SN : S : , N |
. . £
A N . . > . -
. . . . . -~ &
. 3 . P :
. b ) PR = . . s .
. B . .- ..
\

i‘DOCﬁﬁENT;RESUME '

»

. ED 248 924 o AN 7 JC 840 517
., AUTHOR . Roueche, Suanne D., Ed. ' e '
TITLE . _College Responses té Low-Achieving Students: A
| National Study. - , | o .
PUB DATE . 15 Jun 84 5 o /
NOTE * .4p.; Abstracted from College Responses to S
. Low-Achieving Students: A Report of a National Study,
by John E. Roueche,. George A. Baker, and Suanne D.
- . Roueche. . , ‘ o g :
PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143) =- Collécted Works
4 -+ - Serials (022) | , . ; ' S
JOURNAL CIT * 1Innovation Abstracts; v6 nl8 Jun 1984 .
. EDRS PRICE MF01/PC0l Plus Postage. o . . .
DESCRIPTORS Administrative Policy;  *Ancillary Schpol Services;.
- *Basic Skills; *College Instruyction; .College
_Students; Educational Planning; *High Risk Students; - .- '
*Institutional Characteristics; National Surveys; ~ N L
X _  Postsecondary Education; *Remedial Programs; School s
' ‘Holding Power C. I ST RO
: . ( _ : . -
ABESTRACT -7 ' e : N
. ‘ A nationwide study was conducted to examiné how U.S. '
colleges and universities organize, staff, and operate their various
. programs to meet the needs of the low-achieving student and to )
" document the extensive literacy problem facing all institutions of
higher education. Every two- and.four-year college in. the country was’
surveyed, and 58% (N=1,452)" responded. Selected findings -included the
‘ following: (1) only 160 institutions reported that.they had.no basic
' skills programs, courses, or alternatives for meeting literacy needs;
‘ (2) public institutions .and larger colleges were more likely to o
‘respond to low-aghieving students; (3) basic skills cour¥es were -the
.most typical response to low-achieving students; {4) academic
officers were generally responsible for policies regarding the
evaluation of student assessment and success; (5) student follow-up
policies existed only to a limited extent in alk reporting .
institutions; (6) peer counseling was not well accepted among the ’
respondents; (7) more than 50% of the institutions offered - L
orientation programs for low-achieving studemts; (8) the most common .
retention strategies included orien;?bion programs$, special gervices Lk
. for low-achieving studenhts, and institutional self-study; and (9) . ‘
respondents reported plans to improve programs, thdugh\shey projected
staff reductions in- some areas. (LAL) ' RN
o A 2. o . LT
o\ _ % B , Coe . . . - )

~ L . . I .

ot . - ‘ ) v ‘&

"-'**************************i**}*****g@**********************;*wtxkfg**** : L

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made LI

L - » from the,original document. e A x 5
*****_******************************g*‘*’*'******‘**********X*************** )

T . ’ e L -




<

LN

ED248924

-

—

840 517

L

~ - - Yy

»

A

VOL VI
‘NO."18

INNOVATION ABSTRACT

]

[

COLLEGE FEQPONS‘ES TO LOW-A(;HIEVING STUDENTS: A NATIONAL STUDY.

[y
-

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EQUCATION

EDUCATION-AL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERICY®

" This document has boen roproduced as

- N & .
) _ . .
v : I
- . P . \’
- ; o
. @ ;
i i
|
- !&» ’ T [
y .
l Fl
&
J ) .
- Al
. ’
“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS .
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY - . . .
- S. D. Roueche - )
o [ ) f

TO'THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."™

T
3

» .
Ld

recmv:d from the porson or organization
ongmahng it DS
Minor changes havo bee;w made o improve
reproduction qua1|ly

Points of view or opimons stated in lins docu-
fnant do not nocossanly represent official NIE
posttion or policy

-

A

-

L ’ : : v _ — . 1 | )
Published by the National institute for Staff and Organizational Development - ]
- Wath support from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation - el L v
. '. Lt - .. ’ - T Y

For’"further i_nfom\atidt{, see: Rom;che, John E., Baker, George A., and Roueche,,Suanne D. College Responses td
Low-Achieving Students: A Report of a National Shidy. New York: HBJ Media Systems, Incorporated, 1984.

BEd

Suanne D. Roueche, Editor

NNOVATION ABSTRAC!S.S

Junc_ 15, 1984, VOL. VI, NO, 18
publication of the National Instiute for Staff and Organizational Development, ED8 348, The University of Texas at Austin,

[

atch, The Univgks bfvf!!’fﬁ

Texas 78712, (512) 471-7545. Subsaiptions are available to nonconsortiurh members for $35 per year. in péit by.the W. K. Keflogg
% Mmddymdmnpmmmmmmwwmmm ‘ .
© T of Texas at Austin, , o -
< Further & permitted only by MEMBER instiutions for thelr own personned. SSN 0199-106X
. » ’ . ) . . \
' < '

R
) ’”

v o, - encpmeie,

' \h ,5



. A

t‘)?'?('x* INNOVA'I]ON ABSTRA | "NSL&"
L nwmbgmmlmfasmm ior

N thew K.Kellogg Ay *f T N b
. _ . \i . ‘§ g, 4, sl "’S 42 LC‘«‘? l YS\’Q@ I ’ ?

R COLLEGE RESPONSES TO LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS A NATIONAL STUDY °

In 1977, Roueche and Snow mveshgated what colleges were domg fé assist low-achlevmg students and
published the findings from the responses of 300 two- and four-year colleges. They foind that well-designed
reniedial programs, implemented by dppropriately-trained teachers and counselors can indeed .positively affect
" the success,of these students at the college level Now, a new national study, conducted five years later at the
University: of Texas, has been completed_ Expanded to include every two- and four-year institution of higher
education in the country, this study ‘is the first of its kind. It sought to discover and report how American col-
leges and universities organize, stiff and operate their various programs 'to meet the needs of the low-achieving ,
student and to document the exten literacy problem that all institutions of higher educahon are facmg
The Natignal Study -

This recent study sought (1) to analyze responses to Iow-achrevmg students by mstltuuonal type: research
universities, doctoral degree-granting universities, comprehensnve colleges and universities, libéral arts colleges,
| and community colleges; and (2) to compare these results with the Roueche—Snow study, building the question-
naire_ upon the earlier design and, organizing it into six basic areas: institutional.context, policies and pro-
. cedures, organization fon delivery of basic skills, retention information, future directions, respondent informa-
tion. Response rate to this national study was 58 percent; only 160 mshtuhons of the 1,452 (returning usable
questionnaires).reported that they had no basic skills programs, courses; of alternahves for meetmg literacy
needs. Major findingsare included in this capsulated ;rsron | : .
Institutional Context ” A

»
4

“
courses, Or services.

2. Institutiong typically respond to low-achieving students by provi‘dmg basic skrlls courses. The larger the
: institution, the more likely that the courses are offered in a large academic unit; the smaller the institution,

vices, in addition to’ programs and courses, to low-achieving students. e .
3. Public institutions offer more services to low-achieving students than do private; mner-cnty mshtuhons
resppnd to a greater extent than do rural or urban. |
Policies and Procedures : :
1. Academic officers generally are responsible for policy regarding the evaluation of student assessment and
success, executive officers for faculty- evaluahon Open admissions policies typically are not-written at'the
governing board leve). ,

2. The college catalog,_generally regarded as a handbook for student A1se, is used by the majority &f m{htu-
tions to state policy regaxding students and faculty,~including student retention pollcﬁes rmplymg a tradi-
tiondl message--that student retention is the primary responsibility of the student, not of the institution. ' -
L 3. Student follow-up policies--by which to assess causes of attrition—-exist oply to a limited -exteht in allrreport-

ing mstltuhons, ) _
4. Policy development for organizing/implementing developmental programs;m generally unstmctured
Organization for Delivery of Basic Skills '
1. Tutoring programs and learning centers typically operate either within an organizational structure for; basic
, skills or independently of that structure and supportive of other institutional efforts. :
2. The larger the institution, the more hkely that the admmlstrator in all three skill areas is full—hme or serves,
in that capacity, as a primary duty. ’
3. Full: and part-time faculty teach in basic skill areas. The majority of lnstitutions use full-time faculty; a
. high~ perdentage of doctoral-granting institutions, comprehensIVe colleges, and community colleges assrgn
‘greater numbers .of instructors on a part-tirqe basis than do other types.
4.} ‘The majority of institutional groups assign ¢ounselors to basic’skills s’ programs either on a full- or part—time
', ' basis, . Three-to-one they favor individual counselmg to group counseling Peer counseling is not well

L

-~

1. The larger the institution, the more hkely that it offers basic skrlls (readmg, wnhng, math) programs, |

the more likely that the courses are provided within discipline areas. Mpst.provide a special array of ser- - 3

. accepted among the respondentsr« S P : . Ce
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| { 5. More than one-half of ll\e lnstltutlons olfer orlentatfon programs for low-achlevlng atudents hrger 1nstl-
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- appkars to be on the ‘ware; studies such as: this one can provide |
~ highlight currept efforts as well as to focus upon those glaring inconsis
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tutions with large enrollments are more likely to provide this servlqg. .
.- Most award lnatltutional ¢redit for baelc skills courses: (1) more’ lnatitutlona are n\hrding credit and apply-
ing it toward degrees, and (2)' &' gmter’number of all ifstitutions | are now' ‘awarding credit for basic skills -
. courses‘than was true five years ago. . °. ) -
7. Most institutions offer full-semester or quarter-lengtl\ developmental &émrsea e -
81 Al responding groups favor mandatoty. pre-assessment. There is slgnlﬂant va?iance,, _ owwer, among
groups and among assessment. practices within the three skills areas.; - - ., . 2}
All greups are significantly more commlt}eél to mandatory assessment than to mandatory 'placement
All groups’ continu’to place emphasis ori high'schdol grades for lacement T
Institutions vary in regard to using “in-hoq]l;e or commen:lally—prepared skills tests. (Most community col-
teges prefer to- develop their own.) v -
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. 12. Over 8ne-half of all institutions use assessment techniques in prescnbing lnstructlon, employ self-paced
. modules, and administer exit tests in skill areas. )
' 13. Most institutions report that they articulate basic skill couirses with lat¥ content—orlented courses - .
'14. Sixty percent of the respondents use leArning modulds and/aactrce accommodatlon of leamlng styles; forty
< percent use more traditionaliftstructional strategies; ‘
] 15 Studesis have less flexnblllty in entéring or bgginning a course than in completmg and exiting one.
-16. .The majority of institutions report mandatory attendance standards.
" 47 Significantly less than half set/enforce policies balancing college and outside workloads.
“18. More than half of the respondmg ingfitufions employ standard grading praetices in basic sl;nlls‘ courses:
- 19. Evaluation of student learning in basic skills courses is prachced to a greater degree than is evaluation of

subsequent student performance in curriculum programs.

Evaluation conducted to determine student reténtion within programs occurs more often than does the.
evaluation of student satisfaction. ! ' ‘
Research universities are more likely to conduct Y program evaluahon of basic slulls lnstructron than any
other institutional

Less than half of all respo‘mdmg reported that they evaluate cost effectlveness of baslc skills efforts.
Retention lnformation .

1. The most conmon retention strétegies incfude: orientation programs for new students, speqal services and
programs\for tow-achieving students, and self-study to determine institutional success and retention rates.
Less common strategies include: exit review proces, exit testing of students completing basic courses, staff
development relating to rétention, and departmental retention task forces. -

VA Conslden‘ng all institutional responses; approximately 15 percent of entering freshmen wre asslgned to bale
skills courses; and approxnmately 33, percent complete this work after oné semester or quarter .

Future Directions RN
1. - Responding institutions are pla‘hmng to lmprove pl'ograms for low- achlevmg students, partlcularly in the
. areas of curriculum and instruction, and to strengthen evaluation and retention efforts..

2. However, they report a planned staffing decrease in administrative, professional, and counselmg positions
among those serving low-achieving students: (Commumty colleges report plans to rmprove entry- -level
assessment gnd staff development.) ' P
Responses to low-achlevmg students are pervaswe among all mstntutnonal types. However, the mere

existence of a basic skills effort-is not emough; the effort must be effective, making a positive difference in the
academic'performance of these underprepared students. nfortunately, as our study sadly concludes, few insti--
tutions kriew whether or not ‘their efforts are successful; serious, intensive program evaluation has not yet
becomé a high priority for the overwhelming majority. But complacency about the need for such programs
portant state-of-the-art information - to

20.

domg all that-is possnble in effectwely dealmg with the current llteracy problem

¢

'Fot further information, sée Rouecl\e, ]ohn E., Baker, _George A., and Roueche, Suanne D. Collcge Responses to.’

Low-Achieving Students' A Report of a National Study New York: HB] Media Systems lncorporated 1984.
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