsyC), consisted,of 83 General College freshmen, These primarily
white students were selected from an introductory y-psychology class
-with chdracteristics closely resembling the more typical General
College student.

At the end of spring quarter, 1982, University transcripts were examined to
determine GPA, CCR, and retention/withdrawal rate* GPA was calculated twice,
with N grades included and not included in the calculatien using a 4-point
scale (A = 4, B = 3, C = 2, D = 1, N = 0). Grades of 1 or W-were not included
in either GPA calculation. CCR was determined by dividing the number of
credits completed by the numberoof credits attempted for a given quarter. For
retention data, any student who registered and did not officially withdraw



that quarter was counted as a
CCR data were provided by the
studnts who transferred from
colleges.

persister for that quarter. Cumulative GPA and '
University 'Admissions and Records Office for those
.General College to other University of. Minnesota

Duting freshman orientation, each student completed course placement tests in
mathematics, reading, and writing, as well asthe "General College Student
Survey" which asked questions about the student's background, needs, and plans.
These data were summarized for the 1981 PEP students, together with high school
academic information collected from the "Freshman Summary Sheet" prepared by
the University Admissions and Records Office.

RESULTS: WHAT DO THE DATA SHOW?

O

The results are divided into-Ehree-parta: Part I: 1979=80 PEP students (PEP
'79): and control groups..(NPC and PsyC), Part 11-:-----1980,-_81. _PEP students (PEP
'80), and Part III: 1981-82 PEP students'(PEP '81).

Part I: Academic Progress of 1979-80 PEP Students and Control Groups- -
Three -Year Follow-Up

In the fall of 1979, 116 students were enrolled in the PEP Program (PEP_I,= 36,
1PEp II = 42, PEP III =;38: -Ktthe same dine, 86 non-white and 83 primarily
white freshman student's were identiified as control groups. The following datareport the academic progress of these,students during the past three years.

Table 1 summarizes the extent to which these students have been retained atthe University. During 1981-82, 29% of the PEP students, 35% of the non-PEP
control group (NPC), and 47% of the Psychology class control (PsyC). registered
for at least one-quarter at the University of The retention rate
was Il% for ,the American Indian students, 36% for the Chicano/Latinos, and 39%,for the Black Students. During the three-year period,of 1979 through 1982, 12%
of the .PEP students, 19% of NPC, and 18% oepsyd remained registered for nine-'consecutive quarters. During this same period, '6% of the PEP students, 12% ofNM-and 25% of PsyC transferred to other University of Minnesota colleges.
Most of these transfers were to,the College of Liberal Arts. Out of the 285
students' who entered as freshmen in' 1979, eight have received the Associate in
Arts degree (PEP I and III--orke student reach; PEP II,q1PC, and PsyC--two
students each).

Table 2 reports cumulativeacademic data on those students who enrolled at the
University of Minnesota for any part of 198182. The PEP group had a higher

-

cumulative GPA (without Ns) compared ,to the control groups (250 vs. -2.24 vs.
2.44); hoWever, their CCR wasloWer (0.65 vs. 0.71 vs. 0.78).` the end ofthree years, the PEP, students had acquired slightly 'more degree credits (91 vs.86 vs. 88).

.

A review of-the academic records of all:25 students from the PEP and control
groupswhotransferred from.General College showed their'cUmulative GPA (withand without' Ns) and cumulative CCR to be higher compared to those students
did not'transfer(see Table 3). PEP '79 Students who were enrolled in General.
;Collegehada higher cumulativeGPA (without NO, and achieVed more degree.
credits compared to the. NPC and PsyC students still in General-College. The



four PEP students who had transferred from General College and who were:still
enrolled at the University of Minnesota achieved a higher mean GPA (with and
without Ns) and accumulated more degree credits compared to both control groups.
Their mean CCR was higher than that of NPC and only slightly lower than that
of PsyC students who cransferred (see Table 3).

Table 4 gives the 1981-82 academic achievement of those PEP '79 and control-
group students who were enrolled in General College during 1981-82. The
1981-82 GPA and CCR of the PEP group were lower than those of the control groups.
PEP and NPC experienced increased GPAs as the year progressed, while GPA
decreased for PsyC The CCR decreased for PEP and NPC'as the year progressed.
A comparison of performance in General College and non-General College classes
showed PEP and NPC to have generally higfter GPAs in non-General Collegeclasses,
but lower credit=completion rates. The PsyC group performed better in General
College classes compared to non-General College classes, achieving a higher GPA
and CCR in General College classes. The Chicano/Latino students who started
in 1979had the strongest performance in 1981-82, followed by the American
Indian and Black students. The Chicano/Latino group had a higher GPA and CCR
compared to the other two ethnic groups, while the American-Indian group had
a higher GPA and CCR compared to the Black students.

Part II: Academic Progress of 19$80-81 PEP Students --
Two -Yea': Follow-Up

In the fall of 1980, 79 students were enrolled as freshmen in the PEP Program
(American Indian = 26, Chicano/Latino = 18, Black = 35). During-Ehe-1980,U
academic year, 70% of the PEP '80 group remained registered for the entire year,
and 95% of.these students returned to the University of Minnesota for at least
part of-1981782. Therefore, only 5% (4 students) of the, remaining PEP '80
group did not return' to the University of. Minnesota in 1981-82 (see Table 5).
This represented a much improved retention rate,compared to the PEP'79 students,
of whom 50% did not return to the University of Minnesota for a second year (see
Figures 1 and 2). The academically stronger 1979 control groups also had
much lower retention rates in their second year (41% and 29% did not return to
the University of Minnesota) compared to the PEP '80 students. Five of the

_

TPEP-'80. students transferred from General College after their first year Of

those that remained in General College, 69% remained registered all three quar-
ters of 1981-82, and 49% remained registered all three quarters and earned at
least one passing grade each quarter of 1981-82 (see Table 5). Again, these
percentages were much higher compared to the PEPA'79 students in their second
year, when 30% remained registered all three quarters and 21% remained regis-
tered and earned at .least one passing grade each quarter. However, similar
to the PEP '79 students in their second year, 30% of the PEP '80 group completed
registration consecutively for the six quarters (1980-82). The data suggest
that these-students tend to stop out periodically rather than enroll for con-
secutive quarters.

Table 6-reports the cumulative GPA and CCR data for the PEP '80 students who
registered in General.College during-1981-82. The average cumulative GPA for
these students wea-:2.-52-(withoUt-Ns)-and 1448-(with,Ns).--The GPA in_non77.General__
College classes was higher than in'General.Cbllege classes,' regardless of the
method of calculation. :The'GPAs of'PEP Tan& II were higher .compared to the
PEP III students when N grades were not included. However, when N-grades were
included, PEP I-and III students-had. similar GPAs,:with PEP II being the.highest
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(2.07). GPA tended to decrease as the academic year progressed for all PEP.
students. Compared to PEP '79 students in their second year, the Chicano/
.Latino and Black students tended to have higher-GPAS in their second year,
while American Indian students had similar GPAs (see Figures 3 and 4).

The PEP '80 students who remained registered in General College completed 47%
of their credits in 1981-82 (see Table 6). This-percentage was similar to that
of,the PEP '79 students in their.second year (see Figure 5). PEP students had
more success completing General College credits compared to non-General College
credits (48% vs. 43%). There was much variation among the three PEP groups on-
cumulative CCR. PEP II completed 60% of their credits, followed by PEP III
(49%), and PEP I (38%). As with GPA, CCR decreased from fall. to spring quarters:
The PEP I and PEP II groupS showed little change in CCR compared to their 1979.
counterparts, while PEP III showed an increase (49% vs. 36% --see Figure 6).

Part III: 1981-82 PEP Students

There were 78 students enrolled as freshmen in the'PEP Program in fall, 1981
(American Indian = 24,:Chicano/Latino = 12, Black = 42).

A. "Retention

Table 7 reports the retention/withdrawal rates for the PEP '81 students. Of the
78 students who registered in fall quarter, 49 students (63%) remained registered
all three quarters, while 40% remained registered,and earned at least one pas-
sing grade edch'quarter. As Figure 7 shows, these data were similar compared
to PEP '79 (59% remained'registered all three quarters) but lower compared to
PEP '80 (70% remained registered all three quarters). In 1980-81, 51% of the

- __ PEP studenta remained registered and earned at:least one passing grade each
quarter:-The American Indian students in 1981-82 hada lower percentage remain--
ing registered all three quarters compared to' the American Indian students in
1980-81 (54% vs. 77%), but a higher percentage compared to the PEP I students
in 1979-80 (54% vs. 42%). The Chicano/Latino and Black Students had similar
retention percentages for all three years (67%). PEP I students had. a: lower,
percentage remaining registered and earning at least one passing grade each
quarter compared to American Indian PEP students in 1980-81 (25% vs. 42%).
Chicano/Latino students were higher on this dimension compared to the Chicano/
Latino students in 1980-81(58% vs, 50%), while the Black students were 16Wer in
1981-82_compared to 1980-81 (43% vs.-57%). -Figure 8' reflects these-comparisons.

B. Academic Achievement

Table 8 shows the cumulative GPA and CCR for the PEP groups. The cumulative
GPA for all PEP in 1981-82 was 2.75 (without Ns), which was higher than, in the
two previous years (see Figure 9). However, when N grades were included in
the calcuation; the average cumulative GPA dropped substantially, to 1.57,
which was lower than in the two previous years (1.75 and 1.70). The pattern of
substantially higher GPAs without Ns compared to those calculated with Ns was
was maintained for ali three PEP groups. Further, regardless of how the GPAg
were calculated, they tended to decrease as the year progressed. Figure 10shows first-year GPA comparisons for each PEP group.

The cumulative CCR for-PEP '81 students was 0.46 (see Table 8), which was
sl ghtly lower compared to the two previous years (0.51 and 0.48--see Figures 11
an 12). As with GPA, CCR decreased as the year progressed. American Indian
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students completed the lowest percentage of credits compared to the Chicano/Latino
and Black students. The American Indian students completed 48% of their credits
fall quarter and 25% spring quarter, The other two PEP groups experienced less
of a reduction in CCR from fall to spring quarters.

The CPA and CCR data were based primarily on General College claSses, as few
credits were.taken in other. University of Minnesota colleges (see. Table 9). The
fewest non-General College classes were taken fall quarter and the most spring
quarter. The PEP '81 students 'generally registered for 12 to 14 _credits per
quarter.

C. High School Graduation and Rank and General College Placement Test Scores

Table 10 provides high school graduation and percentile rank information, and
Table 11 reports the General College Placement Test scores for the PEP '81

\2.1 dents. The data show that 59% of the PEP students graduated from high school,
and the average rank (of those reporting a rank) was at the 30th percentile.
The percentile rank mean should be interpreted cautiously, however, since only
34 of the, 78 PEP students reported a high school rank. The American Indian
students had, the lowest percentage of high school graduates (33%), followed by
the Chicano-Latino students (58%), and the Black students (74%). The percentage
of. PEP students who had graduated from high school was similar to the previous
two years (64% in 1980 and 60% in 1979). However, there were differences amongthe three PEP groups. In 1979, 50%*of the PEP I students graduated from high
school; in 1980, 64% were high school graduates, The PEP II group had more high
school graduates in 1980 (72%), and about the same percentage as in 1979 (57%).
The PEP III group had fewer high school graduates in 1980 (60%), and about the
same percentage as in 1979 (74%).

Table 11 shows the mean scores on the General College Placement Tests for the
PEP students who completed the tests (94% completed them). The total PEP group
scOred'below the 20th flercentile (compared to other General College freshmen) onall the subtests. However, there was variation among the three PEP groups. _PEP'
and PEP II scored much better on the reading test compared to PEP III. PEP II

.students scored better on the, three mathematics 'tests compared to PEP I and PEP
III. All three PEP groups tended to score similarly on the writing test. The
PEP '81 students scored lower on all parts of the, tests compared to the PEP '80
students. Also, the three PEP '81 groups generally scored lower on all parts

the_tests_compared to_their respective groups of 1980: _ _ _

D. General College Student Survey

The "General College Student Survey," completed during freshmen orientation,
asked student's questions about themselves and their .goals. It was completed

_1)37_43% of the PEP students; therefore, as fewer than
50% of the PEP students completed the survey, these afirere best considered
tentative.' Since the response rate foreach PEP group was low, only,pummary
data for all REP students combined will be presented.

Most students. (91%) indicated that they were receiving financial aid, and 27%planned, to work while attending school (38% were not sure about work plans and32% did not.plan to work). Thirty percent of the student's planned to transferto another University-of14innesota-college,
32% did not plan to transfer,-and..-35% were not sure. Over two thirds of the students aspired to at least a



bachelor's degree (68%), while 24% aspired to a certificateor.an associate's
degree. Business was indicated most often as the college major of choice .(21%),
followed by math or science (15%). However,.24% indicated that they were un-
decided, and another 6% did not answer the question. Most of the students had
.last attended school within the previous. five years (79%). The educational
background of the students' parents was varied, with 68% of the mothers and 59%
of the fathers reported to have graduated from high school or received post-high
school training. Concerning how well prepared for college they believed they.
were in a variety of areas, students indiCated that they were most poorly pre-.
pared in math, musical and artistic fields, and. science. A substantial percent-

,
age of students indicated counseling needs in the areas. of study skills (65%),.
career and educational planning (65%), financialProblemi (62%), and test or
speech anxiety (38%).

E. Relationships Among Selected Academic and Personal Variables

Table. 12 shows five academic achievement and retention variables categorized by
six personal variables. While this information attempts to show relationships
between student characteristics and academic progress', firm conclusions cannot
be made, since only those PEP students who completed the "Student Survey" (43%)'
are included in the analysis.

As was found in a similar analysis of the PEP '80 students, the, PEP '81 students
who had educational aspirations beyond a 4-year degree and who had been out of
high school for three years or more achieved and were retained at higher levels
compared to students with lower educational aspirations and'who had attended
high school more recently. For. the PEP '81 students, those who were 23 years
and older and Who indicated a college major performed better on all five academic
variables compared to younger students and those who were undecided about a
college major. These relationships were not as pronounced for PEP .,'80 students,
where those who indicated a college. major outperformed the undecided students on
three of the five academic variables and the older students outperformed the
younger students on only two of the five academic variables. Males tended to
make better academic progress compared to females in the PEP '81 group (males
were higher on four of the five variables), while in PEP '80 the sexes tended to
perform equally. A major reversal occurred in 1981 compared to 1980 on the
parents' academic background variable. In 1981, students with parents who had
training beyond high school tended to_perform more poorly_compared to students
whose parents were high school,graduates or less. In 1980, the reverse was
found, as students with parents who had post-high school training achieved better
than students whose parents were high school graduates or less.

To summarize this analysis based on 43% of the PEP '81 students, those students
who were older, had educational aspirations beyond a 4-year degree, indicated a
college major, and had been out of high school for three years or more made
better academic progress compared to those.students who were younger, had lower
educational aspirations, were undecided about .a college major, and had more
recently attended high shcool.

F. Correlations of Selected Academic Variables and Academic Progress

Correlations of high:chool academic variables, General College Plgcement TeSts,
_fallquatter achievement, and freshman-year retention and achievement are repoited
in Table 13.



The General College Placement Tests correlated positively and significantly with
ten of the fifteen correlations related to GPA and CCR. These correlations were
stronger than occurred;for PEP '80, when only four of the fifteen were signifi-
cant_. As was found for PEP '80, fall quarter GPA and CCR correlated significantly
and positively with two variables related to freshman-year retention. For PEP
'81, high school graduation status did not-correlate significantly with any
academic progress variable, while for PEP '80 it correlated significantly with
all five academic progress variables: High-school-percentile rank correiated-''
more strongly with the academic progress variables in 1981 compared to PEP '80,
butNonly.two of the five correlations were significant.

.

To summarize, fall-quarter achievement continues to be a strong indicator of
freshman -year retention, while the General College Placement Tests showed strong
relationships to freshman-year 'GPA and CCR.

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY: WHAT DOES IT ALL MEAN?

The General College PEP Program has served 273 underprepared minority\freshman
students since it was initiated in fall, 1979. Extensive studies in 1980 and
1981 focused on the University df Minnesota academic,achievement of these students-
and also gave information about selected student characteristics. The present
study is the third major evaluation of the PEP Program, shoWing one two-, and
three-year _follow-up data_af-Lstuden-t-s--e-erve1-1.) Program. .

The PEP Program was developed as a curriculum intervention -to -serve students from
three minority groups.(American Indian, Chicano/Latino, and'Black) by_offering
a package of educational skills, cultural courses, and intensive counseling/ad-
vising during the freshman year. Since the primaty purpose of the Program.was
to increase the retention and improve the academic achievement of underprepared
minority freshmen, this study focused-,on the extent to which the Program improved
the academic performance of the students. The study also examined relationships
among student characteristics and academic performance to show possible ways .

-thet.the,Program:?!177ed. .

The three-year follow-up of PEP '79 students Showed-that__29%L.Pf the original.
116- students had registered for at least one quarter of the 1981 -82- year.: ,Xur--____
ther, 12% had registered for nine consecutive quarters since 1979, and 6% had

_ transferred.fiom General College to another University of Minnesota college.
These retention and transfer percentages were consistently lower when compared
to the two control grdups (NPC and PsyC) which began college with 'academically.
stronger backgrounds. Although the total PEP '79-grou.15-had lower retention
rates after three years compared to NPC and PsyC, the Chicano/Latino and Bladk
students had higher retention rates compared to the NPC students. The.Black
students'.also exceeded the PsyC group in the percentage of those registering
for nine consecutive quarters. These data suggest that the PEP Program is having
a strOnger'impact on the retention of Chicano /Latino and Black students than on
that of the American Indian students.

.;

The PEP '79 students who registered pr at least part of 1981-82. had average
cumulatiVe GPA and CCRs comparable4o those of the two control groUps. PEP '79
exceeded the cumulative GPAs.(without N)'of NPC and PsyC, and PEP '79 exceeded
the cumulative GPA (with N) of NPC. At the end of three years, PEP '79 had a
somewhat lower cumulative CCR compared to the two control groups, but PEP '79
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had accumulated more. degree credits than either NPC or PsyC. Again there were
differences among the three PEP groups. For example, the American Indian
students accumulated more degree credits than any other group (including the
control groups) and also achieved the highest cumulative GPA (without N). There-
fore, those American Indian, Chicano/Latino, and Black students who persisted at
the University achieved comparable grades and credits compared to control-group
students during the three-year period. It appears that the PEP students who
persisted were able to reduce the differences in educational skills that had
existed between them and the control groups when they began college.

The PEP '80 group'had an extr ly high retention rate after% two years, as 95%
of PEP '80 returned to the University for at least part of 1981-82 (only four
students failed to return). While this two-year retention rate was much higher
compared to PEP '79 in their second year, the 30% of PEP '80 who enrolled for
six consecutive quarters was equal to that of PEP '79. The second-year academic
achievement of*PEP '80 was also similar to that of PEP '79 students in their
second year. While the PEP '80 group achieved a similar average GPA in General
College classes compared to non-General College classes,'their CCR in non-
General College classes was lower. Figures 1 - 6 graphically show these second-
year comparisons.

The newest group 01 PEP students, PEP '81, tended to have lower retention rates
in their first year compared to PEP '79 and PEP '80,,in their first years. While
the Chicano/Latino and Black students had similar retention rates to those of
the prior years, the American, Indian students had a lower percentage (54%) of
students remaining registered all three quarters compared to 1980 (77%), but
higher compared to 1979 (42%). As in prior years, the PEP '81 students had fairly
strong'GPAswhen N grades were not included in the calculation (2.--75)-but-the
GPA decreased substantially with N grades included (1.57). PEP '81 students
completed 46% of the credits they attempted, which was similar to PEP '79 and
PEP '80 in their first years. However, the American Indian students had a much
Lower credit-completion rate (32%) compared to the Chicano/Latino (57%) and
Black students (51%). The PEP '81 group registered fop relatively few non-Gen-,
eral College-classes during their freshman year Figures 7 - 12 show these
first-year comparisons.

The academic background-of-PEP '81 students was generally weaker upon entering
----General College compared to that of PEP '80 students. Fewer PEP '81 students

had graduatedfrom-high7-school-and they scored lower on the General College
Placement Tests. However, students' degree aspirations_continued to be as highwas in preVious years and students also seemed to experience as much career
indecision.

As was found for PEP '80, those. PEP '81 students who had high educational espir-
- -ations (beyond a 4-year degree) and had been out of high school three.years or

more were retained and achieved at higher ;levels during their freshman year
compared to other PEP '81 students. Also,as was suggested for PEP '80, the
PEP '81 students who were undecided about a College major were retained and
achieved at lower levels compared to students who indicatede college major.
The.amount of-parents' educational training of PEP '81 was inversely related to
students' achievement and retention, thus reversing what was found for PEP '80,
where parental education was directly related to student achievement and reten-
tion.
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The General College Placement Tests correlated more strongly with freshman-year
achievement. (GPA and CCR) for PEP '81 than for PEP '80, while fall-quarter GPA
and CCR correlated strongly with freshman-year retention for both PEP '81 and
PEP '80.. These data suggest that the General College Placement Tests adequately
assessed the educational skills of the PEP '81 students and appear to offer a
sound mechanism for prediction of student achievement. Finally, fall-quarter CPA
and CCR continue to be a major and early indicator of those students who are
likely to persist throughout the year.

It is generally agreed that both non-intellectual and intellectual variables
contribute to educational success (as well as, success in other aspects of life).
The PEP research suggests that the variables of educational aspirations, number,
0.f, years since attending high school, degree of career uncertainty, and-parentai
education have an impact on PEP student retention and achievement. Of these, the
one variable which can readily be influenced is the amount of career indecision.
Therefore, one way to possibly. strengthen PEP student achievement and retention
is to reduce student uncertainty about career goals by offering a strong career
,r

-development component as part of the PEP Program.

The intellectual variables measured by ed6cational achievement tests and early
collegiat-e-performance also are related to student retention and achievement.
The General College-Placement Tests measure basic educational skills needed for
college success, while-fall-quarter achievement has been shown to be an excel-
lent°predictor of freshman :Year-retention. PEP students' who perform poorly
during fall quarter need to be cOisliacted and offered assistance as a means to
reduce freshman-year attrition.

This evaluation and the two earlier PEP evaluations have focused primarily on
academic variables such as educational skills,- grades, and-retention-ratee.-.=--
These data are readily availableA'and easily reported, and lend themselves to
numerous analyses. However, nonacademic variables, such as socio-economic
factors, which are more difficult to gather, are equally important and may have
as great an impact on retention and achievement of underprepared students as do
educational skills and curriculum/counseling interventions. Underprepared
minority students are generally influenced by changes in local economic conditions
and must adjust to an institutional structure and environment which reflects the
majority culture. While a university can lessen the impact of these economic

--.and institutional factors,, it cannot remove them completely for the student.
Thus, for example, the student who enters the University with good intentions
and strong motivation may not be able ,to remain enrolled, in the face of_limited
financial resources, especially since pursuing a bachelor's degree does not.
Offer-immediateand tangible-financial rewards. An underprepared minority-
student must overcome many educational and socio-economic obstacles in order to
succeed -ata university. Therefore, even the strongest programs may have diffi-
culty retaining students.

As the data accumulate on the relative merits of a program such as PEP;thtee-----7---__
areas need to be examined closely. The first relates to selection. and recruit
ment of students. Since the time when PEP was first.offeredto minority students,
:the recruitment of Studenta for. PEP has improved. Students are no longer encour-
aged to enroll in PEP simply becauseof their race. However, student recruitment
must consider the appropriateness of a university education for the student's
career goals and interests, the amount of financial support available to the
student, and the receptivity of the institution to provide specialized programming,,
instruction, and counseling to.students with special needs. Second, the Program



must consider the likelihood of success for the students, recognizing that
success can be defined in different ways. The PEP evaluations have attempted
to identify predictors of student success,'.and after three years some trends
have been established. Students who are most likely to succeed in a tradi-
tional sense (grades and persistence) have high educational aspirations and
clearlydefined educational goals. Also, strong efforts need to be made to
help students who have academic difficulty in fall quarter, as poor early
performance is suggestive of poor later performance.. Third, the specific com-
ponents of the Program need to.be examined. How can General College best'serve
these students, both in the classroom and through counseling and advising?
While the PEP, model has met with some success, perhaps others need to be
attempted, recognizing that the models do not necessarily have. to be similar
for all minority groups. Perhaps the concept of packaging all courses by ethnic
group should be altered to allow for greater inter-cultural exchange in the
classroom. Some courses might he better presented by having a mixture of racial
groups in the classroom. The PEP research suggests that improvements can be
made. Now that the PEP Program has functioned for three years, more rigorous
educational experimentation is. needed to determine'the most effective curric-
UluM and, counseling interventions for these students.

The PEP Program has shown that underprepared minority students can be successful. .

in higher education even though they enter with many educational and socio-
economic liabilities. However, institutions of htgher education which are will-
ing to make commitments to these atudente'need to continue\to experiment in
order to improve their effectiveness in delivering educational programs and
services. Designing successful programs for the academically underprepared is
not an easy task and requires an understanding of the needs of the complex stu-
dent population involved. There are no simple answers to questions concerning
retention and achievement of-underprepared students. Improvement-of-retention--
rates and achievement levels of underprepared minority students requires a
major institutional commitment wherein classr000m instructors, student
services personnel, and administrators work together with the broader ethnic
communities to design programs, recruit stAents, and evaluate program effect-
iveness.
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FALL 1979

Did Not Return to UK 1981782
: 32 89 27 64 23 61 82

,
71 56 65 44 53

Did Not Return
but Received AA Degree 0 0 1 2 0 0 , 1 1 0 0 3 4

lansferred from GC to Another UM College 3 2 5 2 5 7 10 le* 21 25***

Registerld in GC fOr Any Part of 1981-82 4 11 13 31 43 34 30 26 26 30 22

Retainedin GC for Any Part of 1981-82

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF 1979-82
REGISTRATION STATUS FOR 1979 PEP AND CONTROL GROUPS

PEP I PEP II PEP III ALL PEP NPC PsyC
N N N % N % N % N

36 100 42 100 38 100 116 100 86 100 83 100

After Rapeiving AA Degree

Returned to UM for at Least Part of 1981-82

3 2 5 1 3 4 3 2 2 2 a

11 15 36 15 39 34 '29 30 35 39 47

Completed.Registration all 3 Quarters 1981-82
2 6 8

Remained Registered'all 3 Quarters 1981 -8 2 6 8

'Remained
Registeredjand:Earned'atLeast

One.Pasting'Grade EaCh Quarter 1981782

19 11 29 21 18 17 20 19 23

19 11 29 21 18 16 19 19 23

14 4

Remained Registered All 9 Quarters 1979-82 2 6 4 10 8

Three Student3 did not enroll at UM 1981-82

**
Two Students did not enroll at UM 1981-82

***
'

Eight students did not enroll at UM 1981-82

10 11..9 14 16

21 14 12 16 19

15 18

15 18
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GPA

Without N

With N

TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGES (GPA), CREDITS, AND ENROLLMENT

OF 197 PEP AND CONTROL STUDENTS WHO REGISTERED FOR ALL OR ?ART OF 1981-82

SD

PE_ P (N4) PEP II (N=15) PEP III (N=15) ALL PEP (N=34) NPC (N=30) TEC (N=39)

2,60.

.44

X 1;82

SD .21

CREDITS

Credits Registered X 168.5

SD 45.8

I Credits Completed 4, i 96.8w
.

SD 19 3

Credit Completion Ratio R .59

SD .09

_
Degree Credits

ENROLLMENT'--

Quarters at UM

x 96,8

SD 19.3

i 12.2

SD 2.4

_Quarters at GC X

SD

Quarters Summer School X

SD

12.2

2.0

5

2,55 2.43 2.50

.42 .46 .43

2.10 1.86 1,96

.76 .62 .65

121.7 139.9 135.2

43.2 22.4 37.7

82.3 87.0 86.1

29.4 26.0 28.5

.69 .61 .65

.22 .20 20

89.9 90.6 91.0

34.3 29.8 30.2

9.3 10.7 10.3

2.8 1.9 2.5

9.0 9.8 9.7

2.8 -3.2 3.0

.7 1.3 1.0

1.1 1.4 1.2

2.24 2.44'

,29 .38

1.83 2.14

.49 .58

116.2 111.0

21,4 20.6

83.0 87.3

23.7 . 26.0

.71 .78

.18 ,18

85.9. 88.0

26,3 25.6

9.4

1.8

8,4

2.2

.9

1 11
o.

2



TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGES (GPA) , .CREDITS, AND ENROLLMENT
OF 1979 PEP AND CONTROL-STUDENTS

WHO REGISTERED FOR ALL OR PART OF 1981-82
COMPARING TRANSFERRED WITH NON-TRANSFERRED STUDENTS

Students Still Enrolled in GC
Students Who Have Transferred from GC

1GPA

Without N

With ti

SD

SD

PEP, &
PEP &

PEP. NPC PsyC CONTROL PEP, NPC PsyC CONTROL(N=30) (N=26) (N=22) or (N=78) 1 (N=4) (N=8) (N=13) (N-25)

e2,47 2,18, 2,40 2.36

.44 .27 .42 .40

'1.86 1.73 1.97 1.86.

.58

-A(

.63 .47 .61

Credits Registered

,Credits Completed

1( 137.1 119.8 113.4

SD 39.4 22.5 22.6

X 83.8 83.3 84'.6

SD 28,7 27.0 '28.2

Credit ComPletion Ratio X

SD

,62 .69 .74

.19 .20 .19

Degree Credits X 89,4 86,2 85.5

SD 31.0 30.3 27.8

ENROLLMENT

uarters at UM X 10,4 9.4 8.7

SD 2.6 1.8 1.7

Quarte;s at GC
10.3 , 9.3 8.6

SD 2.5; 1 6 1.7

'-t7Qdrteri Sumer School'

d

X

SD

1.0 .9 5

1.3 1.1 1.0

124.3'

31.6

83,9

27.7

.68

.20

87.2

29.4

9.6

2.2

9.4

2.1

.8

1.2

te

2.78 2.40 2.56 2.54

.31 .30 28 .31

2,68 2..12 2.48. 2.40

.31 .46 .31 .41

121.0 106.4 106.4 ,108.7

17.6 15.4 15.9 16.2

103,2 82:2 92.6 91.9

22.4 ---11.6 20,9 19;2

.85 .78 .86 ,84

.09 .10 .11 .10

103.2 85.1 92.9 92.0

22.4 10,9 20.9 18.8

9.5. 9.5 8,9

1.0 1.7 .1,9

5.8 5 9 5.1

4.0 1.9 2,2

5 .8 .7

1.0 1.5 1.2

9.2

1.7

54

2.4

.7

1.2

28



TABLE 4

CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT.AVERAGES-(GPA) AND CREDIT COMPLETION RATIOS (CCR)
FOR 1979 PEP AND CONTROL- GROUPS SIN (Scale: -A =4; B=3,.C=2,

CC Classes Non-GC Classes All Classes

PEP I'

CumUlative GPA** 2.27 (1.38)
Standard'Deviation .50 (. .67)
Number of StudentS 4 (4)

Cdmulative CCR** .45
Standard Deviation .18
Number of Stddents 4

PEP II
Cumulative GPA* * 2.32 (2.00) 2.48
Standard Deviation .29 ( .68) 1.23
Nutliber of Students 11 (11) 3

Cumulative CCR** .73 .46
Standard Deviation .43
Number of Students 12 6

PEP-- III

Cumulative GPA**. '2.02 (1.16) 2.28
Standard7Deiatibti- .54-( .75) :70
HNumber:ofStudents 10 (12) 7

Cumulative CCR
**

.41. ..57.

Standard-Deviation .32 .42
Ngmber of Students-

. 13 11

(1.67)

(1.69)
(4)

2.27 (1.38)
.50 ( .67)

4 '(4)

.45

.18
4

2.43 (2.04)
.57 ( .94)

12 (12)"

.65

.34
13

(1.48) 2.02 (1.16)
(1.03) ,46 ( .74)
(9) 10 (12)

.40

.28

13

ALL PEP
Cumulative GPA** 2.19. (1.53) 2.38 (1.54) 2.25 (1.57)
Standard Deviation .44 ( .79) .83 (1.20) .53 ( .90)
Number of Students 25 (27) 10 (13) 26 . :(28)
Cumulative CCR**.. .55 . '''' .47 .51
Standard DeviatiOn OA ,39 .31
Number of Students 29 15 30

NON-PEP CONTROL
Cvmulative GPA** 2.37 (1.66) 2.95 .(1.97) .: 2.38. (1.48)
Standard Deviatinn .62 ( .89) .94 (1.32) ' .5 (..81)
Number of Students 19 (22) 13 (15) 19' (22)01
Cumulative CCR .64 .55 ..56. _ __..
Standard Deviation. .36 .37 .33
Number of Students 22 16 22

PSYCH CLASS CONTROL
Cumulative GPA 2.62 (2;.13) 1.98 (1.29)

,,,,

' 2.36 (1.81)
Standard. Deviation .69 (1.08) .70 ( .98) .60 ( .89)
Number of Students 22 (25) 19' (22) 24 (26)
Cumulative CCR .76 .59 .69
Standard Deviation .34 .37 .31
Number of Students:. 25 23 26

*GPA.celculated when.N=0 in parentheses
**
Does not include student.who transferred from GC



FALL 1980

TABLE 5

MARY OF 1980-1982 REGISTRATION STATUS FOR 1980 PEP GROUPS

PEP I PEP II PEP III ALL PEP

N % N % N %

26 100 18 100 35e 100

Remained Registered All 1980-81
20 77 12 67

Did Not Return to UM 1981-82
0 0 2 11

Returned to UM for at Least Part of 1981-82 26 100 16 89

Transferred from GC to Another UM College 1 4 2 11

Completed Registration All 3 Quarters 1981-82

Remaited Registered All 3 Quarters 1981-82

21 84* 11 69*

19 76* 10 63*

23 66

2 6.-

33' 94.

2 6

23 70*

22 67*

N %

79 100

55 70

4 5

75'. 95

5 .6

55. 74

51 69*

Remained Registered' and Earted.at least

One Pagsing Grade. Each Quarter 1981-82

Completed Registration All 6 Quarters 1980-82 7 28 4 25* 11 33*

*

percentage based on those students who did.nOt transfer from GC

30.

22 30*

. ' .



TABLE 6

CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGES (GPA) AND CREDI COMPLETION RATIOS (CCR)
FOR 1980 PEP STUDENTS IN 1981-82 (Scale: A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1)*

PEP I

GC Classes

Cumulative GPA** 2.61 (1,:36)
Standard Deviation .48 (1.03)
Number of Students 20 (24)

Cumulative CCR** .40
Standard Deviation .32
Number of Students 25

A

PEP II
Cumulative GPA/5* 2.72 (2.16)
Standard Deviation .58 (1.20)
Number of Students 13 (14)

Cumulative CCR** .61
Standard Deviation .35
Number of Students 14

PEP III
Cumulative GPA* 2.35 (1.34)
Standard Deviation .46 ( .95)
Number of. Students 24 (31)

Cumulative CCR** .49
Standard Deviation .36
Number of Students 31

ALL PEP
Cumulative GPA*- 2.53 (1.51)
iStandard Deviation .51_(1.07)
-Number of Students- 57 (69)

CuMulative CCR* .48
Standard Deviation .35,
Number of Students 70

Non-GC Classes All Classes

3.13 (1.55) 2162 (1.32)
..66 (1.65) .47 (1.04)

6 (11) 20 (24)

\.39 .38
.49 .32

14 25

2.88 (1.53) 2.68 (2.07)
.21 (1.44) .52 (1.17)

3 (5) 13 (14)

.38 .60

.49 .34

.14

2.75 (2.10) 2.34 (1.34)
1.50 (1.88) .43 ( .93)
4 (5). 24 (31)

.58 .49
,49 .35

6 31

2.95 (1.68)
,88 '(1.59)

13 (21)

.43'

.48

27

2:52 (1.48)
.48 (1.05)

57 (69)

.47

.34

70

*
GPA calculated when N=0 in parentheses

"Doei not include students who transferred from GC .



TABLE 7

1981 PEP STUDENTS REGISTRATION STATUS FOR THE ENTIRE 1981-82 ACADEMIC YEAR

PEP I PEP II PEP III ALL PEP
(N=24) (N=12) (N=42) (N=78)

N % N % N %

Completed Registration All Three Quarters 14 58 8 67 31 74 53 68

13 54 8 67 28 67 49 6

Remained Registered All Three QUarters

Remained Registered and Earned at Least
One Passing Grade Each Quartex

25 7 58 18 43



TABLE 8

CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGES (GPA) AND CREDIT COMPLETION RATIOS (CCR)
FOR 1981 PEP STUDENTS (Scale: A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1)*

PEP I

GC Classes Non-GC Classes All Classes.

2.79 (1.28)
.55 (1.19)

3.21
.30

(1.60)

(1.86)
2.79
.55

(1.29)

(1.21).

Cumulative GPA
Standard Deviation
,Number of.Students 18 (24) 2 (4) 18 (24)

Cumulative CCR .33 .21 .32
Standard Deviation .26 .40 .27
Number of Students 24 24

PEP II
_Cumulative GPA

. 2.68 (1.74) 3.56 (2.67) 2.72 (1.76)
Standard Deviation .74 (1.46) .51 (1.83) .76 (1.48)
Number of Students 9 (12) 3 (4) 9 (12)

Cumulative CCR .58 . - -.57
Standard-Deviation- .-45 .53 .44
Number of Students 12 12

PEP III
Cumulative GPA 2.70, (1.68) 2.81 (2.11) 2.74 (1.68)
Standard Deviation .57 (1.20) 1.35 (1.73) .60 (1.18)
Number of Students 31 (40) 6 (8) 32 (40)

Cumulative CCR .52 .55 L. .51
Standard Deviation .36 .50 .36
Number of Students 40 10 40

ALL PEP
Cumulative GPA 2.73 (1.56) 3.09 (2.12) 2.75 (1.57)
Standard Deviaion .58 (1..24) 1.04 (1.71) .60 (1.24)Number of Students 56 (76) 11 (16) 59 (76)
Cumulative CCR .47 .45 .46
Standard Deviation .36 .49 .36Number of Students 76 25 76

GPA calculated when N=0 in parentheses

34
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Fall Quarter

Number of Students 24 3 24 12 12Total Credits 324 10 334 160 160Average Credits 13.50 3.33 13.92 13.33 . 13.33

TABLE 9

CREDIT DISTRIBUTIONS FOR'1981 PEP.STUDENTS_

PEP I
PEP II

GC Non-GC All GC Non7GC : AllClasses Classes Classes Classes Classes Classes

Winter Quarter

Number of Students 20 4 20 9 4 9Total Credits 263 16 279 128 10 138Average Credits 13.15 4.00 13.95 14.22 2.50 15.33
Spring Quarter

Number of Students
Total Credits
Average Credits

CumulativP --

Number of Student's 24 .8 24 12 . 7 12Total Credits 760 . 47 807 383 33 416Average Credit's 31.67 5.88 33.62 31.92 4.71 34.67.

14 -5 -14 9 4 9173 21 194 95 23 11812.36 4.20 13.86 10.56 5.75 13.11

PEP III,

Fall Quarter

GC

Classes
Non-GC
Classes

6

20

39

510

13.081

32

383

Number of :..1.1dents

Total Credits
Average Credits

Wintei.. Quarter

Numbar_of Students
.Total Credits 1

Average Credits 11.97 3.33

-Spring Quarter

Number of Students 31 5
Total-tOredit -370 20
Average Credits 11.94 4.00

.

Cumulative

Number of. Credits 40 10
Tota.1Credits 1263 40
Average Credits 31.58 4.00

All
Classes

39
516
13.08

32

403

12.59

31 ,

390

12.58

40
1303

32.58

ALL PEP.

GC , Non7GC All
Classes Classes Classes

75 3 75
994 10 1004
13.25 3.33 13.39

a

61 14 61
774 46 .820
12.69 3.28 13.44

54 14 54
638 64 702
11.81 4.57 13.00

76 25 76
2406 120 2526
31.66 4.80 33.24

I-21.



TABLE 10

HIGH SCHOOL ACADEMIC BACKGROUND OF 1981 PEP STUDENTS

Graduated from High School:

Yes

No.

PEP I (N=24)

N '%

8 33

PEP II (N:12) PEP III (N=42)

71.7 N %

7 56

14 : 58 '5 42

Missing 2 8 0

31 *1/4

7 17

4 10

ALL PEP (N=78)

N %

46 59

26 33

Meansand-Std. DeViation of :PEP I PEP II PEP III ALL PEP
11.10 School: Percentile Ranks:

lean Percentile H H12 5 3.0 3.4 .4 ''''30,0":

kandsrd Deviation 4.5 2.8 23.1' 2i.2

Number' of Student
28 34

...

36



TABLE 11

MEANS (X), STANDARD DEVIATIONS (SD), AND PERCENTILE RANKS (PR)*

OF GENERAL COLLEGE PLACEMENT TESTS FOR 1981 PEP STUDENTS

PEP I

SD PR

PEP II

X
SD

Reading 22 18,36. 8,00 29 12 18.67 7.06

Writing 22 19.91 5.90 17 12 19'83 6.12

'Whole Numbers 22 4.00 2.02 JO 12 4.83 2,04

Arithmetic 22 9.59 5.65 12 12 12.00 6.19

22 5.32 3,29 18 12 6.67 4.33

PEP III

PR SD PR N

31 39 13.49 5,57 x,13 73

16 39 19.08 6.16 13 73

22 39 .),13 1,84 12 73

24 39 10.41 4.74 16 73

27 39 4.44 3.51 13 73

ALL ,PEP

X SD PR

15.81 7.00 19

19.45 6.00 15

4,,20 1.92 13

10.42 5.26 16

5.07 3.63 16

:*percentile ranks are based On:norms
deeloped froM:more than,1300 GeneralA11ege:freshmen.



Sex

Female (N=20)

Male (N=11)

TABLE 12

S (17) OF4GRADE'POINT AVERAGE (GPA) 'AND CREDIT COMPLETION RATIOS (CCR) ,

AND PERCENTAGES OF.RETENT;ON VARIABLES CLASSIFIED BY pLECTED 'PERSONAL VARIABLES

FOR 1981 PEP STUDENTS ('N'a34 )

A 6

17-22 years (N=21)

23 and Older (4=13)

S BaCk OUnd

.N.); High School Grad or 'less (N=15) .15 .58
Training,Beyond High School (N=18) 17 .41

Student's Aspirations'

4'--Year Degree or ;Less N=24) 23 .44

:BOond 4-Year Degree

:Student's gdor

Undecided (N=8)

Major ,Indidated, (N=24)

Registered

GPA GPA, All Three

CCR (Without Nis ) (With N's) Quarters.

Earned at

Least One

Passing Grade

A11,1'hree

Quarters

19 .41 14 2.86 19 1.51 13 65 1 35

11 .56 2.58 11 1.59 10 91 54

21 .48 15 2.67 21 1.46 14 67' 38,

10 .59 2,98 10 2 20 9 82 6 54

timg) 9 .62

Years h School

Less Than 3 Year's (N=22)

1 Years or ,liore' (N41),

13 2.71

12 2 82

'-15 1.90 13 87 8 53

17 1.39 11 61 28

17 ,2.72 .23 1.46 17 71 g 38

8 2,92 9 2.08 9 89 5 56

8^ .46 7 2.68 8 1.62 '5 62 3 38

23 .54 . 17' 2 89 23 .1.75 18 75 11 46

22". .49

10

15''68

9 82

nth

r

Number o PEP, students who.completed General College Student 'Survey



TABLE 13

CORRELATIONS OF HIGH SCHOOL DATA AND GENERAL COLLEGE
PLACEMENT TESTS AND

MEASURES OF RETENTION AND ACADEMIC PROGRESS FOR 1981 PEP STUDENTS

Registered Earned at Least, ,

Cumulative '.,Cumulative
All Three One Passing Grade .Cumulative GPA .GPA
Quarters All Three Quarters CCR (WithOut N's)

(With N's)

High School Graduate
.03 .01 .12 .01 .04

.5. Percentile Rank .01
.32* .37 -.22 .16

GC Placement Tests

.12 14
*

.20
**

,

.45 .22
*

Reading--

Writing
.09 .05

.19. .35** .24*Whole Numbers -.11 .18 .20* 34** '.16Arithmetic
.06 .30*.* .32** .33** ,27*Algebra
.13 .04 .12 .06 .12

Fall CCR

Fall GPA (Without
N's) .14

Fall GPA (With N's)

* * ,

4+,

.05

.01

*
53

*

.59**

..55 MON



FIGURE 1

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS REMAINING REGISTERED
DURING THEIR SECOND YEAR

FOR 1979 PEP AND CONTROL GROUPS
AND 1980 PEP GROUP*
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FIGURE 2

PERCENTAGE OF SII.JDENTS REMAINING REGISTERED
DURING TI-ER SECOND YEAR
FOR PEP I, I, 8c M IN 1979 AND 1980*
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FIGURE 3

SECOND YEAR GRADE POINT AVERAGE
FOR 1979 PEP AND CONTROL GROUPS,

AND 1980 PEP GROUP*
4
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FIGURE 4

SECOND YEAR GRADE POINT AVERAGE
FOR PEP 79 VS. PEP 80*
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FIGURE 5

SECOND YEAR. CREDIT COMPLETION RATIO
FOR 1979 PEP AND CONTROL GROUPS,

AND 1980 PEP GROUP*
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FIGURE 6

6EZOND YEAR CREDIT COMPLETION RA110
FOR PEP 79 VS. PEP 80"*
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FIGURE 8

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS REMANNG REGISTERED
DICING THEIR FIRST YEAR
FOR PEP 0, & U IN 1g79, 1980, AND 1981
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CD 1980 STUDENTS
MI 1981 STUDENTS

ga.



FIGURE 'a

FIRST YEAR GRADE POINT AVERAGE.
FOR 1979 PEP AND CONTROL ,GROUPS,

AND 1980 AND 1981 PEP GROUPS

------- --------

_
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FIGURE 11

FIRST YEAR CREDIT COMPLETION RATIO
FOR 1979 PEP AND CONTROL GROUPS,

AND 1980 AND 1981 PEP. GROUPS
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FIGURE 12

FIRST YEAR CREDIT COMPLETIOVRA11ORATIO /
FOR PEP I, II, 8c ID 1979,/ 0,19 AND

PEP II
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