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FOREWORD

As the study was being conducted and as the anzlyses were
being prepared, it became apparent to the participant: that the
study has provided a richness of Jdata and that the findings
have posed additional questions and issues which may be
addressed with the study's data. The writing team decided that
this first final report would fulfill the study's original
intentions; that is, it is descriptive of students who remain
enrolled in Erglish writing courses. The data, however, lend
themselves to much more important and needed analyses. This
report, then, is the first in a planned series of reports.
Other issues which will be addressed in the future include:

. The findings were very diverse for the 29 participating
colleges. A study by LART to determine relationships between
outcomes and curriculum is currently in progress. Further
study is needed to examine additional variables which account
for outcomes, such as demographics.

. The retention rates demonstrated in this study were
higher than expected and higher than other studies have found
for community college programs. Further study of the 15% who
do not complete writing courses is needed.

. Additional study of the students at the lowest levels
of remediation is needed. This study would be helpful in the
context of current discussions regarding credit, non-degree
applicable courses and non-credit courses.

. A paper to further explore the findings of this study
as they relate to policy is needed. The conclusion of the
report lists some policy considerations.

LARC will consider these topics for its future research
agenda. In addition, the LARC Student Outcomes Study as
presented in this report is continuing and is now in its
second year of implementation.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purposes of the 1986~87 LARC Student Outcomes Study
were:

. to describe the outcomes (achievements anad progress) of
students enrolled in remedial English writing courses in a
sample of California community colleges, and

. to develop an evaluation model which couid be used in
community colleges to measure outcomes in all programs.

The student outcomes described by the model include
1} student goal satisfaction, 2) retention, and 3) skills
acquisition. Twenty~nine colleges participated in the study
in the Fall 1986 semester. Students completed questionnaires
at the beginning and end of the Fall 1986 semester and were
also pre~ and post-tested using the New Jersey Basic Skills
Competency Tests.

The 7500 English writing students in this study sample
(as of the beginning of the Fall 1986 semester) were primarily
young, full-time day students who wanted to transfer to
fcur-year colleges and who were enrolled in freshman
composition or lower level writing courses to meet that

objective.

Student Goal Findings

At the end of the semester, students indicated they had

accomplished more course objectives than they had originally

intended. For example, at the beginning of the semester,

1
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40% indicated .nat one of their course objectives was to
"improve chances of success in other courses.” At the end of
the semester, 89% stated that they had indeed improved their
chances of success in other courses by enrolling in the
English writing course. This particular finding indicates
that students learned the value of acquiring basic skills for
educational success. This increase in the number of course
objectives achieved compared to those originally set by
students was true for all potential course objectives listed
on the questionnaire.

A large number (and percentage) of students changed their
long-term educational goals during the semester. For example,
60% of the students who indicated "vocational certificate" as
a goal at the beginning of the semester changed this goal by
the end of the semester.

Retention Findings

Retention rates were high for this sample of students:

+ 67% cf the students successfully completed the Fall

1986 semester English writing course with an A, B, C, or CR

grade. The course noncompletion rate for remedial students
was only 13% to 14%, which is far below expectations,

. 82% re-enrolled in the college the following semester;

- €8% of those who intended to enroll in another English

class in the following semester did so.

Students who were successful in writinag courses (those

who completed the course and received an A, B, C, or CR grade)




re-enrolled the next semester at a much higher rate tha ose

who were not successful or who didn't complete the course,
For those who re-enrolled the next semester, the average
percentage of remedial units in which they were enrolled
decreased from 25% to 10%, reflecting a pPositive movement of
students into the college level curriculum.
Skills Acquisition Findings
The greatest rate of skills growth was shown on the essay

test. For the essay and sentence sense tests, students at all

levels of English exited the course with higher average scores

than they demonstrated at the beginning of the course,

Predictably, for all English levels, the pre- to post-gain was
higher for the students who weére successful in a course than
for students who were not successful. There was no
statistically significant difference in skills growth rates
among ethnc groups. However, while Hispanics and Blacks
generally score( lower on the pre-tests, on the average, their
skills gain was greater.

The average post-test score of stndents completing the

course one level telow freshman composition demonstrated

that those students were prepared for entry into college

level English. The greatest skills gain was made by those

Students enrolled two levels below freshman composition,
Almost half of the students exited courses with a

post-test score equal to the average entering pre-test score

of the next level.
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Students' self-assessment of their writing ability was

better at the end of the semester than at the beginning. Of

the students who believed that they "write poorly" at the
beginning of the semester, 79% increased their rating of
their writing ability. The most marked increases were for
those students who initially rated themselves lowest.

There was a broad range of findings among the colleges on

all variables. LARC will soon publish a descriptive study of

college curricula which will begin to show the relationship
between outcomes and colleges' curri:cula.

The intent of the study was to describe outcomes for
remedial students using three broad criteria:

. Student goal satisfaction

. Retentior

. Skills acquisition
The findings indicate positive outcomes on all three measures.
In some cases, gains were grecter than anticipated and also
greater than previously reported in other studies.

These remedial students will be tracked during 1987-88
using questionnaires, interviews, and data retrieval. Another
report will be published at the end of that year. 1In the
meantime, the outcomes evaluation model will be implemented in
the remedial reading departments of 28 colleges. Fifty of the
106 California community colleges will then have par“icipated

in this effort to demonstrate student outcomes.
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INTRODUCTION

Background of LARC

Increasing student success is a major goal of the
California community coll.:ges. This goal is also the focus
of LARC, the Learning, Assessment, Retention Consortium.
Members of this network---formed in 1981 and including 80
colleges~~-share a common purpose: to translate concern
about student success into local action. From the
beginning, LARC has identified research as a majo. priority

and a critical link in accountability.

Purposes of the Study

The LARC Student Outcomes Study was designed to develop
an outcor2s evaluation model and to pilot test the model in
English writing ,;rograms in the Fall 1986 semester. The
major purpose c¢f this study was to describe educational
outcomes of students who enrolled in remedial English
writing courses. The outcomes upon which the study focused
included 1) student goal satisfaction, 2) retention, and 3)
skills acquisition. More specifically, the questions which
were to be addressed within each outcomes category were:

1) student goal satisfaction

- Do students change their educational goals after

being enrolled in remedial writing courses?




. What number and percent of students accomplish
their objectives for enrolling in writing courses?
2) Retention
. What number and percent of students:
. successfully complete (A, B, C, or CR grade)
remedial writing courses?
. re-enroll in college the following semester?
. re-enroll in writing courses the following
semester?
. Do students enrolled in remedial writing
courses progress by enxvolling in a larger
proportion of college level courses in subsequent
semesters?
3) Skills acquisition
. Do students acquire skills which qualify them for
freshman composition?
. Are students who complete one level of writing
prepared for the next level/course in the sequence

of writing courses?

The findings relative to these research questions are
presented by level: freshman composition, one level below
freshman composition, two levels below, and three levels
below. The level of English course relative to freshman
composition represents a common standard selected for

describing student outcomes.
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A second purpose of this study, in addition to
describing outcomes of remedial writing students, was to
provide a large, descriptive data base about remedial
writing students by including a large number of California
community colleges in the study. A few colleges had already
conducted evaluations of their remedial education programs
and wished to compare their results with other colleges.
This study, therefore, provided the perspective of 29
colleges, standardized measurement criteria, and consistent
terms. The combined data base makes it possible to draw
implications for further research and to respond to

questicns of mutual concern to college p. actitioners.

Development of an Outcomes Evaluation Model

The outcomes evaluation model ---measuring student goal
satisfaction, retention, and skills acquisition---may be
used to evaluate outcomes of students enrolled in any
community college course, program, or set of programs The
outcome measures identified are applicable to all community
college curricula,

The study was, in this regard, a "first." Never before
had students' intended outcomes been identified and
evaluated using a generic model with a large number of
colleges and students. This occurred at a time when the
need for outcomes information, program evaluation, and

accountability, both within colleges and for external

political and funding needs, is at its greatest.




Because LARC believed that describing only one
dimension of outcomes was inadequate, the model included
multiple measures:

. Student goal satisfaction
. Retention
. Skills acquisition

bDuring the 1987-88 school year, the second phase of the
study will include follow-up of the original sample of
students enrolled in writing courses and an additional study
of readiny programs with new colleges and students. This
second phase will continue to refine the outcomes model

itself so that it can be used for evaluating additional

college programs.,

The Relationship Between Studying Outcomes

and Evaluating Curriculum

This report was designed to be descriptive of student
outcomes and is a first step in evaluating student learning
and progress. A discussion of student outcomes, however, is
not complete without studying the curricula which contribute
to the students' outcomes. The students in this study were
errolled in many different courses at many different
colleges. The findings of the study reflect the results of
a variety of teaching methods, curriculum deliverv modes,

curriculum -ontent, and course and term lengths.




Consequently, a study currently in progress by LARC

will describe these additional instructional variables in
our community college programs by course level and will
attempt to assess the relationship between the findings of

this study and curriculum practices.

Presentation of the Study Results

A preliminary report of this study, published in March
1987, included a description of the students in the sample.
The sample included 7500 relatively young, full-time,
primarily day studentc who wer: enrolled in selected English
composition courses in 29 California community colleges,
Ninety percent were high school graduates; 78% were native
English speakers; and 52% were enrolled in college for the
first time. Most of them were taking English as a transfer
prerequisite; thus, they were using the community college
remedial writing programs primarily to advance in
pc-tsecondary education. Level of student skills within
course levels, as measured by the New Jersey Basic Skills
Competency Test scores, appears to be consistent among the
participating colleges. More details regarding sample
student characteristics can be found in the preliminary
report.

This report, which was prepared by the LARC Research

Steering Committee and a writing team of research

professionals, basic skills instructional professionals, and




representatives of related statewide organizations, includes
three chapters of study results, one relating to each of the
three outcomes criteria: student goal satisfaction,

retention, and skills acquisition. The study methodology is

addressed in each of these chapters.
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PARTICIPANTS

In April 1986, a letter of invitation to participate in
the study was sent to presidents and chief instructional
officers of all California community colleges. Two planning
meetings of interested college representatives were held
during that summer. By the Fall 1986 semester, 29 colleges
had volunteered to participate in pilot testing the model
during that semester,

Two criteria for participation were established:

1) participating colleges assessed students for basic
writing abilities prior to enrollment and placed students in
courses according to their assessed skill levels, and 2) all
colleges offered remedial writing instruction in at least
two levels below freshman composition. There was no
requirement that curriculum content and level of student
abilities within levels below freshman composition be
similar among participating colleges. Subsequently, though,
the study did find that the range of student abilities
within each level, amung colleges, was similar.

Each college was asked to select approximat:ely 250
students enrolled in remedial writing course sections.

Those sections were to include all levels of remedial
writing courses offered at each college. Students in the
sample would be identified by level below freshman
composition so that the findings of the study would be

clearly differentiated,
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Colleges asked for the option to include an additional
number of up to 75 freshman composition students in the
study, and fourteen colleges participated in this option.
Six colleges offered more than two course levels below
freshman composition.

The sample was limited to primarily day class sections
to reduce variability in curriculum and grading practices
and to ensure that administration of the tests and
questionnaires was performed uniformly. (Evening students
will be studied in the second year of the study.) This
focus on day students will be helpful in that it is
consistent with several statewide policy concerns, including
those regarding recent high school graduates, high school
dropouts, and full-time general education students.

For the purpose of determining whether the
participating colleges were representative of all California
community colleges, a comparison was made of three

characteristics as shown in the following table:
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Comparability of LARC Study Colleges

to all Community Colleges

All Community Colleges 29 Colleges in LARC Study

Etanic Distribution

$ Minority (non-white)
Mocre than 40% 33% 38%
25-39% 33% 38%
Less than 25% 33% 24%

Enrollment Size!

Enrollment
More than 13000 33% 48%
7000~12999 33% 31%
Less than 7000 33% 21%
Urban/Rural 2
Large urban - 11%
Urban - 36%
Suburban - 39%
Rural - 14%

The range of college enrollment was from 1039 to 24703
(Fall 1985 semester), and the range of ethnic minority
composition was from 19% to 70%. A list of participating

colleges and their characteristics is provided in the

! Total credit enrollment as of Fall 1985 semester first
census

appendix.
* Self identification by colleges
|
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The table indicates that the ethnic distribution of the
sample colleges was similar to that of all California cozmynity
colleges. The sample did, however, include a slightly higher
percentage of colleges with large enrollments. The range of |
college enrollment was from 1039 to 24703.

The comparison of the sample colleges to all California
community colleges indicates that it is possible to generalize
the study findings and apply them to all California community
colleges. However, since the study included primarily day
students, who generally differ from evening students, application
of the study findings should be made primarily only to day
remedial writing students,

At the beginning of the Fall 1986 semester, the total

number of students in the sample, by level, was as follows:

3 levels below freshman composition 287 (6 colleges)

2 levels below freshman composition 2211 (29 colleges)

1 level below freshman composition 4095 (29 colleges)

Sub-total - 6593
Freshman composition = _915 (14 colleges)
TOTAIL - 7508

The numbers of sample students differ from cell to cell
and table to table in the report because:

1) Three colleges did not return any end-of-semester
records data; so for some pre-post calculations where
"matched pairs” were needed (such as some retention analyses)

data for those colleges had to be removed entirely.




2) All students were not in attendance for both pre-
and post-tests; in demonstrating skills gain, oi.ly "matched
pairs"™ of test scores were used.

3) There were cases of "missing data®™ for some student
records. "Sub-samples," then, are used when appropriate for
the specific analysis.

4) Three colleges did not return Spring 1987 semester
records data for student.s who dropped out of the course.
Consequently, these colleges were not included in the
retention analyses.

These difficuities with sample size make it necessary
to interpret the findings with care. An explanation of

sub-samples used is in the appendix.
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STUDENT GOAL SATISFACTION

Research Questions

l. Do students change their educational goals after
being enrolled in remedial English writing courses?
2. what number and percent of students accomplish their

objectives for enrolling in English writing courses?

Study Process

During the second week of the Fall 1986 semester and
again prior to the end of the semester, students completed
pre- and post-questionnaires in the classroom. At the
beginning of the semes:er, they were asked to provide
personal demographic and background information, to idencify
their educational goals and ccurse objectives, and to
self-as: ;s their writing skills capability. At the end of
the semester, “‘hey were again asked to identify their
educational goals, to assess their own writing skills, and to
state what they believed they had accomplished in the course
and their future enrollment intentions relative to w-iting
courses.

An attempt was made to obtain mail responses to the
post-gucstionnaire from students who had drcpped the course.

Sample questionnaires are in the appendices.
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Study Results

Educational Goal Change

Table 1 shows the distribution of students' educational
goals upon entering the remedial English writing class, and
again, upon completing the class. Table la provides the
same information by course level. While there is little
change between the ultimate distributions of educational
goals, there is ¢ notably large amount of change for
individual students. Specifically, 48% and 24%,
respectively, wanted an "AA degree and transfer" and
"transfer and no AA degree" at the beginning of the
semester. At the end of the semester, these percentages
changed only to 44% and 27%.

However, 67% of the students who originally indicated
"AA degree and transfer" as a goal indicated at the end of
the semester that they still had the same goal. Therefore,
33% of that group had changed their educational goal. For
other original pre-goal categories, the amount of change was
even greater: up to 77% of the students changed their
educational goal during the semester. A large percentage
(60%) of the students who selected "vocational certificate"
as their original goal, changed their goal by the end of the
semester.

These findings indicate that many students change their
educational goals during the semester, particularly those
students who indicated non-transfer goals. The findings may

17
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also indicate that students are unsure of their educational
goals or that they did not fully understand the goal
categories from which they were asked to select. However,

it is doubtful that these reasons would account for the

Course Goal/Accomplishments

i
|
\
amount of change observed.
On the questionnaire administered at the beginning of
the semester students were asked to choose (from the list of
options provided) their reasons for enrolling in the writing
course. For the purpose of determining if students
satisfied their course-related objectives, they were
provided, at the end of the semester, the same list of
course objectives and asked to indicate which they had
accomplished by completing the course.
Table 2 shows the results of these responses. It can
be seen that, for all potential response categories and for
all levels of English writing, students stated that they not
only accomplished but exceeded their course objectives.
Graph 1 displays an example: 40% of all students origirally
indicated that one of their purposes for enrolling in the
course was to "improve chances of success in other courses."
At the end of the semester, 85% to 92% of the students, by
level, indicated that they had accomplished that objective.
It is likely that students increased their self confidence
as a result of success achieved in completing the writing

course in which they were enrolled.

18
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Students may have increased their self confidence for
educational success as well as the value they attached to
writing skills as a result of completing the writing course.
The differences in ratings given this objective/
accomplishment at the beginning and at the end of the
semester appear to reflect that students had learned the
necessity of acquiring basic skills for success in college.

While all options for course objective satisfaction
were rated highly at the end of the semester, "improve
writing skills," "increased chances of success in other
classes," "personal interest/refresher," and "prerequisite for
another class" were the most highly rated as accomplishments.

In summary, these data indicate that students were very

satisfied with the benefits of completing a writing class.




Table 1
Percent Distribution of Students'
by Post-Educational Goals

Pre-Educational Goals

oZ

,r _ POST-EDUCATIONAL GOAL*
TRANSFER[PERSCNAL| RELATED PRE
PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL * C.:’]:IOC!I’E Ti:rg?m v?:cA Gaqu.\m. NO AA I;N’EREST”'IO op. | OTHER | INKNOW| nomgy,
N= 6 2031 333 328 1234 [134 119 91 251 4617
VOCATIONAL CERTIFI ATE &~ 12% 16% 2% 5% | 5% 15% 2% 3% 1%
AA AND TRANSFER 1 \X 4 4 19 1 1 1 4 48
AA VOCATIGNAL 7 17\\48\ 12 5 2 3 2 4 8
AR GENERAL ETUCATION 2 25 \X 8 5 2 3 5 7
TRANSFER/NO AA DEGREE 1 27 1 \z 63 1 1 2 3 24
PERSONAL INTEREST 1 8 3 8 9\X 8 5 6 2
RELATED TO EMPLOYMENT 3 11 7 11 8 kx 4 | 10 3
OTHER 5 21 9 3 19 7 \3& 10 2
URNKNOWN 2 26 3 9 17 7 4 5\\72\ 7
. POST TOTAL 2 44 7 7 27 3 3 2 \5 N\ ,

*"matched pairs":

post-course goal was available.
Q

for students for whom both a pre- and

Percent of Students

with same educat@ongl
objective at beginning
and end of semester.




Percent Distribution of Students'
By Post-Educational Goals by Level

Table 1la
Pre-Education

FRESHMAN COMPOS[TION

al Goals

5 %

T %,

POST-EDUCATIONAL GOAL
wC. MAD| A M ITRANSFERPERSONAL| RELATED | oo | uniovay | - PRE
PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL CERTIF. | TRANSFER} voC. GIN.ED. | NO M |INTEREST| TO BVP. TOTAL
N= 270 29 34 182 7 3 9 12 551
VOCATICNAL CERTTIFICATE \ 75 0 0 25 0 0 11
AR AND TRANSFER 0 ::EE:: 5 5 18 0 0 0 2 56
AA VOCATIONAL 15 12 % 15 4 0 0 0 4 5"
AA GENERAL EDUCATION 0 21 7 ::5:: 7 7 0 7 0 3
TRANSFER/NO AN DEGREE 0 23 0 1 ::Zi: 1 0 1 1 29
PERSONAL INTEREST 0 0 0 20 20 % 20 0 0 1
RELATED TO EMPLOYMENT 0 33 0 33 0 0 § 17 0 1
OTHER 14 14 14 14 0 0 0 :::ZE:: 0 1
UNKNOWN 0 22 0 11 28 | 17 0 11 \ 3
POST TOTAL 1 49 5 6 33 1 1 2 2
1 LEVEL BELOW
POST-EDUCATIONAL GOAL
voC. AMAD| A M |TRANSFER{PERSONAL| RELATED omER | vvoney | PRE
PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL CERTIF. | TRANSFER| voC. GIN.ED.| NO AA  |INTEREST|TO BMP. TOTAL
N= 2 1158 193 |1e8 712 61 59 49 131 2573
VOCATION 1. CERTIFICATE \18\ 9 19 3 6 3 19 0 3 1
AA AND TRANSFER 0 % 4 3 19 1 1 1 4 47
AA VOCATIONAL 5 18 \\\ 11 5 2 3 3 3 8
AA GENERAL EDUCATION 4 25 10 :Ei:: 9 6 1 3 4 6
TRANSFER/NO AA DEGREE 1 28 2 2 :EE:: 1 1 2 3 26
PERSONAL INTEREST 0 8 0 5 13 % 5 3 8 2
RELNITD TO EMPLOYMENT 2 16 7 13 13 7 K\ 2 4 2
OTHER 2 27 9 2 26 4 2 \\\ 7 2
UMKNOWN 1 27 3 10 19 5 6 2 \\;?\\\ 7
POST TOTAL 2 a5 7 7 28 2 2 2 5
Q 21
32




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘.

Percent Distribution of Students'

Table 1la

By Post-Educational Goals by Level

2 LEVELS BELOW

Pre-Educational Goals

POST-EDUCATIONAL GOAL
voc. AMAD | A AR |TSANSFER(PFRSONAL|REIATED | oo | naoiomy | _PRE
PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL CERTIF. | TRANS voc. GRN.ED. | No AA  |INTEREST| TO BVP. TOTAL
N= 41 525 95 107 279 56 51 29 87 1270
VOCATIONAL CERTIFICATE \\é:\\ 5 2 9 0 5 1o 5 5 5
AA AND TRANSFER 2 :EZ:: 3 5 19 1 2 1 4 46
A\ VOCATIONAL o | 18 %4\\ 14 5 1 a 1 7 8
AA GENERAL EDUCATION 1 24 12 ::E:j 6 5 3 3 5 9
TRANSFER/NO AA DEGREE 1 30 1 2 :EE:: 2 1 1 4 18
PERSONAL INTEREST 3 7 3 7 3 \iz\\ 11 3 7 2
RELATED TO EMPLOYMENT 5 6 6 9 6 15 ::E:: 5 12 5
OTYER 8 8 8 4 13 13 8 \% 21 2
UNKNOWY 2 28 5 8 13 10 2 9 % 9
POST TOTAL 3 a1 8 8 22 5 4 2 2
3 LEVELS BELOW
POST-EDUCATIONAL GOAL
voc. AMAMND | A M |TRANSFER{PERSONAL|RELATED | oo | cauovcray | PRE
PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL CERTIF. | TRANS wc. GRN.ED.| NO AA  |INTEREST|TO EMP. TOTAL
N= 7 16 19 61 10 6 4 21 223
VOCATIONAL CERTIFICATE 5\ 17 0 0 0 17 17 0 0 3
AA AND TRANSFER 2 ::5:: 3 5 27 2 1 1 3 a6
AR VOCATIONAL 7 7 :::Ei: 13 0 7 0 0 0 7
AA GENERAL EDUCATION 0 35 ) ::Ez: 0 0 0 0 18 8
TRANSFER/NO AA DOGREE 2 21 0 2 ::23:: 2 0 0 0 19
PEPSONAL INTEREST 0 17 17 17 0 :::Ez:: 0 33 0 3
RELATED TO EMPLOYMENT 0 8 17 0 0 [ 25 é 0 25 5
OTIER 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 ::EE:: 0 1
UNKNOWN 5 5 0 11 11 0 5 0 \\:}\ 9
POST TOTAL 4 35 7 9 27 5 3 2 9
22
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Pre-Course Objective and Post-Accomplishment:
"Increased chances of success in other classes”
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Freshman Composition

One level below Freshman Composition
Two levels below Freshman Composition
Three levels below Freshman Composition
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Percent Distribution of Students!'

Table 2

By Leveu

Pre-Course Objectives and Post-Accomplishments

PERCENT
PRE-
OBJECTIVE
DISTRIBUTION

COURSE GOAL

TOTAL
SAMPLE

PERCENT WHO COMPLETED COURSE OBJECTIVE

2 LEVELS
BELOW

1 LEVEL
BELOW

FRESHMAN
COMPOSITION

3 LEVELS
BELOW

Prerequisite for other class 52%

Required for degree

55

Increased chances of success
in other classes

ve

40

Improve writing skills 60

Job reguirement/need

8

Personal interest/refresher 19

Other

4

78%*

46

89
92
25
92

31

66% 80% 77%

88 39 38

85 89 91

89 92 91

21 22 31

89 92 92

26 33 33

74%

40

92

93

41

94

25

*EXAMPLE:

78% of the total sample actually accomplished this objective, whereas 52% originally
said this was their goal.
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RETENTION

Research Questions

1, What number and percent of students:
. Successfully complete (A, B, C, or CR grade) remedial
writing courses?
i . re-enroll in college the following semester?
. re-enroll in English writing courses the following
semester?
2. Do students enrolled in remedial writing courses
progress by enrolling in greater numbers in

college level courses in subsequent semesters?

Study Process

On each questionnaire college staff recorded:
1) the number of remedial and nonremedial units in which each
student was enrolled during ard subsequent to the Fall 1986
semester, 2) the grade received in the writing course, and 3)
enrollment in a subsequent spring 1987 semester writing course.
This information, along with all data collected for the
study, was submitted to the research staff of Rancho

Santiago College for analysis.

25




Study Results

Course Completion and Retention

Sixty-seven percent of the sampled students
(who were enrolled in the second week of the Fall 1986
semester and for whom Spring 1987 semester data were
submi tted) completed the course with a satisfactory (a, B,
C, CR) grade. (See Table 3.) This varied little among the
levels. The noncompletion rate for remedial students was
only 13% to 148. Freshman composition students demonstrated
the highest noncompletion (W, I grade) rate, 22%,

There was a range between 58% and 70% for successful
completion rates among ethnic groups: Blacks, 58%;
Hispanics, €3%; Asians, 69%; and Whites, 70%. (See Table
4.) These data Suggest that ethnicity appears to be related
to retention in courses.

Successful course completion rates for the individual

colleges ranged from 43% to 83%.

Enrollment in College the Following Semester

Table 5 shows that 82% of the students who were
enrolled in the Fall 1986 semester, (and for whom Spring
1987 data was provided) re-enrolled in the Spring 1987
semester. Evaluation of this finding would require
determining at what point each student was in his/her
educational career. The Preliminary report showed that the
educational goal of most of the students was to receive an
A.A./A.S. degree and/or transfer to a four-year college. It

26
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can be surmised that students enrolled in courses below
freshman composition were not yet ready to transfer to a
four~year college and, therefore, would be re-enrolling the
next semester. Substantial persistence rates, then, should
be expected and would indicate student success for this
outcome measure. These persistence-in~college rates of 77%
to 83% indicate that students are indeed persisting at
appropriately high rates.

There is some concern that students coming into <ollege
at remedial levels are entering a "revolving door": coming
in, failing, and leaving. The evidence here is to the
contrary: 67% are succeeding in their remedial courses and
82% are persisting to the next semester.

Ninety percent of those who were successful in the
writing course re-enrolled the next semester. This rate for
successful course completers demonstrates strong evidence of
persistence in college.

There was little difference of persistence-in-college
rates among ethnic groups. There were, however, wide
differences among those rates for the participating
colleges, from 67% to 100%. Further study of the causes of
the difference in college persistence rates is needed,

During 1987-88, 21 of the 29 colleges will partici ute
in a follow-up study of these students to further evaluate

college persistence.
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Enrollment in English Courses the Following Semester

At the end of the Fall 1986 semester, students were
asked if they intended to re-enroll in a writing course the
next semester. Of those who intended to do so, 68% did
re-enroll. (See Table 6.) (The level of English in which
they re-enrolled is not known, however.) The lower the
level of English was, the higher the rate. These data
indicate that students at lower levels appear to know that
writing skills are critical to their progress in college.

As can be expected, re-enrollment rates in subsequent
English courses were lower for the total sample, which
included students who did not express an intentioa to

re-enroll,

Progression Into College Level Coursework

For the purpose of determining if remedial students
were enrolling in a larger proportion cf nonremedial courses
in the Spring 1987 semester, information regarding the total
number of remedial and nonremedial units in which each
student enrolled during the fall and spring semesters was
obtained. Table 7 shows the results of this analysis.
Indeed, while 25% of the units (on the average) in which
students were enrolled in the Fall 1986 semester were
remedial, this percentage decreased to 10% by the next
semester. This decrease in number of remedial units

indicates student progress into the college-level curriculum

28
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The amount of decrease in the proportion of remedial to
nonremedial units from the Fall 1986 semester to the Spring
1987 semester is greater for Blacks and Hispanics and for
the students who were enrolled in a writing class two levels
below freshman composition,

This finding also varied among participating colleges
(see college tables), demonstrating once again that our
colleges' student populations vary greatly in abilities and
enrollment patterns.

Table 7 also shows that students in the total sample
who persist to the next semester were enrolled in an average
of 10 units. It was pointed out in the preliminary report
that the students in the Fall 1986 sample were primariiy
full-time, day, young students., This further demonstrates
that the average credit course load for students enrolled in
remedial programs is greater than that for all community

college studerts.
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Table 3
Percent Distribution of Course Success
By Level

COURSE LEVEL
FRESHMAN 1l LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 LEVELS
SUCCESS IN COURSE COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW BELOW TOTAL
g n=617 n=2768 n=1550 n=330 n=5265
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 69% 65% 69% 69% 67%
Non-Successful (D,F,NCr) 10 21 18 17 18
Non-Completer(W,I) 22 14 13 14 15

Note: These data are available in

the appendix for each college.
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Table 4

Percent Distribution of Course Success
By Ethnicity

o
American’ Pacific |Alaskan Philip. | Other
Success in Course! Indian | Black Asian !Islander| Native |Hispanic|American| Non- White | TOTAL
\ Caucasiar
n=60 n=459 | n=494 n=52 n=2 n=923 | n=172 n=67 n=2925 | n=5154

Successful

(A,B,C,Cr) 60% 58% 69% 62% 100% 63% 65% €2% 70% 67%

Non-

Successful

(D/F,NCr) 23 23 19 12 0 24 18 27 15 18

Non-

Completer
L (W, 1) 17 19 13 27 0 13 17 10 15 15
i
{ —_—

Note: These data are available in the appendix for each college




Table 5
Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester

By Level, Ethnicity, and Course Success

Number in Sample * $ Who Enrolled in College
Fall 1986 Spring 1987
Course Level
Freshman. Comp. 591 85%
1 Level Below 2700 83
2 Levels Below 1530 77
3 Levels Below 325 82
Ethnicity
American Indign 60 78%
Black 442 78
Asian 490 88
Pacific Islander 50 74
Alaskan Native 2 100
Hispanic 914 8C
Philippine Amer. 168 83
White 2846 82
Success in Course
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 3474 90%
Non-Successful (D,F,NCr) 945 72
Non-Completer (W,I) 727 55
!925& 5146 82

Note: These data are available in the appendix for each college

*For whom Spring 1987 semester data was provided (see explanation in Appendix)
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Table 6

Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course

By Level and Ethnicity

# Who Intencded % Who Enrolled Number in % Who Enrolled
to Enroll in in English Total Sample in English
English * Spring 1987 Fall 1986* Spring 1987
Course Level
Freshman Comp. 183 55% 451 30%
1 Level Below 1653 68% 2121 58%
2 Levels Below 860 69% 1071 61%
3 Levels Below 174 71% 214 64%
Ethnicity
American Indian 29 G2% 43 51%
Black 232 62% 304 51%
Asian 295 71% 389 60%
Pacific Islander 29 593 32 53%
Alaskan Native 1 100% 1 100%
Hispanic 558 64% 698 56%
Philippine Amer. 99 70% 127 59%
White 1533 69% 2139 55%
TOTAL 2870 68% 3857 56%

Note:

These data are available in the appendix for each college

*For whom Sprirg semester, 1987 data was provided (s<e appendix)
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Table 7

Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled In

By Level and Ethnicity

Fall 1986 Spring 1987%*
Non- Percent Non- Percent
Remedial Remedial Remedial | Remedial Remedial Remedial
Course Level
Freshman Comp. 0 12 0% 0 10 0%
1 Level Below 2 10 17% 1 10 9%
2 Levels Below 5 7 42% 1 8 11%
3 Levels Below 4 7 36% 2 7 22%
Ethnicity
American Indian 3 9 25% 1 10%
Black 4 9 31% 1 11%
Asian 3 8 27% 1 1C 9%
Pacific Islandeg 3 10 23% 1 9 10%
Alaskan Native 5 9 36% 0 11 0%
Hispanic 4 9 31% 1 8 11%
Philippine Amer. 3 9 25% 1 10%
White 3 10 23% 1 10%
TOTAL 3 9 25% 1 9 10%

Mote: The data are available in the appendix for each college

*For whom Spriny semester 1987 data was provided
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SKILLS ACQUISITION

Research Questions

1. Do students acquire skills which qualify them
for freshman composition?

2. Are students who complete one level of writing
prepared for the next level/course in the

sequence of writing courses?

Study Process

The New Jersey Basic Skills Competency Tests (NJBSCT)
developed by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) for the
College Board were selected to measure pre- and post-skills
levels and gains. This battery of tests was selected
because it includes a holistically scored writing sample
("essay test") which was the measurement method requested by
English writing faculty teaching English writing. The
NJBSCT have demonstrated and documented reliability and
validity, have been normed on community college s tudents,
and have produced a large data base of test results.

The battery includes, in addition to the essay test, a
read’ng comprehension test, a "sentence sense" or sentence
construction and grammar test, and a math test, (which was

not used for this study.)
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During the second week of the semester, all
participating colleges pre-tested students in their sample
using the essay and sentence sense components. All colleges
post-tested students with the essay.

The Chancellor of the California Community Colleges
obtained a special augmentation of funds for colleges who
opted to pre- and post-test with the full NJBSCT battery.
Colleges optionally used the other test components for pre-
and post-testing as follows:

Number of colleges using pre/post
essay and pre-sentence sense only 9

Number of colleges using pre/post essay,
sentence sense, and reading comprehens_ .on
(Chancellor's augmentation) 18

Number of colleges using another
allowable combination 2

Number of colleges who chose to test
freshman composition students also 8

ETS provided students with individual score reports
of all test results. Colleges were given summary reports
by course and by college,

Brief descriptions of the tests are included in the
appendices.

Pre-tests were administered to students during the
second week of the semester, and post-tests were
administered within two weeks prior to final examinations.
In some cases, this could mean that the length of

instruction between tests was twelve weeks, about 36 hours
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of instruction. The amount of skills gain, then, was
attained in an average of only 36 hours of instruction.
English writing instructors expressed concern that test
instruments do not adequately measure and represent the
broad range of learning and skills acquisition taking place
in the classroom. For this reason, the LARC model employs
multiple criteria und measures of student outcomcs and also

Places a limited focus upon testing results.
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Study Results

Skills Growth

Tables 8 through 11 show mean pre- and post-test scores
and also the difference between the two (gain) for the
essay, sentence sense, and reading comprehension tests of
the NJBSCT. (The composition composite score reflects a
combinzition score for the essay and sentence sence.) All
scores are shown by level, by ethnicity, and by course
success/non-success.

In the essay and sentence sense tests, the mean gain
for the total sample reflected positive skills growth for
every level of English. The college tables in the appendix

show large variances in skills gain among coll .28, however.

*Essay*

The greatest amount of skills growth was shown in the
essay test results as compared to the other testing
components. This was the pre- and post-test believed at the
onset to be most relevant for measuring skills growth in
writing.

+» score of 7 or more on the essay test is used in New
Jersey to place students in college level English. Graph 2
shows that the average post-test score of students

completing the course one level below freshman composition
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'
was 7.33, indicating that those students have become

Prepared for college level English according to the New
Jersey standard. Students enrolled in courses two levels
below freshman composition demcnstrated the largest average
amount of gain (.40 on a 12 point scale) towg{g college
level preparedness.

Graph 3 indicates that, generally, the lower the level
of English, the larger the amount of average skills gain.
However, students at all levels are moving towards college
preparedness.

Predictably, for all English levels, the pre-/post-
gain is higher for the students who are successful in the
course than for the students who are not successful.

There were no statistically significant (using analysis

of variance procedure, not shown) differences in skills
growth rates among ethric groups. It is interesting to
note, however, that while average pre- and post-scores of
Hispanics and Blacks were lower than those for Whites, their
average amount of skill gain is greater than that for Whites
for the level once removed from freshman composition.

Table 12 shows the distribution of average raw score
gain on the essay test for colleges by level. Some colleges
demonstrated no gain or decline; other colleges demonstrated
very large gain. The distribution is relatively "flat." A
study of curricula and student variables may provide insight

into the cause of the differences.

39




*Sentence Sense and Composition Composite' Scorce*

All course-successful students demonstrated positive
skills gain. The third level below freshman composition
experienced the greatest gain. Successful students had
higher pre- and post-score averages than nonsuccessful

students.

*Reading Comprehension*

Reading comprehension was one of the skills measured in
the study. However, students demonstrated a negligible
amount of skilis growth in reading comprehension. This was
to be expected because the students were enrolled in writing

courses where reading skills are not necessarily emphasized.

Student Preparedness for the Next Level

The interest in pre- and post-test score averages by
level stems partly from the research question related to
stv’ent preparedness for the next course in the sequence
(the subscquent level). For the essay test all students
showed growth, with the exception of Black students three
levels below freshman composition and Asian students one

level below. But, on the average, students did not

1 . . . . . . .
The composition composite ccore is a weighted combination
of the essay and sentence sense scores.

40




demonstrate exit scores equivalent to the average entry

scores for the next level. Table 13, however, shows that
from 41% to 50% (by level) of the students did exit courses
with test scores appropriate for entry into the next level.
Table 13 shows that 508 of the post-scores of students
in courses one level below freshman composition were 8 or
above (a score of 7 or higher is used in most colleges in
New Jersey to place students in freshman composition), and
the averoge vre-test essay score of freshman composition
students was 4. This shows, again, that a majority of these
students were probably prepared for freshman composition.
It is also indicative of the different norms for different
states; 8.09 is the average pre-test essay score for

students enrolling in college level English for this study.

Changes in Self-Rating of Writing Ability

Students were asked on the pre- and post-questionnaires
tc rate their writing ability as "write poorly," "can't write
well,” "write OK," "write well," or "write very well." The

purpose of this item was to assess their self-perceived skills

growth and self confidence in terms of their writing ability.

(The preliminary report showed that szlf-ratings of

writing ability were not consistent with assessment

results.)




Table 14 shows the changes for the total group. Of the
students who initially kelieved that they "write poorly,"
only 21% believed at the end of the semester that they still
"write poorly." Students who initially rated their ability
lowest perceived the most growth, and the majority of
students initially rating themselves poorly indicated a
higher post-~self-rating.

On the other hand, students who initially rated
themselves in the highest category, "write very well,"
seemed to often "slip" a category in their post-zelf-rating.
This indicates, perhaps, that students gained the ability to
assess more accurately their abilities and educational

needs.

Use 0of Tutorial Services

Students were asked on the post~questionnaire if they
used college tutorial services for writing assistance during
the semester. Students in lower levelis more often used tutorial
assistance. Twenty-eight percent of the students two levels
below freshman composition responded that they did, and 24% of
those three levels below responded "yes." A further analysis of
Table 15 shows little difference in course success rates of

those who used tutorial services versus those who did not.
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Table 8

ESSAY
Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful aand Non-Successful Students

by Level and Ethnicity

|
Freshman Composition i 1 Level Belcw 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below
i,
n Pre Post Gain ' n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
i
S S 8.40 8 &0 -20 98 6.78 6.83 .51 65 5.60 5.95 .35 18 5.67 6.00 .33
Black |
N 1 8.00 5.00 ~3.00 | 38 6.45 6.53 .08 11 4.64 4.36 -.27 4 4.75 5.00 .25
S 16 6.13 6.94 .81 . 130 6.07 6.25 .18 112 4.99 5.51 .52 31 4.16 4.79 .55
Asian ,
N 1 8.00 6.00 -2.00 ! 29 4.31 5.31 1.00 19 4.00 4.05 .05 3 3.00 2.00 -1.00
l
e |
w S 20 7.95 7.50 -.45 255 6.88 7.41 .54 173 5.86 6.11 .25 24 4.71 5.29 .58
Hispanic ‘
N 2 8.00 7.50 -.50 r 60 6.03 6.33 +30 34 4.74 4.97 .24 1 2.00 5.00 4.00
I
S 6 7.83 8.33 .50 ! 55 7.44 7.58 .15 38 5.92 6.92 1.00 4 7.00 6.00 -1.00
P. A !
N 1 10.00 9.00 -1 10 f 11 6.82 6.91 .09 S 5.80 6.40 0.60
i
wh S 145 8.38 8.57 .19 992 7.32 7.54 .41 348 6.28 6.77 .49 39 5.30 5.15 .26
ite
N 15 7.33 8.13 .80 157 6.15 6.7¢ .4 32 5.381 6.09 .28 8 2.51 4.38 .38
- ;
) ¥
by ] 197 8.13 8.34 .21 | 1575 7.11 7.49 .39 766 5.91 6.36 .45 117 5.18 5.56 .39
! TOTAL
! N 20 7.60 7.85 .25 309 6.24 €.50 .26 101 4.938 5.18 .18 17 4.00 4.41 .41
Total of All
Students 227 8.09 8.32 .23 | 2107 6.98 7.33 .34 922 5.80 6.21 .40 136 5.00 5.38 .38
S=Successful students (received A, B, C, or CR in course) Data for students for whom pre- and post-test scores are
N=Non-successful students (all others) available are included 1in this table.

*These data are provided 1in the appendix for each college
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Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and Non-Successful Students

Table 9
SENTENCE SENSE

by Level and Ethnicity

Freshman Composition 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below
n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
S S 173.60 172.40 -1.20 76 160.70 162.04 1.34 57 150.53 153.72 3.19 19 148.00 150.00 2.00
Black
N 1 164.00 166.00 2.00 35 154.89 156.80 1.91 10 145.90 147.00 1.10 3 149.00 146.00 -3.00
S 14 158.86 161.43 2.57 113 156.09 159.68 3.47 93 148.73 152.94 4.20 25 147.32 151.40 4.08
Asian
N 2 146.50 149.00 2.50 27 149.48 150.96 1.48 12 142.25 144.67 2.42 3 141.67 136.67 -5.00
S 19 161.47 167.42 5.95 237 159.33 162.40 3.08 163 151.57 154.85 3.28 24 151.54 152.13 .58
o Hispanic
> N 2 150.50 156.00 5.50 59 151.14 154.51 3.37 26 147.31 151.62 4.31 1 135.00 138.00 3.00
S 6 166.33 168.17 1.83 51 160.41 161.94 1.53 38 153.24 156.53 3.29 4 151.25 152.75 1.50
P. A,
N 1 -5.00 10 156.90 158.60 1.70 5 147.00 15C.40 2.60
S 138 170.40 172.09 1.69 808 164.22 166.42 2.23 310 156.94 159.66 2.72 42 150.14 150.05 -.10
White
N 12 164.75 166.92 2.17 139 158.91 161.22 2.31 26 150.50 151.50 1.00 7 142.57 141.71 -.86
S 187 168.50 170.64 2.14 1320 162.18 164.59 2.41 687 153.61 156.78 3.17 116 149.52 150.88 1.36
* TOTAL
N 18 161.72 163.89 2.17 280 155.53 157.89 2.32 80 147.30 149.79 2.49 14 143.21 141.29 -1.93
Total of ALl | 317 167.75 170.09 1767 161.06 163.34 2.28 | 823 152.97 155.88 5
Students . . 2.34 6l. . . . . 2.91 133 148.57 149.50 1.03
S=Successful students (received A, 8, C, or CR 1in course) Data for students for whom pre- and | sst-test scores
N=Non-successful students (all others) are available are included i1n this table.
*These data are provided in the appendix for each college
n
) Q )1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 10

COMPOSITION COMPOSITE (essay and sentence sense)
Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and Non-Successful Students

by Level and Ethnicity

Freshman Compesition 1l Level Below 2 Leve.s Below 3 Levels Below
n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n P.e Post Gain
S 5 174.20 179.60 5.40 72 162.25 168.49 6.24 49 152.61 159.88 7.27 17 151.18 158.47 7.29
Black
N 1l 168.00 164.00 -4.00 32 158.03 164.69 6.66 8 147.88 151.13 3.25 3 148.33 152.33 4.00
S 13 156.77 165.92 9.15 108 157.25 1C4.30 7.05 85 149.82 158.04 8.22 25 146.76 154.92 8.16
Asian
N 1l 164.00 162.C2n0 -2.00 25 147.88 156.08 8.20 11 140.64 146.63 6.00 3 133.00 137.33 -1.67
D S 19 165.37 171.53 6.16 223 161.28 169.69 8.41 145 154.01 161.77 7.76 22 150.27 156.77 6.50
(%] Hispanic
N 1 166.00 167.00 1.00 54 154.13 161.56 7.43 21 148.91 156.05 7.14 1 135.00 151.00 16.00
S 6 168.17 174.17 6.00 47 163.64 170.13 6.49 33 154.12 164.30 10.18 4 156.75 159.75 3.00
P. A.
N 1 180.00 180.00 10 159.60 165.40 5.80 5 148.60 156.80 8.20
S 132 172.26 177.52 5.26 741 165.64 173.23 7.59 283 158.15 155.76 7.61 37 153.49 160.24 6.76
White
N 12 164.67 174.50 9.83 133 160.78 166.87 6.09 22 150.77 157.¢68 6.91 6 142.83 147.83 5.00
N S 180 170.25 175.94 5.69 1221 163.74 171.31 7.58 620 155.23 163.07 7.84 106 150.88 157.93 7.05
TOTAL
N 16 165.88 172.94 7.06 264 157.55 164.22 6.67 67 148.02 154.51 6.49 13 142.62 146.69 4.08
Total of All
Students 196 169.98 175.78 5.80 1485 162.71 170.01 7.31 687 154.59 162.12 7.53 119 149.74 156.43 6.69
S=Successful students (received A, B, C, or CR in course) Data for students for whom pre- and post-test scores
N=Non-Successful students (all others) are available are included 1n this table.
*These data are provided in the appendix for each college
~y
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Table 11
READING COMPREHENSION
Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and Non-Successful Students
by Level and Ethnicity

Freshman Composition 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Beiow
n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
s 2 169.50 164.50 -5.00 62 154.4C 156.34 1.94 47 144.53 145.43 .89 17 140.82 142.71 1.88
Black
N 26 144.42 144.81 0.38 10 145.10 141.00 -4.10 2 135.00 135.00
s 1 173.00 135.00 -38.00 89 153.82 154.18 0.36 69 144.70 145.64 .94 24 143.33 143.67 .33
Asian
N 20 144.70 142.75 -1.95 6 141.33 137.00 -4.33 3 135.00 135.00
D s 11 161.09 1€.,.91 -0.18 192 154.72 156.12 1.39 121  147.74 150.61 2.87 22 149.68 148.68 -1.00
o Hispanic
N 1 135.00 161.00 26.00 43 147.09 146.21 -0.88 30 140.37 143.07 <.70 1 145.00 135.00 -10.00
] ‘ 1 135.00 147.00 12.00 44 152.41 164.55 12.14 32 149.53 149.25 -. .8 4 144.75 146.25 -1.50
P. A.
N 5 152.40 149.00 -3.40 4 140.00 137.00 4.50
] 62 168.50 168.1¢ -0.40 637 161.21 162.21 1.00 241 153.59 15°.65 1.07 32 146.13 .49.72 3.59
White
N 4 160.75 160.75 0.00 75 152.00 155.40 3.36 21  149.48 145.14 -4.33 7 138.43 141.00 2.57

, . .

s 82 166.98 166.23 ~0.74 1055 158.51 159.99 1.47 531 149.75 142.96 1.38 101 145.29 146.53 1.24

. " TOTAL ‘

i N 5 155.60 160.80 5.20 175 148.71 149.76 1.05 71  143.79 160.80 -.83 14 137.93 138.00 .07
Total of All 87 166.57 166.26 -0.30 1230 157.25 158.53 1.28 602 148.90 149.88 .98 115 144.31 145.40 1.09
Students

S=Successful students (received A, B, C, or CR in course) Data for students for whom pre- and post-test scores are
N=Non-successful students (all others) available are included in this table.

*These data are provided 1n the appendix for each college
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. Table 12

Percent Diutribution of Average Raw Score Essay Gain

by Level

For All Colleges

Level - )
Freshman
Raw Score Gain Composition l Level Below |2 Levwe‘li_ B_elovi.:s Levelf Below
n= 7 26 22 6
< .01 14% 15% 18% 50%
.01 - .25 57 19 9 17
.26 - .50 29 23 36
.51 - .75 31 18* 33
.76 - 1.00 8 14
> 1.00 4 5
Average .23 .34 .40 .38

*EXAMPLE: 18% of all colleges who offer writing courses two levels below
freshman composition demonstrated an average essay gain in raw
scores between the pre- and post-test of .51 to .75 for those
students enrolled tiwo level:s below.
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Tabl.

13

Percent of Completing Students Prepared fcr Next
English Writing Course Level, According to Essay
Pre- and Post-Scores by Level

Course Level

%
Pre-Essay Mean

of Students Having Post-Essay
Score 2 to Pre-Essay Mean of
Next Course Level

Freshman
- Composition 8 -
1l Level Below 7 50%
2 Levels Below 6 41%
3 Levels Below - 48%
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Table 14

Post-Rating of Writing Ability by Pre-Rating of Writing Ability

Post-Rating

Pre-Rating Write Can't Write PRE

Poorly |[Write Well Write OK [Write Well{Very Well TOTAL

N= 110 350 2634 1386 113 4593

Write Poorly 21% 27% 47% * 6% 0 6%
Can't Write Well 5 26 61 8 1% 12
Write Okay 1 4 89 25 1 6G
Write Well 0 1 25 67 6 29
Write Very Well 0 0 8 54 37 2

POST TOTAL 2 8 57 30 3
]
*EXAMPLE: 47% of the students who stated at the beginning of the semester that they

"write poorly" stated at tl.e end of the semester .hat they "write okay".




Success in Courses By Use of Tutorial Services

Table 15

By Level

Use of
Tutorial
Services

Successful
(A,B,C,Cr)

Non-
Successful
(DIFINCE')

Non-
Completer
(W,1)

Freshman Comp.
Yes
No
Not Available

42
489
11

86%
87
82

12%

18

2%

1 Level Below
Yes
No
Not Available

441
2095
38

75%
78
53

21%
17
42

4%

2 Levels Below
Yes
No
Not Available

359
893
17

84%
81
77

15%
16
18

3 Levels Below
Yes
No
Not Available

54
160

78%
83
56

15%
14
44

7%

24%
72
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This study has been successful in developing a student
outcomes evaluation model for use in community colleges, and
this model has been successfully used to describe student
outcomes of remecial English writing students. In addition,
we now have a large base of information about 7500 remedial
students who were enrolled in writing courses at 29
colleges. This data base can, and will, be used for
comparisons and follow-up and to address additional issues.

Remediation is an important issue in California
postsecondary education. As a result of large numbers of
underprepared students entering postsecondary education,
policy questions ranging from finance to open access and
instructional methodologies have been posed. Three key
questions surround these policy discussions. Does reredial
education matter in colleges? Can community colleges
successfully remediate large numbers of vnderprepared students?
Does the result justify the cost?

Central to these policy questions is the theme of this

study: What are student outcomes in remedial instruction?

The LARC Student Outcomes Evaluation Model has been used to
link these critical questions.

Each of the ontcomes criteria used---student goal
satisfaction, retention, and skills acquisition---addresses a
variety of policy considerations. These include:

. Student Goal Satisfaction. New matriculation policies
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reflect the relationship between student success and student
goals,

. Retention. An important policy issue in retention is
reflected in the question, "Is the college experiencing a
revolving door for remedial students?" Policy makers also want
to know, "Do students progress beyond remedial courses?®

. Skills Acquisition. In the area of skills acquisition

there has been much debate on the issue of academic floor. The
question, "Is there a level beneath which there is minimal
skills growth?" has many implications.

The following highlights from this study's findings
provide us with information with which to address these

issues. It is information that, for the most part, has

never been documented before. And it is information that
speaks well for the community colleges' remedial English

writing programs:

Student Goal Satisfaction

. W .now what the students' educational and course
goals are.

. We know that students complete their course
objectives at very high rates.

. We know that many students change their long-term

educational goals.

Retention
. Students successfully complete remedial English

writing courses at very high rates.
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. Students re-enroll in college and English courses the
following semester at very high rates. 90 percent of
the students who are successful in their course
persist to another semester.

. Many remedial students go <a and move out of
remediation into college level courses, taking a
greater proportion of nonremedial courses during the
second semester.

. Many of these remedial students remain full-time

students.

Skills Acquisition

. Skills gains were made in composition at all levels
of English writing, even within a limited time frame
of instruction.

. The lower the course level, the greater the gain.

. Certain minority groups scored lower initially but
gained more than the total group.

. Students who complete writing courses move towards
college level preparedness in skills, and students
enrolled in the level below freshman composition do,
on the average, exit the course with appropriate
freshman composition entry scores.

. Students increase their self confidence in writing,
their confidence in their ability to be successful in
college courses, and the value they place on basic
skills knowledge.
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Some Implications of the Results

Because students' goals change, colleges preparing
for matriculation need to have a well developed
procedure to register and track student goals.
Ethnicity appears to relate to success in college;
research is needed to identify variables that
contribute to and facilitate success.

There is a range of effects in the 29 colleges,
demonstrating a need to study the practices which
contribute the most to success. Skills assessment
methods must be appropriate for each curriculum.
Students at remedial levels justify the educational
investment made for them: they persist at high rates
and acquire large gains in skills.

Fostering success in remedial courses is of utmost
importance, since 90% of course-successful students
persisted to the next semester.

Self-acsessment of writing abilities does not appear
to be a reliable placement instrument for many
students. (See preliminary report.)

Definitions of course levels and placement processes
across colleges are more congruent than we
anticipated. (See preliminary report.)

To be accountable and to fully describe community
college outcomes, we must use multiple outcomes

measures.
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. The benchmark to demonstrate skills growth should be

progress towards college level course preparedness.

Value of Study Beyond Research Questions

As the resulis were both quantitative and qualitative,
SO too were there quantitacive and qualitative gains for
participants and colleges.

. There is demonstrated interest across colleges in
finding out more about student outcomes. There is
significant voluntary commitment and follow-through
on the part of the colleges without state regulatory
motivation,

- As this study was a partnership of several
associations, groups, and agencies, it is apparent we
can work together. This partnership also elicited an
improved cooperation between state and local systems,
thus validating the worth of cooperative partnerships

in problem solving at the state and local levels.

The project staff look forward to a second successful
year, including follow-up on Year One students to obtain
more outcomes information and implementation of the model in the

reading program area.
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The college tables provide the same information for
each college, for the most part, that was provided for the
total colleges sample in the body of this report. In this
way, colleges may compare their findings with the total
sample and with similar colleges. <Colleges are identified
by identification numberg. They are also identified in
categories by enrvliment size, percent ethnic minority
enrollment, and large urban/urban/suburban/rvral
environment. The key below will assist the reader in

identifying types of colleges appropriate for comparisons.

LARGR COLLEGES

Large Minority Medium Minority Small Minority
LU LU UUUUVU U U U U 8 8 s
College {4 - Il 2 3456 7 8 9 1011 12 13

MEDIUM COLLEGES

Large Minority Medium Minority Small Minority
S 8 S v s 8 8 u
College id - [14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

SMALL COLLEGES

Large Minority Medium Minority Small Minority
R U U 8 8 R R R
College id 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

Large College enrollment = > 13000
Medium College enrollment = 7000-13000
Small College enrollment = < 7000

Laége Minority = > 40% Medium Minority = 25-40%
Small Minority = < 25% (rall 198S5) R

LU = Large Urban U = yUrban
S = Suburban R = Ruaral

n 58
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Tabl» A
Percent Distribution of Course Success
by Level and College

COURSE LE\TL CCURSE LEVEL
TPESHIMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 LEVELS FRESHMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 LEvELS
SLULESS IN COURSE COMPOSTTION BELCH BELOW BELOW SUCCESS IN COURSE COMPOSTTION BELOW BELOW RETCMW
College #_)) N=67 N=175 N=50 College #_7 u=109 N«73 N=76
Successful (),B,C,Cr) 648 74 668 Successful (A,B,C,Cx) 61 75% 728
Non-Successful (D, F,}Cx) 3 10 12 Non-Successful (D, F,NCx) 19 8 7
Mon-Completer (W, I) 23 15 22 Non-Campleter (W, I) 20 16 21
College _2 N=56 N=71 Ne71 N=79 College #_10 Ne N=52 N=106 N=71
Successful (A,B,C.Cr) LF1Y 738 54y 68% Successful (A,B,C.Cr) 0 59% 73% 668
‘n-Successtul (D, F,iCr) 9 6 25 15 Non~Successful (D, F,1Cr) 0 8 16 25
*on-Cowpleter (W, I) 39 21 21 17 NonsCampl ater (W,I) 100% 23 1 9
Collegm v_3 N=108 N=36 N=33 Collece 4 11 N=69 N=132 50
Successful (A,B,C.Cr) 49% 86% 73 Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 70% 68y 78%
ton-Successfud (D, F,NCx) 41 14 18 Non~Successful (D, F,NCx) 17 15 12
Non-Completsr (W,I) 10 0 9 Non-Carpleter (W, I) 13 17 10
o College § 12 =
Lege §_4 Ne61 Ne240 =2 Nel75
Suwccessful (A,B,C,Cr) 728 36% Successful (A,8,C,Cr) a3s
Hm=-Sucnessful (D,L,NCt) 7 51 Non-Successful (D,F,NCx) 14 €
tic -Completer (W, 1) 21 13 Non-Campleter (W, I) 3 "
College #_5 N=106 Nei27 College 4_13 N=141 N=88
Successful .A,B8,C.Cr) 648 9% Successful (A,38,$.Cr) 67% 66%
tion-Successful (D, F, NCr) 1 20 Non-Successful (D,F,NCr) 21 17
Hon-Conpleter (W, I) 18 12 Non-Campletar (W,I) 11 17
Col ¢ Co. ¢ 14
legm ¢ g N=20 N=129 N=36 ya 7 Llege 4 22 N=102 N=106
Successful (A,B.C,Cr) 100% 704 8lv 148 Successful (A,3,C.Cr) 728 574
Non-Successful (D, F,NCr) 0 27 i 86 Non=Successful (D, F,NCx 28 43
Non-Completer (W,I) o 3 6 0 Non-Cowpleter (W, I) 1 0
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Table A
Percent Distrcibution of

By Level and College

Course Success

CQOURSE LEVEL
A i PPFSIPAAN 1 LEVIL 2 LIVELS 31E 18 FRESHMAN
TATES IN QOURSE COMPOSITION BELOW RELOW BILW SUCCESS IN COURSE COMPOSTTION
College #_15 N=15¢ N=132 College #_23 N=48
Snccessful (A, B,C,Cr) 54% 74% Successful (a,B,C,Cr) 94%
ton-Successful (D, I, tCr) 13 12 Non-Success ful (D, F, NCr) 6
Hon-Conpleter (W, 1) 33 i4 Non-Canpleter (W, I) 0
ollece § 16 N=36 N=59 N=70 College 424 N=33
Steenssful (A,B,C,Cr) 67 % 854 80 % Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 64%
" n-Successful (D, F,1Cx) 19 5 11 ton-Successful (D,F,NCr) 24
tion-Completer (W, 1) 14 10 39 Non~Completer (W, 1) 12
College #25 Ne61
College #18 N=92 N=116 N=154 -
=2 Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 697
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 71% 57% 54% Non-Success ful (D,F,NCr) 3
tim-Successful (D, F,NCr) 12 1 2= Non-Completer (W, I) 28
tion-Completer (W, 1) 17 17 19
»
)]
o College #_26
Collece ¢ 19
— N=166 N=50 Suwccessful (A,B,C,Cr)
Saccessful (A,B,C,Cr) 66% 52% Non- successful (D,F,NCx)
tion-Successful (D, I, NCr) 21 24 Non~Completer (W, I)
Hor-Completer (W, I) 14 24
College #27
College ¥ 20 Ne133 _ ® N=102
Rt N=58 Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 74%
Suceessful (A,R,C,Cr) 81% ton-Success ful (D, F ,NCr} 7
lion-Success ful (D, F,HCr) 14 16 Non-Campleter (W, I) 20
Non-Conpleter (W, I) 9 3
College ¥ 21
e N=136 N=60 College & 28
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 79% 75%
tln-Successful (D, F,NCE) 21 25 Successful (A,B,C,Cr)
Hon—Conpleter (W, I) . 0 Non-Successful (D,F,NCr)
Non-Completer (W, I)
College & 22 N=55 N=163 N=56 College 429
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 67% 74% 77% Successful (A,B,C,Cr)
Non-Sucress£ul (D, F,NCx) 15 10 11 Yon-Successful (D, F,NCr)
Non-Completer (W, I) 18 16 13 Non-Completer (W, I)
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Table B
Percent Distribution of Course Success
By Ethnicity and College

Amecican Pacific [laskan phillip] other pr——
i Pacific [Alaskan
Indian | Black | Asian | Islander] Native [HispaniqAmeric.] Non- white TOTAL Ind illip} Other
. ian 1an | Black | Asian | Isiander| Native HispaniAmeric.| Non- white TOTAL
~LANCASIAD
frollege ¢ 1 n=$ n=45S n=14] n=4 n=42 n=7 n=3 n=166 | n=286 College 1 .
- ~4—| n=s n=22| n=26 { n=4 n=31 | na1s | pa2 n=193 | ne298
Successful Successful
(a,8,coce) | 1008 | 678 | 794 | 08 628 | 718 | 677 ZTY (A.B.CCE) 208
418 468 | 50% 45% 33s | 508 a4 438
Non-Success. Non-Success.
\0,F,NCt) 0 11 7 0 7 14 0 10 9 (D,F,8Cc) 4
41 46 25 45 60 0 a1 42
*jon-Completer| Non-Completer|
w'”o-v 0 22 14 50 31 14 33 17 by (w.x)m> 40
18 8 ]2 10 7 | so 16 15
- College 2 n=3 n=42 n=37 n=% n=44 n=7 r=3 n=121 | n=262 College .§ na2 nalg n=46 n=54 na? 7 96 3
- =- n= n= n=230
Successful Successful
S (A.B,C.Cr) 33 S8 | 878 608 618 57% 33 61y 638 (A.B,C.Cr) 1008 {508 i 678 S7% S7% 754 67%
Nen-Success. Non-Success.
(D,F,NCe) 0 14 3 40 9 14 67 15 13 (0, 2,NCe) 0 22 26 24 43 14 10 19
NonCi leter! Non-Cumplete
pra sk aian P 29 | 11 0 30 29 0 20 | 24 wa 28
17 9 o 29 15 15
follege 8 3 |, n=57 | n=22 | n=4 n=32 | n=$ ne54 lne176 | (Mo s a3 [aai7 | nare | ey n=37 | naz n=d | nagl 164
o = = n=lg
Successful Successfui
iA.B,CiCr) o 538 | sss| 75w 69% | 4o 72% | 618 (A.8.C.Cr) 1008 [77% | 424 768 | 1008 | sos 80s| 74
tion-Success. Non-Success.
(0,F,NCr) 1004 40 36 ( 25 25 40 20 | 3 {D.F.2ce) 0 Ja4 58 22 o [ 25 17 23
Son-Completer Non-Compl eter
(W, 1) 0 9 9 6 20 7 2 (W.1) 0 0 0 1008 3 0 25 3 3
Q 87

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




(4]

Table B

Peccent Distribution of Course Success
By Ethnicity and College

Mmcican Pacific |Alaskan Phallip] Other l Amer cary Pacafic Alukan' illip] other
Indian | Black [ Asian | Islander| Native filispanicfamersc. | non- White | ToTAL Indian | Black | Asian | Islander|Native [Hispanidamersc.]| tion- white TOTAL
ALUCAALAD, SAlcas1an
ol le T 7 = = = = = - - = =
ol lage a=]l n=l5 | n=40 | n=4q n=27 n=17 n=6 n=147 | n=257 College ¢ 13 na2 ns13] ne24 An26 ass a=3 n=154d n=227
Succeas (il Successful
{A.8.¢,Cc) 0 67% 85% 0 67% 718 67% 67% 69% (A,8,C,Cr}) 0 69% 75% 478 80% 67% 70% 67%
tion-Siccess. Hon-Success,
(0,F. 1) 100% ? 5 0 19 6 33 14 13 (D,F,NCr) 50% 8 17 s 0 0 19 19
Ho-Cowp leter tlon-Completet,
(W, 1) 0 27 10 | 1008 15 24 0 20 20 (W.1) 50 23 8 19 20 33 12 14
? 2 57
College 0_jo n=1 n=3 | n=49 | ns=l n=20 | n=2 n=4 n=147[ n=227 College #_14 . ne5 ne? nel n=146| n=1 ne3 n=dl | n=206
Succasstul 0 67% | sos c SS% | 1008 | 25% 718 70% Successful
(A.8.C.Cr) (A.B,C.Ct) 50% 40% 718 100% 60% 1008 67% 76% 64%
Non-Success. 0 33 16 0 25 0 75 14 17 Non-Success.
(D,#,NCr ) (D.r,NCr) 50 60 29 0 40 0 3 22 68
Non-Completerf 100% 0 4 100% 20 0 0 15 13 Non-Completar|
tw.1) 1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 )
Coilege ¢ 11 R
| a=2 a=é n=13 n=3 nsl n=9 n=l n=l n=21Yn=249 College 0315 nes n=32 x4 n=9 =62 a=32 asdq n=97| n=27%
Sucresstul
) 67% 1008 | 788 1008 | 1lo0% 70% 718 SuccesJitul
(A.8.C.Cr) 1008 | 67V | 693 (A,8,C.Cr) 8oy | 4rv | 73v | a4 638 720 | sov | ese 648
tion-Success.,
o 3 0 11 0 0 15 15 Non-Success
{n.£.87) 0 3 8 (D.F.nCe) 0 25 ) 11 19 6 25 12 13
thon - "cupr | mter
0 23 0 0 11 0 [ 15 14 Non—Completer
(W, 1) 0 (W, 1) 20 28 24 44 18 22 25 23 23
tollege ¢ 12 sl axl10 ! nuls} p=2 a=l | n=lse n=2 n=2 n=122] =169
Succnanlnl
(':;",‘:?‘_:) 1008 § 70% 878 50% 0 718 1008 | 100% 86% 83%
Bn-Ruccens,
ur.li‘.;:c:: ° 0 30 ? 50 0 29 0 0 12 14
M- leter
(k'.'l ’ow 0 v 7 0 100% 0 0 0 k] k)

fRIC B8
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Table B

Percent Distribution of Course Success
By Ethnicity and College

Amer1can Pacitic |Alaskan iilip4 Othec Amer1can Paciflc {Alaskan
Indian | 8lack | Asian | Islandet| Netive Lwa‘mﬂc. Non- | white | TOTAL Indian | Black | Asian | *slandec| Native |itispenid hnurlx‘c'., o::::f white | TOTAL
A
College 016 - - - =54 =13 =1 54 | n=165 | [College ¢
ege 116 | ha3 n=13] n=27 n n n ne n=16 20| na2 n=s n=27 | ne1 ne25 | nela | net neils| ne191
Successtul - Successfyl
(a.8cce) 1 678 J 628 | 708 B0V | 80v 1 100% [ 87 798 (A8,C,Cc) | son sov | s2v | 1o0% s8s | asv | o 790 | 784
Non-Success. tinn-Success. -
(D, e.5Cc) 0 23 22 1 0 0 6 i \DuF,NCr) %0 20 1 0 12 14 | 1008 ! 45 15
Non-Completer Hon-Completer]
(W, 0) 33 15 7 9 23 Q 7 10 W,1) 0 0 7 0 20 0 0 6 7
College § )
Collew 118 1 12 | ne30o| ne2a] ne2 ne67 | nes | ne1l | n=214| ne360 I ez [amd [ oneis n=s4 ne3 | neilef na192
Successfu)l Successtul
8 (a.8.c,Cr) EL1Y LL1Y 368 1108 548 3n 91s 69% 628 {A,8,C.Cr) 506 75% 93s 768 0 80% 780
Non-Success. Non-Success.
(D, P, NCr) 0 27 25 0 28 33 9 16 20 (D.e,0Cr) 50 25 7 24 100% 20 22
Non~Cospleter Non-Conleter;
(w, 1) 50 23 39 0 18 3 0 15 18 (w1} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1
oMo 019 [ . | ne3a| ne22| ne3 | ner | ne1a | ned] ner | net2d aez00| [CoM1e9s 022 ned ne3 { =0 ] nm ned) | n=24 reldsi nu268
Successful Successful
{A.8,C.Cr) 1008 | 59% 598 678 1008 | 648 468 1008 648 62% (A,8,C,Cr) 508 67% 508 | 1008 598 75% 794 748
Non-Success. Non-Success,
(D.#,2Cr) ] 29 27 0 ] 14 55 ] 17 22 (0.0,5Cr) 25 33 10 ] 14 4 10 1
Non-Completer Non-Comp leter
(W.1) 0 12 14 33 0 2 0 0 19 16 (W, 1) 25 0 40 4] 17 21 11 15
Q
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Table B
Percent Distribution of Course Success
By Ethnicity and College

Amecican Pacific [Alaskan 11l1p4 Othec [ Amecican Pacific |Alaskan il
v pq Othec
Indian Black | Asian | lslanderf Native HispaniqiAmecc, o ,pu.;n:.'.n thite TOTAL Indhan Black Asian | Islander| Native H1spanic{Americ, ;N White TOTAL
o 1An
] [
23 =2 ne7 n=l] ne$ n=3] ned LY} ne=ld § ne205 |
College 827 1 » Cotlege 127 | i | nes | ne21] nez n=24 n=d | =299 { ax36q
Successful Success"ul
4G 1004 718 73% 1004 778 75% 100% 84% 83%
(.8,c.cc) (A.B,C.Cr) 83 63% | 67% 100% 794 1008 | 76t 764
tion-Success. Noa-Success
[+] 29 27 D] 22 25 0 11 14 .
(DeF.NCe) (0.F.NCc) o | 13| 24 0 13 c | s 9
ton-Complet er| Non-Complet ar
.1 0 ° 0 e ° ° ° 4 3 (W.1) 17 25 | 10 0 9 2 | 16 1s
. . . » » . 227
College 124 | nus | ne16] nes A*76| a=1 | n=2 | ne12} n=22 College 128 [ 3 | ney | nes n=%9 | ne3 na76 | n=147
Successful Successful
(A,B,C,Cr) 40% 69% 50% 50% 100% 100% [3:1] 619 (A,B,C,Cr) 100% 67% 67% a0y 100% 79% aLs
Non-Succeas. Non-Success.
(0.£.NCx) 60 k) 50 38 [+] 0 24 30 {0.#.NCc) 7] kK 33 20 0 18 19
Non-Completet Non-Completec
- (w, 1) 0 0 0 12 [} [¢] 8 8 (W, 1) [¢] [¢] 0 0 0 3 1
[}
S
L
College § 25 n=l ned6] n=18 n=s n=l7 nell ned nel6d ne266 kolloqo 29 nel ans n= nel nez nel nel4 n=25
Successful Successful
(A.8.C.Cr) 1008 | 54% 674 1004 654 467 754 734 681 {(A,8.C.Cc) 0 200 1008 100% 504 0 .13 647
Non-Success. Non-Succesa.
(D.#,NCr) 0 17 22 o s} [ 25 4 8 {0.F.Nnce) 100% | 8o 0 0 50 100% 14 16
Non-Completec Non-Complet e
(w.1) o | 28 1 0 s 46 0 23 24 {w.1) 0 0 0 0 0 “ . ,
College § 26 n=] n=d2 a=l7 ne=] n=32 n=2 n-1081 n=193
Successful
(A.B.C,Ct) 1008 | 636 824 1004 694 1004 754 734
n-Success,
(D,P,NCc) 0 3 6 Y 9 o 6 6
Non-Complet ec
(w,1) [¢] 34 12 [¢] 22 0 19 21
33
1 .
.
c 92

.
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Table C

Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester
By Level, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College

college__§] College__ 43
T T B 7T T R
Course Level Course Level
Fceshman. Comp, 56 98¢ Freshwan. Comp. Y Y
1 Level Belos 156 100 1 Levesr Below 108 77
2 Levels Balow 44 100 2 Lavels Belov 36 83
3 Lavels Belov 0 0 3 Lavels Below 33 88
Ethnicity Ethnicity
Amsrican Indian 5 1008 Amscican Indian 2 100%
Black 37 1co Black 57 83
Asian 13 100 Asian 22 73
Pacific Islander 4 100 Pacific Islander 4 50
Alaskan Native 0 ° Alaskan Native 0 0
Nispanic 37 100 Hispanic 32 84
Philippine Amec. 6 100 Philippine Aaer. 5 80
White 145 99 white 54 80
Sucgess in Coucse Success ia Coucse
Successful (A,8.C,Cr) 192 100% Successful (A,8.C,Cr) 108 87%
Non-Successful (D.#,NCT) 21 100 Non-Successful (D, ,NCr) 55 78
Non-Cospletec(N.I) 43 100 Non-Completec (W.I) 14 36
o 250 10,
" TOTAL TOTAL 177 80
College g2 College 14
Peil oaev V Who gncolledon) College Rosbwe inSaple VS ol Ty allege
Course Level Course Lavel )
Freshman. Comp. 56 75% Preshman. Comp. 61 951
1 Level Below 70 89 1 Lavel Below 240 87
2 Lavels Below 70 71 2 Lavels Below 0 0
3 Levels Below 79 70 3 Levela Below o 0
Ethnicity Ethneity
Amecican Indian 3 33% American Indian S 80%
Black 41 73 Black 22 77
Asian 37 92 Azian 26 100
Pacific 1slander 5 80 Pacific Islander 4 100
Alaskan Mative Y 0 Alaskan Native 0 0
Hispanic 44 77 Hispanic 31 94
Philippine Amer. 7 100 Philippine Amer. 15 87
White 120 74 White 193 88
Success in Coucse Success in Course
Successful (A.8.C,Cr) 173 87% Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 130 97%
Non-Successful (D,#,MCx) 39 69 Non-Successful (D, P ,NCr) 127 88
Non-Completer (W.1) 63 49 Non-Completec(W,1) 44 66
Q 10T 275 76 ToTAL 301 39
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Table C
Percent Distribution

of Persistence to Next Semester

By Level, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College

College 45 College 17
“‘?:h‘?gﬁ‘g“"“ \ Who ?p:gge?gbr_; College Nun?:iluigggnpll $ who ;mp:?gecfgw College
Course Lavel Course Level
Frestesn. Comp. 0 0 Frestwan. Comp. 0 Y
1 Lavel Below 106 75% 1 Level Below 101 908
2 Levels Below 127 84 2 Levels Pelow 73 82
3 Lavels Belov 0 0 3 Levels Below 72 86
Ethnicity Ethnicity
Ametican Indian 2 509 Mmerican Indian 1 100%
Black 18 56 Black 15 80
Asian 46 a7 Asian 39 90
Pacific 1slander 0 0 Pacific Islander 2 0
Alasksn dative ] ] Alaskan Hative ¢ 0
Hispanic 54 83 Hispanic 25 76
Philippine Amer. 7 57 Philippine Amer. 17 94
White 96 79 White 140 89
Success in Course Success in Course
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 155 88s Successful(A,8,C,Cr) 176 95%
Non-Successful (D,PF,NCr) 44 73 Non-Succesaful (D.P,NCr) 32 84
Non-Completer(W,1) 34 50 Non-Completer(W.I) 38 47
ToTAL 233 | 79 TOTAL 246 87
College #6 Loslege [¥Y)
TN M T i Ml 1
Course Level Course Level
Fresheen. Comp. 20 80% Fresiman. Comp. 1 0
1 Level Below 127 91 1 Level Below 52 92%
2 Lavels Below 35 89 2 Levels Below 106 72
3 Levels pelow 7 7 3 Levels Below 70 91
Ethnicity Ethnicity
American Indian 3 100% American Indian 1 0
Black 17 88 Black 3 100
Anian 19 95 Asiar, 4s 90
Pacitic Islander 1 100 Pacific Islander 1 100
Ataskan Netive 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0
fiispanic 37 0 nispanic 20 75
Paisippine Amer. 2 50 Philippine Amer. 2 100
white 80 84 White 146 80
Success in Coucrse Success in Course
Successful(A,B,C,Cr) 140 883 Successtul (A,8,C,Cr) 160 89%
Non-Successtul (D,P,NCr) 46 89 Non-Successtul (D,F,NCr) 39 72
Non-Completer(W,1) 3 100 Non-Completer(® I) 3V 60
TOTAL 189 88 TOTAL 229 82

EI{IIC 96
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Table C
Fercent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester

By Level, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College

College  #13

T s TN i S B T
Course Lavel Course Leval
Fcenhman. Cowp. 69 96% Frestman. Comp. 0 0
1 Lavel Below 13z 80 1 Level Be)ow 141 39%
2 Levels Below 50 72 2 Lavels Belov 88 31
3 Levels Below 0 0 3 Levels Belov 0 :
Ethnicity Ethniciey 0
Amecican Indian 2 50% Amscican Indian 2 504
Black 6 83 Black 13 85
Asian 13 85 Asian 24 96
Pacitic Islandec 3 100 Pacific Islander o 0
Alaskan Native 1 100 Alaskan Native 0 0
fiispanic 9 89 fiispanic 26 85
Philiopine Amer. 1 100 Philippine Amer. 5 60
White 213 83 white 154 86
Success in Course Success in Coucse
Successful (A,8,C,c) 177 90% Succeastul(A,B,C,Cr) 153 96%
Non-Successful (D/F.\Cr) 38 74 Non-Succeasful (D, F,NCc) 45 67
Non~Completer(W,I) 36 56 Non-Completec(W, I ol 51
TOTAL 249 83 TOTAL 229 a6
c-o)logo 412 College_ $14
T s R T i Ml A
Course Leve. Course Level
Freshman. C wp. 0 0 Freshwan. Comp. 0 0
! Level Below 175 91% 1 Level Below 102 To%
2 Levels Below 0 0 2 Levels Below 106 75
3 Levels Below 0 0 3 Levels Below Y 0
Ethnicity Ethnicity ’
Amscican indian 1 100% Amscican Indian 2 100%
Black 10 70 Black 5 60
Asian 15 93 Asian 7 100
Pacific Islander 2 50 Pacitic Islander 1 100
Alaskan Native 1 100 Alaskan Native 0 0
Hispenic 14 86 Hispanic 146 77
Philippine Amer. 2 100 Philippine Amer. 1 100
... 122 93 white 41 71
Success in Course Succeas in Coucse
Successtul(A,B,C,Cr) 145 947 Succesaful(A,B,C,Cc) 133 87%
Non-Successful (D,F,NCr) 25 76 Non-Successtul (D, P,NCc) 74 58
Nor “ompletec(W,I) 5 89 Non-Completec(W,1) 1 100
AL 175 91 TOTAL 208 -~




Table C
Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester
By Level, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College

Coilege 315 ~ College 118
T T SR TNy R e
Course Level Soucse Level
-mmw. 0 0 Frestman. Comp. 92 76%
1 Lavel Below 150 73% 1 Level Belov 116 82
2 Levels Delow 132 77 2 Levels Below 154 65
3 Levels Below 0 ] 3 Lavela Belov 0 0
Sunnicity Ethmeity
American Indian 5 100% Amecican Indian 2 100%
Black 32 69 Black 30 80
Asian 34 77 hsran 28 95
Pacific Islander 9 33 Pacific Islander 2 50
Alaskan Native 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0
tlispanic 62 7 Hispamic 67 61
Philippine Amer. 32 84 Philippine Amec. 6 67
white 97 72 White 214 75
Success in Course Success in Course
" Succeastu: (A,8,C,cr) 178 87% Succesaful (A.8,C,Cr) 226 81%
Non-Succesasful (D, #,NCr) 36 58 Non-Successful (D.¥,NCr) n 55
Non-Completer(,1) 68 51 Non-Completer(.1) 65 66
5 TOTAL 282 75 TOTAL 362 74
College 116 College %19
i M e AT M M
Course Level “ourse Level
Freshman. Comp. 35 77% Freshman. Comp. 0 o
1 Level Below 59 7 1 Level Below 129 954
2 Levels Below 68 79 2 Levels Belov 40 95
3 Levels Belov 0 0 3 Levels Below 0 0
Ethnicity Bthnicity
Averican Indian 2 100% American Indian 1 100%
Black 13 69 Black 26 100
Asian 26 73 Asian 20 95
Pacific Islander 0 Pacific 1slander 3 100
Alaskan Native o 0 Alaskan Native 1 100
llispanic 54 80 Hispanic 13 92
Philippine Amer. 13 77 Philippine Amer. 8 100
vhite 53 77 White 91 93
Success in course Success in Course
Successtul (A,8,C,Cr) 130 82% Succesaful(A,8,C,Cr) 118 99%
Non-Successful{D,?,NCr) 18 72 Non-Successful (D, P,NCr) 30 93
Non-Completer(W,1) 14 36 Non-Completer(W,1) 21 76
TOTAL 162 77 TOTAL 169 95
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Table C
Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester
By Level, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College

.

College_ §20 College _ §$22
'_"‘3:'{1"{93%"’“ § who @%ﬁfgwﬁum %lxgs&@h [ Wgﬁ%ﬁgﬁnm
Course Level Course Level
Fceshwan. Comp. 0 0 Freshwan. Comp. 54 89%
1 Level Below 133 87% 1 Lavel Below 163 82
2 Lavels Belov 57 95 2 Lavels Below 56 73
3 Levels Belov Y 0 3 Levels Belov 0 o
Ethnicity Ethnicity
Amscitan Indian ¢ 100% American Indien 4 75%
Black 5 100 Black 3 100
Asian 27 €5 Asian 10 70
Pacific Islander 1 100 Pacific Islander 1 100
Alaskan Native 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0
Hispanic 25 92 Hispanic 8l 78
Prilippine Amer. 14 93 Philippine Amer. 24 79
White 115 89 white la4 85
Success in Course Success in Coucse
Successful (A.8,C,Cr) 149 913y Successful(a,B.C,Cr) 199 93
Non-Successful (D,F,NCT) 28 82 Non-Successful (D,P,NCr) 31 52
Non-Completer(W.I) 14 64 Non-Completer (W, I) 43 51
TOTAL 190 90 J TOTAL 273 8l
lluge  §21 College #23
el Toaee s SpeingTob) e L T e N
Course Level Course Lavel
Freshwan, Comp. Y Y Fceshman. Comp. a8 988
1 Level Belov 136 83% 1 Lavel Balow 82 27
2 Levels Belov 60 83 2 Lavels Belov 77 84
3 Levels Below 1 0 3 Levels Below 0 0
Bthnicltz Ethnicity
Asecican Indian 2 508 American Indian 2 1008
Black 4 100 Black 6 57
Asian 15 93 Asian 11 82
Pacific 1slander e} 0 Pacific Islander 5 100
Alaskan Native 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0
Hispanic 54 87 Hispanic a1 90
Philippine Amer. 0 0 Philippine Amer. 4 75
White 114 83 White 141 90
Success in Course Success in Course
Successtul {A.8,C.Cx) 152 90% Succeasful (A.8,C.Cr) 169 93%
Non-Successtul (D, F.NCx) 44 59 Non-Successful (D,F,NCy) 32 72
Non-Cospl eter (W, I) 0 0 Mon-Compl eter(W. 1) 6 50
ﬂ 196 83 TOTAL 207 as




Table C

Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester
By Level, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College

College 424 — Colleye 426
Mﬁﬁ"}gﬁ%’"“ \ Who E?,i?&é'?gé? College Nmtkg:hul\g:g%nph V Who gg:?rlnl;e?gér_} College
Course Leve! Course Level
Freshman. Comp. 33 914 Frestwan. Comp. 0 0
1 Level Belowv 197 76 1 Level Belov 84 73
2 Levels Below 0 0 2 Levels Below 110 59
3 Levels Below 0 0 3 Lavels Below 0 0
Ethmcity Ethmicity
Amecican Indian 5 80% American Indian 1 100%
Black i3 31 Black 32 53
Asian 4 75 Asian 17 55
Pacific Islander 0 0 Pacific !slander 1 100
Alaskan Native 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0
Hispanic 76 76 faspanic 82 -8
Philippine Amer. 1 100 Philippine Amer. 2 50
White 123 77 White 108 ~4
Success in Course Success in Course
Successful(A,8,C,Cr) 141 884 Successful(A,B,C.Cr) 142 82
Non-Successful (D, ?,NCr) 70 59 Non-Successful (D,#,NCr) 11 64
Non-CompleteriW,I) 19 74 Non-Completer(W,I) 41 34
S o 230 78 TOTAL 194 71
College  #25 College $27
NTTNT * ™0 Sorng™Tob) oMIeee B TTRT S P SEEdhgTod) e
Coutse Level Course Level
Freshman. Comp. 47 70% Freshman. Comp. 102 81s
1 Level Belov 113 66 1 Level Below 112 86
2 Levels Below a2 65 2 Levels Belov 102 9
3 levels Selow 1 90 3 Levels Below 54 -
Ethnicity Ethnicity
American Indian 3 100% American Indian 57%
Black do 59 Black 75
Asian 18 79 Asian 21 81
Pacific Islander 5 80 Pacific Islander 2 100
Alaskan Native v) 0 Alaskan Native 0 0
Hicnanic 15 63 Hispanic 24 79
Philippine Amer. 13 62 Philippine Amer. 0 0
White 146 66 White 298 82
Success in Course Success in Course
Successful(A,B,C,Cr) 176 83 Succeasful(A,8,c,Cr) 280 88%
Hon-Successtul (D,?,NCr) 22 73 Non-Successful(p,#,NCr ) 33 76
Non-Cospleter(W,I) 60 . Non-Cospleter(W,I) 58 52
TOTAL 258 67 TOTAL 370 81
104 105
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Table C
Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester
Bzuasvaid Ethnicity, Course Success, and College

a7 TN b 1 o e
Course level
fcesiwan. Comp. 0 ]
1 Lavel Selow 102 818
2 Levals Belov 49 90
3 Levels Below 0 0
Ethnicity
American Iidian 3 100%
8lack 3 100
Asian 3 100
Pacific Islander 0 [¢]
Alaskan Native 0 0
fiispanic 59 78
Philippine Amer. 3 68
wWhite 75 87
Success in Coucse
. Successful (A,8,C,Cr) 119 87%
: Non-Succeasful (D, #,.NCx) 31 74
Non-Completec(W,I) ? 100
TUTAL 151 84
College $29
!ﬁi::l'lirbg%qlo \ vivo ?&?g‘?*"’ College
Course Level
Preshmar . Comp. 0
1 Lavel Balc: 26 8%
2 Levels Bslov 0 0
3 Lavels Bslov 0 0
Ethnicity
Aserican Indian 1 0
Black 5 1008
Asian 1 100
Pacific Islander 1 100
Alazaan Native 0 0
Hispenic 2 50
Philippine Amer. 0 0
White 14 86
Success in Course
Successtul(2.8.C.Cr) 17 94s
Non-Successtul (D, F,MCx) 9 67
Non-Completer(W. I) 0 0
Q T0TAL 26 85

ERIC '

10




College !lame 41

Table D
Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent
By Level, Ethnicity and College

College Hame 33

English Course

} Who Intended

c % Who Enrolled Number 1n % Who Enrolled } Who Intended V Who Enrolled Numnder 1n % Who Enrolled
to Enroll in In English Total Sample in English to Enroll in In English Total Sample in English
English Speang 1987 Pell 1986 Spring 1987 English Spring 1987 Fell 1986 Spring 1987
Coucse Level Course Level
Frasiwnan Comp. 12 75 38 26 Fresiman Comp. 0 0 0 0
1 Level Below 8s 61 116 50 1 Level Below 59 68 74 60
2 Levels Below 29 72 37 57 2 Levels Below 27 48 36 42
3 Levels Delow 0 0 I 0 3 Levels Delow 23 70 - 26 65
Ettntcaty Ethmcity
Neericen Indian 3 0 5 0 American Indian 1 100 1 100
Rleck 23 70 28 61 Black 32 41 41 34
Asien 7 43 9 33 Asian 15 67 19 58
Pecific 1slander 2 100 2 100 facific Islender 3 33 3 33
Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 Alask»t Native 0 0 0 0
Hiispanic 20 55 24 58 llispar ¢ 25 80 26 77
Philippine Amec. 0 0 4 0 Philippine Amec. 1 100 3 67
White oC 70 114 43 wWhite 31 74 42 64
TOoTAL 12, 65 191 47 TOTAL 109 63 136 56
~
N
College Nome .2 College Name 24
§ Who Intended \ Who Encoll
o Wemne | warage s O N I Y
English Spting 1987 Fell 1986 Sprang 1987 Englisn Spring 1987 Fall 1986 Spring 1587
Course Level Course Level N
fresimen Comp. 11 0 31 0 Freshman Comp, 41
1 Level Below 32 72 46 54 1 Level Belov 148
2 Levels Below 29 52 39 al 2 Levels pelov 0
3 Levels Belov 45 71 57 63 3 tavels Nelov 0
Etimicity Ethnicity
American Indian 0 ) 1 0 American Indian 2
Bleck 19 74 24 63 Rlack 16
Asian 20 70 31 S5 Asian 18
precific Islander 50 4 25 racific Islander 2
Alaskan Native 0 0 0 Alaskan tative 0
tispenic 20 60 28 43 Hispanic 24
Philippine Aser. 3 33 4 25 Philippine Amec. 9
wite 49 55 73 41 Wiite 115
TUTAL 117 60 173 45 ToTAL 189

FRIC 107

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




College tame [11

Table D

Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course
By Level, Ethnicity and College

College ‘lame 7

# "o Intended ¢ Who Encolled Nusber in % Who Enrolled § ¥ho Intended % tho Enrolled Numdec in % o Eacolled
to Enroil in In Engliish Total Sample in English to Enroll in In English Total Sesole in English
English Speing 1967 rall 1986 Spcing 1987 Bnglish Speing 1987 rall 1986 Speing 1967

Coucse Level Course Lavel ‘

Fcesiman Cowp. o - 0 0 0 Fresiwan Comp. o o 0 0 1
1 Lavel Belov 46 3 59 s8 47 1 tavel pelov 65 69 80 58
2 Lavels Belov 71 78 7% 73 2 Levels Belov 52 87 S5¢ 79
3 Lavels Belov 0 0 - 0 0 3 tavels Belov 51 75 61 64

Ethmcity Ethmeity

Asecican Indian 1 100 1 100 Amecican Indian 1 100 1 100

dlack 8 63 8 63 Mlack n 7 12 7 |

Asian 26 73 k) 61 Asian 26 8s 36 64 |

Pacific Islander ) 0 0 ) Pacific 1slander 0 0 ) 0 |

Alaskan Hetive 0 0 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 |
tilspanic n §s 34 59 Hispanic 19 63 20 60

Philippine Aser. s 60 s 60 Philippine Amer. 1 82 13 69 |

White 40 78 47 64 White 98 76 112 66 |

oL a7 70 133 62 ToTat, 168 76 199 66 |

3 |

w |

College Name 1§ College Name 10

) Who Intended  § Who Encolled Numper in A Who Enrolled t Who Intended 4 Who Encolled Naroer 1n \ Who Encolled

to Enroll in 1n English Total Sasple in English to Enroll in In English Total Sample in English

£nglish Speing 1967 Fall 1906 Spcing 1987 English Spring 1987 Fall 1986 Spring 1967

Course_Level Course Lavel |

Feeviwmon Comp. S 60 20 10 Feesiman Comg.. 0 0 0 0 1

1 Lavel Belov 102 49 125 46 1 Lavel Belov i 65 40 60 |

2 Lavels Belov 28 $7 34 53 2 Levels Delov 62 71 74 70 |
3 f.avels Delov [s] A 0 0 3 tavels Belov 39 77 47 79

Ctimicity Etimicity

Amecican Indian 2 0 . 3 0 Amscican Indian 0 0 . 0 !

Black 10 so 14 a Black 2 100 3 67 |
Asian 13 62 17 $9 Asran s 89 39 87
facilic Islander 1 0 1 0 facitic Islander 0 0 1 0
Alashan Native 0 0 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0 0
tispanic 3 49 36 $0 Hispanic 11 91 12 92
Philippine Amer. 2 0 2 0 Philippine Amer. 1 0 S0
white $2 s2 77 43 white 85 62 101 62
TOTAL Sl 179 46 TOTAL 138 71 161 70

ERIC 109
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College Neme (38

Table D
Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course
By Level, Ethnicity and College

College lame 413

§ Who Intended S #Who Enrolled Number in  Who Encolled # Who Intended  Who Encolled Nusber 1n § Who Encolled
to Enroll in In English Total Sample in English to Enroll in In English Total Sawple 1n Englaish
English Spring 1987 rall 1986 Spring 1987 English Spring 1987 Fall 1986 Spring 1987
Course Level Course Level
fresiwan Cosp. 26 92 51 4D Fresiman Comp. 0 0 0 0
1 Level Belov 76 76 103 58 1 Level Below 67 67 90 3
2 Leveie Belov 36 79 40 73 2 fuvels Below 27 59 3 52
J Levele Delov 0 0 J 0 0 3 Levele Delow 0 0 0 0
Ethnicity Etimicity
Awecican Indian 1 0 2 [+] Amecican Indian 0 *] 0 *]
Black 2 0 S 20 Black 2 50 3 33
Asian 7 86 9 67 Asian 12 33 17 24
facific 1elander 2 100 2 100 Pacific Islander [+] [+] 0
Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0 0
Nispanic 8 75 9 67 iispanic 11 64 12 58
Philippine Amer. 1 0 1 0 Philippine Amer. 2 50 2 50
White 115 81 164 60 White 64 70 84 57
TUTAL 138 78 194 59 TOTAL 94 65 121 53
~J
»
College Name 112 College Name_ 4§14
rolled Nurbe:' in § Who Encolled
ool in e | meran, o mncolied ‘o taroll in | Inemguiah | Torariamle i empiien
English Spring 1987 rall 1986 Speing 1987 English Speing 1987 Fall 1986 Spring 1987
1 4
Course Level Coucse Level = "
Presiwman Comp. 0 0 0 0 Freshwan Comp. 0 o 0 0
1 Leve' Below 146 71 172 66 1 Level Below 76 62 96 55
2 Leveis Belov 0 0 0 0 2 Lavels Delow 85 59 98 52
3 tevele Below 0 0 - 0 ) 3 Levele Delov 0 0 0 0
Etimicity Ethnicity
Amgcican Indian 100 1 100 Amecican Indian 2 100 2 100
Black 25 9 22 Black 3 0 4 0
Asian 13 46 15 53 Asian 7 43 7 4
Pacilic Ielander 0 2 0 Facific Ielander 1 100 1 100
Alaskan Native 0 1 0 Maskan Native o o 0 0
Uispanic 13 69 14 64 Hispanic 113 61 135 55
Philippine Amer. 2 50 2 50 philippine Amer. 1 100 1 100
Whlte 103 79 120 74 Miite 29 59 39 49
TOTAL 146 71 172 66 TOTAL 161 60 194 54

El{llC 111
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Table D
Percent Distibution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course

By Level, Ethnicity and College

g

113

2ollege tame 415 College liasm 418
# Who Intended  § Who Enrolled Musber in A Who Encolled § Who Incended  § Who Enrolled Number 1n \ Who Encolled
to Pnroll in In English Total Sasple in English to Engoll in In English Total Sarple in Enqglish
english Spring 1967 rall 1966 Speing 1987 Engiish Speing 1967 Fall 1986 Speing 1987
Coucse Level Coucse Level
Fceslman Comp. 0 0 [} 0 fFresiman Comp. 19 37 72 17
1 Level Delow 90 3 68 121 51 1 Level Delov 63 68 79 58
2 Lavels Belov 86 78 105 67 2 Levels Belov 64 52 101 41
3 Levels Delow 0 0 . 0 0 3 Lavels Belov ° 0 0 o
Ethnicity Etiuncity
Amecican Indian 3 100 3 100 Asecican lidian 1 0 2 50
Black 20 80 26 62 Black 11 36 18 33 ;
Asian 21 76 29 39 As1an 7 71 14 57 |
Pacitic Islandec 4 75 4 75 Facific lslander 1 0 1 0 |
Alagkan tative 0 0 0 0 Alaskan lacive . 0 0 0 i
llispenic 44 [T} si 61 flispanac 29 as 44 27 |
Philippine Amer. 23 74 29 59 Philippine Amec. 3 33 3 33 |
White ss n 80 sS4 Miite L] 65 161 41
TOTA, 176 73 226 s8 ToTAL 146 57 252 39 |
~ -
Ll |
College Nams 415 College tame_ 319
1 "o Intended  \ Who Encolled Number in % Who Encolled 't:"m:::m . :?&?;:2:&1\“ NM;?;J;“ . ::o mﬁg.a |
to Enroll in In English Total Sample in English English Speing 1967 rall 1986 Sp:f:g 1987
english Spcing 1987 rall 1966 Speing 1967 |
Coucse Level Coucse Level i
_T:-Qd-n Comp. 14 7 22 s Fresiman Comp. 1] ] 0 0 ‘
1 Level Delow 29 83 4 74 i Level Below 97 79 112 75 |
2 Leveis Belov s 74 49 65 2 Levels Belov 24 92 29 86 ‘
3 Levels Delov 0 0 0 0 3 Levels Delov 0 0 0 0 |
Ettwmicity Etimicity i
Americon Indian 0 o 100 Amecican [ndian 1 100 ) 1 100 |
lack 7 1 63 Black 17 88 ) 20 8s |
Asian 10 70 18 50 Asian 12 83 17 82 |
Facilic Islander 0 0 0 0 facitic lslander 2 100 2 100 ‘
Alsakan Netive o 0 0 0 Alaskan Hative 1 100 1 100 |
Hispenic 29 72 39 64 Htispanic 10 90 10 90 1
Philippine Amer. H 20 [} S0 Philippine Amer. 6 a3 8 75
white 26 62 s S0 Wiite 66 76 76 70
| o 78 65 114 57 TUTAL 121 82 14 77
<
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Collegn tiame $20

Table D
Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course
By Level, Ethnicity and College

College Nome 422

1 W Intend X Who Encolled NombeT 1N S Who Encolled lt:no In::n:::d | ) \xho Enrolled Nusbec in % Who Encolled
lish Enzo n Enjlish Total Sample in English
to Enroll in In 2nglish Total Sarple in Big £nglish Spe 1987 rall 1986 Spcing 1967
English Speing 1987 rall 1966 Spcing 1987 g ng
Coucse Leve Course Levei
Coveee Level Feesimen Cowp. 20 30 45 29
frestwmn Comp. 0 0 ] o]
1 Level Delow 104 72 126 65
1 level Nelow 102 67 121 60
2 Levels Below 30 80 34 79
? lavels Nelow 47 70 52 65
3 tavels Delow o o - 0 0
3 taevels Nelow 0 o] 0 0 £t it
nic.
Etimicity =ity
wii Amecican Indlan 1 100 3 3
Aancican Lidian 1 100 . 1 100 Black 2 100 3 67
m:::k 1: 33 4 25 Asian s 100 5 100
Anian
58 u 34 Paciflc Isiender 1 100 1 100
tacific 1siander 0 1 0
Alaskan Netive o] [+ ] o] ]
AManknn tative 0 0 0 0
lispenic 45 64 56 59
'"ﬂ'lic 19 74 21 67 PRili ine Amer 14 64 17 59
Philippine Amer. 11 o2 12 75 e .
White 7] 69 117 60
shvite 94 69 109 63
TOTAL 154 68 205 60
TITAL 149 67 173 61
— g_
College Nems 421 College tiwme $23 .
f o Intended % Who Encolled Nusber in % who Encolled f o Intended % ¥ho Enrolled Nusber :n  Who Encolled
to Bnroll in In English Total Sesple in English to Encoll in In English Total Sample in English
english Spcing 1967 rall 1966 Sprang 1987 English Spcing 1987 fall 198¢ Speing 1987
Coucse Level Coucse _Level
Pres'men Cowp. 0 0 0 0 Feesiman Comp. 7 100 43 0
1 Level Below 100 73 114 67 1 Level Pelow 62 67 80 53
2 Levels Below 29 83 4 a1 ? Levels nelov 63 64 76 54
3 lavels Belov o 0 0 o 1 Lavals Below ) 0 0 0
Stimicity FLimncily
Amaticen Indlan [) 0 0 0 Mwrtican limlisn 2 50 2 $0
Black 1 100 2 100 Rlaeck 5 40 7 43
Aslan 11 64 14 57 Asian s 25 10 20
Facltic Islander 0 0 0 0 racilic I1slauler 4 100 H 80
Alaskan Mative 0 0 0 0 Alaskan tative 0 0 0 0
Nispanlc 32 84 39 L tispanic 21 62 28 46
Philippine Amer. [) [) [) 0 Philippine Amec. 4 50 4 50
White 81 75 95 71 white a4 66 136 40
TOTAL 129 75 155 70 TITM, 133 62 199 42
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Colleqge 'lame $24

Table D
Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling ja Subsequent English Course
By Level, Ethnicity and College

College Hame 425

§ "o Intended § Who Enrolled MusDec in \ Who Zncolled § W Intended % Who EIncolled Nsber in \ 4w Encolled
to Encoll in In English Total Sawple in English to Bneoll in In Englisn Tocal Saspie in English
English Spring 1987 rall 1908 Spcing 1987 English Spcing 1987 rall 1966 Spring 1967
Coucse Level Coucse Level
fresimen Comp. 13 77 32 44 fresimen Cosp. o 0 ) 0
1 Lavel Below 1 3 63 1758 o 1 Lavel Below 46 83 80 63
2 Leveis Seiov o ] ] 0 2 Lavels Selov 39 64 s1 'ty
3 Lavels Defov o 0 0 0 3 tavels Belov o o 1 100
Btimicity Ethnicity
Amecican Indian 3 33 s 40 American Indian 1 100 1 100
Slack 9 s6 13 s4 Rlack 11 LH] 13 46
Asian 3 100 3 100 As1an L 63 14 36
Tecific Isiander 0 0 0 0 facitic lslander 0 0 0 0
Alaskan Native o ° 0 0 Maskan Native ° o 0 0
fiispenic s sS 70 41 Hispenic 7 [ 1 14 43
Philippine Aser. 0 0 1 0 Philippine Amer. 1 100 1 100
Wite (7] 66 110 50 *hite 56 7 67 64
TOTAL 124 63 207 ' ToTRL 8s 74 11 7
~
~
College Mame $2& College MNeme §27
TR i | el v TR e | mariame | meni
Bglish Speing 1967 Pall 1986 Spcing 1967 english Spcing 1967 fall 1966 Speing 1987
Coucse Level Coutse Level
Prestmen Conp. 17 59 v 4 fcesimen Comp. 19 21 77 10
1 Level Below 77 s8 109 Ty 1 Lavei Below 52 ss 76 45
2 Leavels Selov 40 (11 60 s3 2 Leve!s Belov 54 67 75 59
3 Levels Belov 8 so . 9 4 3 Levels Selow 8 50 14 43
Eimicity Euhmicity
Aescican Indian 2 100 3 100 Amecican Indisn 3 33 s 40
Black 22 (7] 16 o Plack 3 67 s 40
Asian 13 46 13 40 Asian 9 67 17 @
Pacific Isiandec s 40 s 40 facitic Islander 1 s 1 0
Alasskan fative 0 0 0 0 Alasken Mative 0 0 0 ]
Wispanic 56 13 s Hlspenic 9 44 15 3
Millppine Amer. s 80 s 75 Pailippine Amec. 0 0 0 0
hite 80 ss 125 46 whice 108 57 192 35
TOTAL 142 P 214 . TOTAL 133 56 242 as
Q
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Table D
Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course

By Level, Ethnicity, and Coliege

Colleqe ame 128
f Who Intended % Who Enrolled Numder 10 % Who Encolled
to Enroll in In Enqlish Total Sasple in Enqlish
English Spcing 1987 rsll 1966 Speing 1987
Course Level
Fresiman Comp. 9 0 0 0
1 Level Below 64 69 38 56
2 Lavels Below a8 82 48 17
1 Lavels Below 0 0 0 0
Etlnucltz
Amecican Indisn k] 100 k] lo00
Nlack 2 100 3 67
Asian 2 50 k] kk]
Pacilic Islander 0 o] 0 0
Alaskan Netive 0 0 [+} [+}
ilspanic 41 71 56 61
Philippine Amer. 2 100 k] 67
shite 48 71 73 62
TOTAL 102 74 146 61
College Name 29
§ Who Intended % ho Enrolled Number in A Who Enrolled
to Enroll in In English Total Sample in gnglish
English Spcing 1967 Pall 1966 Spcing 1987
Coucse Level
fcesiman Cowp. 0 0 0
1 Level Belov 18 67 24 50

2 tevels Delow

1 Lavels Below
Ethnicity

Mmecican Indian

Black

Asian

Facitfic 1slandec
Alaskan Netlve
itispen .c
Milippine Asec.
White

TOTM,

o O

0
4
1
1
0
1
0

10

50

100

80
67

O = O ™ s & -

14
4

50

100

57
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Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled
by Level, Ethnicity, and Coll

College tiame 21

Table E

Mean Numper of Units Enrolled In

in Fall 86 and Spring 87

rall 1968 Speing 1987
Non- Peccont Non- Peccent
Remedial Remedial Resedial Remedial Remedial Remadial
Course Level
freshman Comy. 0 13 0 0 12 0
1 Level Below 1 12 8 0 13 0
2 Lavels Belov 7 7 50 1 11 8
3 Leveis Below 0 [¢] 0 [¢] 0 [¢]
Ethnicity -
. Amsrican Indian 2 11 15 2 11 15
8lack 2 “ 10 17 1 12 8
Asian 2 13 13 0 14 [¢]
‘Pacific lalander 0 7 0 0 13 0
Alaskan Mative 0 0 0 0 0
ftispanic 1 12 8 1 13 7
Philippine Amer. 2 10 17 0 12 0
thite 1 12 8 0 12 0
TOTAL 1 11 8 1 13 7
~
© College Name -~ §2
Mean Nusber of Units Enrolled In
rall 1986 Spring 1987
Non- Percent Non- Peccant
Resadial Remedial Remsdial Remedial Remedial Remsdial
Courss Level
Fresiman Comp. 0 12 0 1 10 9
1 Level Below 0 11 0 0 10 0
2 Levels Below 4 7 26 1 11
3 Levels Belov 5 6 45 2 29
Ethnicity
‘ Marican Indian 3 8 27 0 4 0
Black 3 7 30 1 6 14
'All.n 2 11 15 1 12 8
Pacific Islander 2 9 18 2 9 18
Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hispanic 3 7 30 1 7 13
Philippine Awer. 3 9 25 2 9 18
hite 2 9 18 1 8 11
‘ TOTAL 2 9 ld 1 8 11
1 Q
\ .
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College Name 3
Mean tumber of Units Encolled In
Fall 1986 Speing 1987
Non— Percent Hon~ Peccent
Resmedial Recedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedi:
Course Lavel
Frastwman Comp. 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Level Delow L] 3 57 1 7 13
2 Levela Below 6 -5 55 1 6 14
3 Lavels Below 6 5 55 2 5 29
Ethnicity
American Indian 6 7 46 3 8 27
Black 5 4 56 1 6 14
Asian 5 4 56 1 6 14
‘Pacitic Islander 5 9 36 1 7 13
Alaskan Mative o o o o o o
Hispanic 5 4 56 1 7 13
Philippine Amer. 5 3 63 1 - 20
White 4 3 57 N 7 13
T0TAL 5 4 56 1 6 14
College Name L)
Mean Number of Units Enctolled In
rall 1966 Speing 1987
Non= Percent Non~- Parcent
Remadial Remsdial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remmiial
Coucse Level . 5
" Frashman Comp. 1 13 7 1 13 7
1 Level Below 1 12 8 1 10 9
2 Levels Belov 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Levels Balow 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ethatcity
Amecican Indian 0 11 0 0 11 0
Black 0 “ 12 0 0 10 0
Asien 0 13 0 0 13 [}
‘Pacitic Islander 0 12 0 0 8 °
Alaskan Native 0 ° ° ° ° °
Hispenic 0 12 0 0 12 0
Philippine Aser. o o o o 10 °
white 0 12 0 0 11 0
TOTAL 1 12 8 ¢ 11 0
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Table E

by Level, Ethnicity, and College

-

College Name 37

Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87

Mean Number of Unita £nrolled In

College Name 45
Mean Numper of Units Enrolled In
Pall 1986 Spring 1987
Non= Percent Non- Percent
Remsdial Remadial Remsdial Remedial Remedial Remedial
Course Lavel
Presiman Comp. 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Lavel Below 1 11 8 0 3 0
2 Lavels Below 4 7 36 2 7 22
3 Levels Belov 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lthnicity
< Amacican Indian 3 11 0 0 3 0
Black 3 8 27 1 5 17
Asion 2 10 17 2 8 20
‘pacific 1slandec 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaskan Mative o o o o o o
#lspanle 2 8 20 1 7 13
Philippine Amer. 3 9 25 1 5 17
white 2 9 18 1 8 11
TOTAL 2 9 18 1 8 11
T
Ooolhqc Name 16
Mean Number of Units Enrolled In
rall 1986 Spring 1987
on- Peccant Non- Percent
Remsdial Remsdial Remsdial Remsdial Remedial Remedial
Course Level
Freshman Comp. 0 12 0 10 0
1 Lavel Below 1 12 1 11 8
2 Levela Belov ] 6 45 4 7 36
3 Levels Belov S 71 5 1 83
Ethnicity
g Amscican Indian 0 12 0 e 10 9
Slack 3 - 8 27 4 8 33
Aslan 1 12 8 1 12
“pacific Tslander 0 16 0 0 16 0
Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 10 ‘0
Hispenic 1 11 8 1 6 14
Philippine Amec. 3 9 25 0 0 0
Whits 1 11 8 1 9 10
SOTAL 1 11 8 1 9 10

Fall 1986 Spring 1987
Non-~ Percent tion= Percent
Recedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial
Course Levsl
Fresiman Comp. ) o ) 0 0 )
1 Level Beiow 3 9 25 0 10 0
2 Lavals Below 5 -8 38 1 11 8
3 Laveis Belov 3 8 27 2 9 18
Ethnicity
Amarican Indlan 3 4 43 3 10 23
Black 3 8 27 1 9 10
Aslan 4 9 31 1 11 8
Pacific Islander 4 7 36 0 0 0
Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 0 0
fiispanic 4 8 33 2 7 22
Philippins Amer. 3 8 27 1 11 8
White 4 9 31 1 10 9
TOTAL 4 9 31 1 11 8
College Name 48
Mean Number of Units Enrolled I
Fall 1966 Spring 1987
Noo= Percent Non- Percant
Remedial Remadial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial
Courss Leval - E
Frestman Comp. 1 11 8 0 0 0
1 Lavel Below 4 8 33 0 0 0
2 Leva)s Below 6 6 50 0 0 0
3 Levels Below 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ethnicity
Amarican Indian 4 4 50 0 0 0
Black 6 8 43 0 0 0
Asian 4 7 36 0 0 0
.Paclﬂc I1slander 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaskan Nativs 0 0 0 0 0 0
filspanic 6 6 50 0 0 /]
Philippins Amer. 4 9 31 0 0 0
White 4 9 31 0 0 0
TOTAL (] 8 43 0 0 [}
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r
Table E ’
Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87
by Level, Ethnicity, and College
College tlame  $10 College Name +12
Mean Mmoer of Units Encolled In Mean tumber of Units Encolled In \
rall 1906 Secing 1987 . rFail 1986 Spcing 1987 }
Non-~ Peccent Non- Percant None Peccent ton= Peccent 1
Remedial Remedial Remedial Rewedial Resedial Remadial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remadial ‘
Coucse Level Coucse Lavel
freshman Comp. 0 3 0 o 0 0 Preshman Cowp. 0 0 0 0 9 0
1 Level Belov 1 . 12 3 0 11 0 1 Level Belov 6 10 s 1 12 8 ‘
2 Levels Balov a 7 36 1 8 11 2 Lavels Belov 0 0 0 0 o |
3 Levels Belov 0 12 0 1 11 8 3 Levela Beloy 0 0 0 9 0 ‘
Ethnicity Ethnicity
< Amecican Indian 2 1 0 0 0 Amacizan Indian S a8 0 13 0
Black 4 S ] 20 1 11 8 Black S 36 3 6 33
-Asion 2 11 15 2 12 0 Astan ] 9 36 1 12 8
‘Pacitic Islandec 0 6 0 0 s 0 ‘Pacific 1 yndec s 10 33 0 10 0
Alaskan Netive 0 0 0 o 0 0 Alaskan Necive S 9 36 0 s 0
Hispenic 3 8 27 1 8 11 iispanic S 10 33 2 11 15
Philippine Amer. 1 9 10 ] 8 0 Philippine Amer. 8 6 57 3 12 20
White 1 10 ) 0 9 0 hite ] 10 a3 1 13
TOTAL 1 10 9 0 10 0 ToTAL ] 10 33 1 12
Scou.g. ——_ College Nase 813
Mean Mmpec of Units Enrolled In
Tall 1966 Secing 1987 Mean Naver of Units Entolled In
rall 1966 Spring 1987
Non- Percent Non- Peccent
femsdial Remsdial Resedial Remedial Resedlal Remadial Non=  Peccent Non- Peccent
Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Remodial
Coucse Lavel
Frestman Comp. o 12 0 0 11 o Coucse_Level
1 Lavel Belov 0 12 0 1 9 10 Freshean Cowp. 0 0 0 0 0
2 Laveis Belov 3 .8 27 1 9 10 1 Lavel Belov 1 14 7 1 11 8
3 Levels Belov 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 Lavels Belov 5 8 8 1 9 10
Zthaicity 3 Lavels Belov 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amscican Indisn 2 9 18 0 2 0 Ethntcity
Slack 1 12 8 0 3 0 Amscican Indian 4 10 29 2 1 67
Asian 2 11 15 0 10 0 Black 3 10 23 1 10 9
‘Pacitic lslander 3 11 21 0 13 0 Jsian ! 12 8 0 13 0
Alaskan Mative 0 0 0 0 16 0 Pacitic Islander 0 0 0 0 0
Hispenic 1 9 10 0 9 0 ‘:“"‘“ Native : 1‘: 1: 0 0 0
Hispanic ] 10 0
:"uil;l”lno Amer- : i: 1: : 1; : philippine Amer. 2 12 14 0 9 0
TOTAL 1 11 s 0 10 0 thite 2 11 15 0 11 0
TOTAL 2 11 15 0 11 0
Q
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" Table E

Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87
by Level, Ethnicity, and College

Coliege tiame %14 College lame__ 16

\
|
|
|
}
naan Numoer of Units Encollet In Mean Numper of Units Entolled In i
rall 1966 Spcing 1987 rall 1966 Speing 1987 1
Non- Peccant
Resedial .-':';n e —disl Nemedlal  Remcial  percest Ressdlal Remedial Remedial Remedial Nemdial mit
Course Level b Course Level < 1
Fceshaen Comp. ] ] (] ] ] 0 Freshwan Comp. ) 12 (] 0 8 ‘
1 Level Bslow 6 7 46 3 8 27 1 Level Below 0 12 0 0 9 ‘
2 Levels Below 6 6 50 3 6 33 2 Lavels Belov s 6 as 1 s 11 |
3 Lavels Below 0 [} [} 0 0 0 3 Lavels Balow 0 0 0 0 0 ;
Ethnicity gthnicity
+  sescican Indian 6 9 40 8 8 50 Amarican Indian 3 9 25 3 'y 27 |
" sleck 4 < 6 40 0 ? 0 Black 2 8 20 0 7 0
-Asian 6 ? 46 3 10 23 Asian 3 10 23 1 9 10
‘pacific 1slander 6 7 46 3 9 28 Pacific 1slandec 0 0 0 0 0 ;
Alaskan Ma”lve 0 0 0 0 0 0 Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 0 |
Biepanic 6 6 50 3 7 30 Hispanic 3 9 28 1 9 10 ‘
Philippine Amer. 7 s s8 4 7 36 Philippine Amer. 2 11 15 0 9 0
WMhite 6 7 46 2 7 22 white 2 9 18 o s 0
TOTAL 6 6 s0 3 7 30 TOTAL 2 9 18 o s 0 l
|
2 |
NV College Name 818 College Name § 8 |
Hesn Mmoec of Units Encolled In Ween Mmper of Units Encolied In |
Pall 1906 Speing 1967 vall 1986 Spcing 1987 i
Peccent Percent
nemsdial Memadial Remedial Remsdial Memedial  Ressdre: Remedlal n:=L1 Decoat Remedial 2T Raccene.
Coucse Level Cour: i z jf ‘
fresiman Comp. o 0 0 0 o 0 _.!!..Ez'.z' cosp. 0 u o . . " ‘
1 Level Belov 1 12 8 0 9 0 ! Level Below 0 " 0 . . o }
2 Levels Belov 5 . 42 1 8 1 % Lavels Balov s 6 pr 1 6 17 |
3 Lavels Belov ° ° ° ° ° 3 Lavels Belov 0 0 0 0 0 °
gthaicity Ethnicity
. Asacican Indian - 6 45 3, 10 23 Amecican Indlan 2 9 18 0 u o
Biack 3 9 25 1 8 11 Black 3 o 0 5 0
Aslen 2 1l 18 0 10 0 Asion . 12 . o 12 o
‘Pacitic 1siender 3 ’ 3 0 ¢ ° ‘Pacitic 1siander 2 7 22 0 s 0
Alasksn Matlve 0 0 0 0 -0 Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hispenic 3 10 23 1 9 10 Nlspenic 3 7 0 N s 2
Philippine Amer. 3 9 5 1 10 ’ Phillppine Amer.| 4 s 33 1 7 13
ihite 2 11 15 [} 9 [} hite 2 9 18 0 . 0
TOTAL 3 10 23 1 9 10 oL 3 o 18 X . n
1D
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Table E

Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87
by Level, Ethnicit&{ma.r‘xg_Co‘J:}ege

College liame 410
Mean mper of nits Cncolled In Mean Number of Units Encolled In Y
rall 1966 Spcing 1967 fall 1986 Spcing 1987
Mon- Peccent Hon-
Remedial w@;n -':‘-"1‘2; Remedial R-“:;Ial .':‘.‘.‘.‘f. Aessdial Mesedial  Remadial Remadial Remedial :.-':J.i':l
Course Level Coucee Lavel
freshsan Comp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 Freslman Comp. 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Lavel Below 1 - 9 10 1 10 9 1 Lavei Balow s ? 42 1 9 10
2 Lavels Below s 2 S ss 2 9 18 2 Levels Belov 6 6 50 3 . 30
3 Lavels Below 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 Laveis Below 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ehnicity Ethnicicy
- Amsrican Indian ] 13 ] 0 1 0 Asstican Indian L] ] 50 4 6 €0
Slack 3 © 7 30 1 11 8 Slack 6 7 46 3 12 20
Asian 3 8 27 1 9 i0 Asisrn 4 10 29 1 12 s
“Pacitfic lslandec 1 10 9 0 12 0 Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaskan Wtive s 8 k] } 0 13 0 Alaskan Netive 0 0 0 0 0
Nlspenic 3 9 28 1 11 8 Hispenic 6 6 $0 3 3 27
Milippine Amer. 3 7 30 1 9 10 Philippine Amer. 0 0 0 0 0 0
thite 2 9 18 0 10 0 White s 7 42 1 9 10
TOTAL 2 s 20 1 10 9 TOTAL ] 7 42 2 s 20
College Neme $20 College Name _ §22
@ Mean Mumbec of Units Encoiled In Mean Musber of Units Earolled In
w Tall 1986 Secing 1987 7all 1906 Spring 1987
Mon- Peccent Mon- Peccent Mon— Percent on-
Memsdiel Memsdial Ressdial Remadial Remediai Remalial Remsdial Remedial  Memadial Remedial Resedial Ressdial
Coucrse Lavel Course Level
Preshman Comp. 0 0 o 0 0 0 Frestean Cosp. 2 12 86 0 12 0
1 Level Belov 6 ? 46 1 1 8 1 Lavel Selow s [ k] (] 10 0
2 Levels Below ? L] tL] 3 8 27 2 Lavels Below s s 1 0 s 0
3 Levels Belov 0 o o o o o 3 Levels Bslovw o ] 0 (] 0 0
e2hnicity Ethnicity
*  Amscican Indian 4 9 31 2 12 14 Amscican Indian 3 33 0 s 0
Slack 6 v 6 s0 0 11 0 Slack 3 28 0 13 0
Asian 5 s s 2 9 18 Asisn ] s kY] 0 s 0
‘Pacitic Isiendec 4 10 29 0 1 ] "Pecitic 1slandec 3 11 21 0 13 0
Alaskan Metive ] 0 0 0 0 ] Alaskan Mative 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sispenic 6 6 so0 1 11 s Nispenic ] s k1] 0 10 0
PMilippiae Amer 8 s 62 2 11 15 Milippine Amer. 4 10 29 0 10 0
hite 6 7 46 1 10 9 White 4 9 k31 0 11 o
o TOTAL ¢ 7 46 1 [ 11 TOTAL 4 9 31 0 10 ‘0
ERIC
129
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by Level, Ethnicity, and College

Table E
Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87

eric 130

’

Callege Meme 822 Coilege Mome 925
Mean Mmtec of Units fnrolled In Hean Nusber of Units Encolled In
fall 1906 Spring 1967 fall 1906 Speing 1947
non- Peccent tion~ Percent Non- Peccent Non- Petcent
femsdial Aemedial Remedial fesedial Memetisl Hemedial Remedial Remedial Remedial Rowadial  Remedisl Hemplial
Sourse tovel Couces Level
freshaan Comp. ) 13 ] 1 12 frestman Cosp. ) 10 (] s 0
1 Level Below 1 12 [ 0 12 1 tavel Belov ] 11 1 e 11
2 Lavels Belov 6 -7 46 1 10 2 Lavels Below 5 -7 42 0 7 0
3 Lavels melov (] 0 () 0 3 Lavela Bascw 6 6 S0 3 7 30
el Ethnicity
Mmacican Indian 4 9 n 0 14 (] Amecican 1n2ian 2 9 18 1 u [
Slack s s » 0 s 0 Slack 2 9 18 o 7 0
Asian 4 ’ i 0 12 0 Asfan 3 8 27 0 9 0
Pecitic 1slander H 7 42 0 11 0 Pacific lslender 1 11 8 0 14 0
Alaskan Mative v 0 0 0 0 0 Alaskan liative 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sispenic 4 10 29 0 11 0 Lispanic 2 8 20 (] s 0
Milippine amer. H 9 k[ 1 6 14 Philippine Amer. 2 12 14 1 [ ] 11
Wite 2 11 15 (] 11 0 White 1 10 9 0 8 0
OT™L 3 10 23 (] 11 0 TOTAL 2 ® 18 0 8 (]
o
&
College Mame 024 College Meme 426
Meen Waber of Usits Encolled In Mean Muster of Units Enrolled In
fall 1906 Spring 1967 rall 1908 Spring 1997
Ramedisl I:;al Remsdia) Benedial la::;;ul 52:3’.‘:. femedial n.:-m Remedial Remedial n-:'a';ul -':'.‘L'.'fu
Course Level Coucse Level . :
freshmen Comp. 1 12 8 1 10 9 frestwan Comp. 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Levei Below 2 1 15 1 1 1 tavel Below 3 s 5 2 s 20
2 Levels Belov 0 0 0 0 2 Lavels Melon 6 -6 50 J 6 »
3 u:.u Below 0 0 0 0 3 tavels Belov 0 0 0 0 0 0
eit Zxhnicity
*  Amsrican indlan 3 10 23 () 7 (] Amscican Indian 3 s ss [ 11 42
Slack 2 T2 14 o 10 o Slack 6 ? 46 2 s 29
Aslan 1 13 7 0 10 ] Asten 7 [ 47 2 7 22
Pecitic lsiander 0 [+} 0 0 0 0 'm“‘c 1alander 3 9 2% H 11 kY
Alaskan Metive 0 [+} 0 0 0 0 Alaskan Metive 0 0 0 [+} 0 0
Wispanic 1 10 9 () 7 0 Hispanic 7 6 sS4 k] 6 »
PMilippine Amer. 0 12 0 0 2 0 53 2 s 20
wite X " . o . . Philippine Aser. 8 7
White 3 7 46 2 s 20
TOTRL 1 11 8 0 8 0 ToTAL 6 7 46 2 Y 22




Table E

. . . . . . 2
f Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 8
Mean Number o by Level, Ethnicity, and College

College tiame 122

College tame 129
Mean Masber of Units Encolled In Mean Numpec of Units Encolled In
fall 1906 Sering 1987 rall 1%6¢ Spcing 19847
Resedisl l-:;ux Renedial Resmdial I:I.;al Nemaudial Reasdiai I-:;;u Resadial femedial) l-a”n mfl
Savese tevel - Coucse Level
frostman Comp. 1 12 ] 1 10 ] Preshsan Cowp. ] ] ] ] ] ]
1 Level Below ] 9 n 1 10 ] 1 Lavel Below 4 8 3 1 12 s
2 Levels Belev L] 3 3 30 2 Levels Below 0 o 0 0 0 0
3 Levels Below ? 7 2 [ 2s 3 Levels Balov 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Emnicity Emicity \
~  Amsticsa Indian S ? @ 1 b 13 Amncican Indlen 6 e 60 0 0 0
Sleck 4 [ 3] 1 9 10 Slack 4 12 2s 1 17 6
Asian s 9 3 2 (] 20 Aslan 3 28 0 17 0 i
Pecific Islander 4 15 21 2 12 14 Pacific Islandec 3 11 21 0 18 0 '
Alsskan Metive 0 o 0 0 0 Alaskan Metive 0 o 0 o 0 0
Nispanie ] s 3 2 9 18 lepenic 4 7 36 ¢ 10 ]
PMilippine Amer. 0 ] 0 0 0 Philippine Amer. o 0 0 0 0 0
Wit 4 10 29 2 ) 18 Wite 5 7 42 1 11 [
<L 4 9 3 2 ’ 10 " | qome 4 s 3 1 12 [
™
U oliege Mems 428
Meen Wmber of Units Sncolled Ia
rall 1908 Spcing 1967
Non~ Pexcent Non- Peccant
Remsdis!  Mesadial Remedial Ramedial Remedisl Remsiial ¢
Course Level
fcestman Comp. 0 0 0 0 0
1 Level Delew 1 13 7 1 10 9
2 Lovels Below L 11 E}) 3 ] 27
3 Levels Bei:w o o o o o
Ethaicity
. Asacican Indisn 2 1) 13 1 le 7
Sleck 1 =13 7 1 9 10
Aslea 1 10 9 1 12
‘Pecitic Islandec 3 10 23 0 o 0
Alaskan Metive ] ] ] ] ]
Sispenic 3 13 19 1 ’ 10
Pailippiae Amer. 3 12 20 0 10 0
hite 2 12 14 1 10 ]
O 2 12 14 1 10 ’
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Table F

ESSAY

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Svccessful and
Non-Successful Students by Level and College

Freshman Composition 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below
n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
College id: )
Successful (A,B.C.Cr) 10 6.9 6.9 -.3 8 514 6.17 1.03
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCc 11 5.18 6.18 1.0 6 517 46 -~-.9
TOTAL 11 6.8 6.8 o7 ¥ 514 5.9 /i
College id:_ 2
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) B3 1790 8% .B| ¥ 68 7 0 58 647 &® | 4 513 58 .0
Non-Successful(D,P,I,W,NCd| 5 8.0 9.2 1.0 2 5% 5% 0 6 68 6% -.1 5 540 56 .20
TOTAL |3 7% 84 .6 |38 68 7 A1 % 6m 64 4|51 516 580 .&
College id: 3
Successful (A,8,C,Cr) £ 7.0 7.0 0 5 60 5% ~.4 17 499 55 .99
Slon-Successful (D, ¥, I,W,NCD B3 615 597 ~-.18 4 3.5 3% -.5 5 3 4.2 1.0
TOTAL P 6.6 6% kel P 568 5.3 -.4 2 45 523 .8
College id: 4
Successful (A,B.C.Cr) 4 8P 93 M| B 1.8 1% o 3
Nen-Successful (D, P, I,W,NCr 3 83 938 1.0 |8 68 6P -.M4
TOTAL % 8.7% 9.4 48 |18 7.13 715 0z
College id: 5
Successful (A,8,C.Cr) 54 68 7.0 .5 6 591 56& -.3
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCc 6 6.0 €.%0 .50 10 30 3@ .10
TOTAL (5] 6.0 6.8 .6l 71 56 5B -.5
College id: [
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 0 668 7.4 .23 M4 6. 6.75 D1} 1 6.00 6.0 0
Non-Successful(D,F,I,W,NCc % 42 584 .8 3 3.3 5.67 Bl 3 23 2.0 -.3
TOTAL 106 6.0 6.8 .6 27 6.1 6.63 521 4 3% w0 -.5
College id: 7
Successful (A,8.C,Cr) 9 7.5 8.0 .55 Q2 6.17 1.6 1.50] & 573 573 0
Men-Successtul(D,F,I,W,NCr 12 6.42 6.9 .50 3 8m 83 .3 2 6.0 6.5 .0
TOTAL 9 731 7.8 .54 $5 69 1N 142 4 57 577 .2
Cullege id: 10
Suczassfil (A,8,C.Cr) 2 7.9 6.8 -.A 43 5.6 6.0 37
ten~Successful (D,F,I,W,NC2 8 8.1l3 7.8 - .5 9 4.67 4.67 0
TOTAL 0 7.8 7.8 -.2 2 546 57 .31
College id: 11
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) B .00 1.9 L] B 5 5% -.03
‘len-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCD 9 7.2 82 1.00 2 65 6% 0
TOTAL 4 7.03 757 K ¥ 58 50 -.43
Collage id: 12
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 12 6.9 7.6l 61
Nen-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCc 2D 6.5 6.0 (v}
TOTAL 192 6.93 7.4 54
College i1:_ 13
Successful (p,B,C.Cr) n 100 1.4 ¥ 38 61 66 54
Nen-Successful (D,FP,I,W,NCr ) 9 53 5313 0 3 66 63 -.13
TOTAL & 68 7.2 n 31 6.6 6.6 5
College id: 14
Successful (A,3,C,Cr) %5 6.67 7.64 .9 O 6.3 63 .58
Mcn-Successful (D,FP,I,W,NCx 9 57 7.1 1.3 12 5.5 5.6 17
TOTAL 64 6.5 7.5 1.2 52 6.15 6.63 B
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. Table F
ESSAY
Freshman Zomposgition I 1 Level Below 2 Levals 2elow 3 Levels aelov
n  Pre Pecst Gain I n Pre Pest Gain n Pre Ppcst  Gain n  Pre Post Gain
College id: 15 |
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 6 6% 75 0|6 5B 63 L0
Ylen-Successtul (D,F,I,4,\Cr 10 610 7.X 1.0 € 4.5 5.17 67
TOTAL 7 667 1.43 .n 7?2 531 6.3 97
College id: 16
Suczessful (A,8.C.Cr) 2 7.62 8.0 BlP® .22 1.9 2B | 4 611 6.5 47
Ylen-Successful (D, F,I,%,NCH| 3 8.0 667 -1.13] 3 6.67 7.3 .67 3 3.6 30 - .67
TOTAL p.-] 7.67 7.8 A7 | 4 7.17 .57 D 0 S59% 6.% 0
College id: 18
Suczessful (A,B,C,Cr) 2 6.8 59 -1.00 M 6.5 58 -2
tken-Successtul (D,F,I,W,NCo 1 7.00 6.00 <~1.00 10 52 S™® -.10
TOTAL P2} 687 59% -.91 54 648 543 -1.05
College id: 19
Suczessful (A,8,C,Cr) s 1.3 1.8 ] 19 5.9 6.8 89
Nen-Successful(D,F,I,W,NCr 18 623 64 .17 7 6.3 6.5 -]
TOTAL m|m 7.1 1.4 Al % 5% 6.6 N
College {d: X
Suczessful (A,B,C,Cr) a8 1.3 14 J2 ] % 63 6% a3
Men-Suczessful (D,F,I,¥,NCe 10 710 6.0 -1.10 6 5.17 5.17 0
TOTAL €N 722 721 -.a Q 617 6.19 o3
College {a: a4
Successful (A,8,C,Cz) 8 6800 7.4 67 1 R 513 5.6 50
Nen-Successful (D,F,I,4,NCe 6 7.17  1.67 50 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 8 683 7.8 65 2 513 5.6 .50
College id: 22
Successful (A,B8.C.Cr) B3 e 1.3 A {18 7. 7.7 (o] ki 5.77 6.16 DB
Jen-Succesaful (D,F,I,W,NCc} S B8.00 7.60 - .4 6 6.5 6.8 33 2 600 45 -i.9
TOTAL 1 7.2 1.1 Jl 114 1.5 7.6 n k<) 5.8 606 21

College id: 23

Suczessfnl (aA,B,C.Cr) 2 913 9.0 -.06 |51 76 8.8 5 4“4 6.52 7.16 64
Non-Succesaful (D,F,I M,NCD] 2 5.9 8.0 2.9 9 68 7.1 K ] 12 5.8 5.17 08
TOTAL M 891 9.0 PO 767 BB ;] 56 6.2 6.73 52
College id: 24
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) M €31 1.5 4
Non-Sucr:essful{D,F,I,W,NCo) 2 89 58 .23
TOTAL 9% 615 6.7 .63 .

College id: 25

Successful (A,8,C,Cz) |M B8P B2 -2 |51 7.9 1.5 -.0 0 610 5% HO| 3 41 LD -12
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W.Nce] 1 9.00 1.0 200 |10 510 6% .® 2 40 S50 10| 3 400 36 - .1
TOTAL 15 8.80 8.497 -.3 ]ja 7.4 » -.0 12 5.7 6.8 A 6 4.17 3.3 - &
College fd: 26
Successful (A,8,C,Cr) 49 7.0 118 8l 6l 5.0 6.3 54
Non-Successful (D,F,1,W,NCr) 3 667 8B 67 1 20 2m 0
TOTAL 0 7.4 7.4 80 6 56 6.16 53
College {d: 27
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) %5 7. 7.% J3 |® 1.8 B ] $ 616 6J8 ®@| 9 3®™ 67 -.2
Non-Successful(D,F,I,W.NCc} ¢ 7_3"" 7.3 d7 |5 s ls.m .2 7 457 50 M40 | 2 2,0 3% Y
TOTAL a 7.4 1% J0O |4 LW 7.61 ) 52 5.9 6.02 08 U 3an A -0
College ia: 28
. Successful (A,8,C,Cr) 6 715 7.4 66 ¥ 603 6.2 rl
Son-Successful (D,F,I,N,NCr 3 6% 7.1 i} 5 42 580 1.0
| TOTAL 0 7.1 .1 K. o) ¥ 577 620 Q0
* College ia: 29
Suczesstul (A,B,C,Cr) M 6M 657 43
Yon-Successtul (D,P,I,¥, D 7 55 64 86
TOTAL a 598 e 57
Q 87
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Table G
SENTENCE SENSE

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and
Non-Successful Students by Level and College

Freshman Composition 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levaels Below
n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
Cnllege id: 2
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 19 19.26 171.04 25| % 163.08 165.42 2.08| 27 1%.4 19.5% 315 2 15164 12.89 1.6
Ncn-Successful (D, P, I, W,NnCr] 6 168.00 171.83 3.83 3 10.00 157.00 -3.00] 4 1%5.0 153.00 -2.00! O (o] (o] (o]
TOTAL 5 18.% 1.8 28| ¥ 16308 16477 1.80] A 1%.283 15971 28] @ 151.64 12.68 1.06
College id: 3
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 4 16.20. 165.35 3.16] 6 15050 15454 4.04| 18 145.4 18.5 23.06
Non=-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCd a1 1.5 1592 1.8 4 1075 4590 4.75 5 14.80 1492.00 -2.80
TOTAL B 151.9 1. 260] 0 190 1583 413 B3 450 1497.9 1.W
College id: 4
Successful (A,B.C.,Cr) 4 17.0 17253 .M B 140 16571 1.3
Non-Succesaful (D,P,I,W,Ncd| 3 167.3 1.3 2.00 | 8 0.9 162.79 2.4
TOTAL 44 11.4 172.13 Il 1188 RIS 6414 1B
College id: S
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) S4 1820 163.9% 57| 6@ 15.57 154.63 3.07
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W, ucq 7 1528 1%.86 3.0 10 14.10 4.0 1.6
TOTAL 6 15.% 163.03 54] 1 15.07 15.93 2.8
College id:_ ¢
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 84 16.52 1643 28] 5 MB.64 152.80 4.16 1 1.0 4.0 -6.00
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr X0 1525 15459 1.9 4 149.% .5 B 5 1%.2 15.90 - .8
TOTAL 14 1907 16.75 28] ® 8.8 15217 1. 6 1850 13%.63 -1.67
College id: 7
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 8 19 1602 46| 46 1933 10105 .83] 4 150.37 153.87 3.%0)
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr ) 12 1.0 167.M 2.4 3 165.33 165.00 - .13 2 150.00 15%.00 1.00
TOTAL & 1624 16.80 4.06| ® 190 WS %] 8 1505 153.9% 3.9
College id: 1
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) % 1.4 4.3 1.9 2 194 1%5.0 6.06
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,tiCc 11 1%.73 161.3% 164 1 4.0 1%.47 8.0
TOTAL 8 1.0 1.0 1.9 3 9.3 1%.5 6.12
College id: 13
Successful (A,B,C.Cc) 5 165.8 -168.16 288 1 1%.7 10.13 3177
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCd) 7 143 14.29 1.8 2 160.5 16l.50 1.00
TOTAL & 164.18 167.83 3.65| 32 1%.63 160.2 3.9
College id: 14 ,
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 52 1.5 .15 2.6 €2 153.5 159 2.4
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCD 10 18.0 157.10 30| 12 1842 156 3.5
TOTAL 6 1585 16.34 285 1.9 1. 2.6
College id: 15
Successful (A,B,C.Cr) M 100 128 2.3 72 1528 1517 2.0
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr 9 152,56 15,8 32| 6 .8 153 1.9
TOTAL 8 196 16208 2.46|M 1520 1548 2.8
College id: 16
Successful (A,B.C,Cr) D 1636 1878 517| 4 1608 1628 1.0 & 15293 1%.8 1.9
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,Ncc] 4 M0.25 125 35| 4 195 19.50 o] 3 B 120 40
TOTAL | 27 16l.8 166.37 48| & 1086 1290 16| ® 15200 159 3.9
College id: 18
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 2 1%.04 16l.00 1.86] 10 160.80 150.00 -10.C0)
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr) 1 153.00 1%.00 -3.00f 1 145.00 1%.00 - 9.0
TOTAL 2 158.86 160.59 1.64] 11 1. 18.73 -10.641
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Table G

SENTENCE SENSE
Average Pre-Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful aand
Non-Successful Students by Level and College

Preshman Composition

1 Level Below

2 Levels Below

3 Levels Below

n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n  Pre Post Gain N Pre  Post Gain
College id: 19
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) . 86 165.0 16.8 1.3 17 18.47 1.6 4.18
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCc 0 8.8 157.60 - .6 5 18.0 14.0 4.9
TOTAL 106 163.7% 1464 .88 2 73 1% 4.3
Cnllege id: 20
Successful (A,8,C,Cr) 86 16220 -165.% 3.5 3 1%.68 160.19 3.52
Non-~Successful (D, F,I,W,NCD] 9 1%.89 1%.67 -1.2 5 1820 14.80 3.0
TOTAL M 6.6 16497 3.8 | B 15411 15764 3.53
College id: 2
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) B 1927 169 2383 | ¥ 1819 15046 4.77
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCD 6 153.83 18.9 5.67 1 13%.0 146.0 10.00
TOTAL 86 188 16.% 2.4 1 8.0 1319 4.8
College id: 2
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 13 16208 16631 4.3 B 14D 1477 ~-.R| 3 1%.06 1%.5 M
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCz] 5 1P.0 16.0 6.8 6 1%.3 151.17 -5.17] 1 163.00 1%0.00 .w
TOTAL |18 1613 16.8 4.9 |10 14.0 16398 - 2| ¥ 1%.38 1%.%5 - .13
College id: 2
Successful (A,B,C.Cr) X 1.6 17391 2.5 % 15.9 10.2 4.0 » 15.6 10.23 3.18
Nen-Successful (D,F,I,W,Ncr)] 2 16.90 1649 1.0 9 1688 lR® 1.0 12 15.75 15.83 2.08
TOTAL | 17118 1.5 218 |6 16568 19.% 3.8 | S 1555 180 2.2
College id: M
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) a 16.8 16.80 o2
Non-Successful (D,P,I,W,NCc S 18.08 1992 2.8
TOTAL 106 198.5%5 19.M .®
College id: X»
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 14 171.9 1186 .¥% 50 16l. 163.% 23| 1N 197 164 3.% 3 130 14.33 4
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCc] O 0 0 0|6 147.17 153.67 6.9 2 1B 18.0 4.9 3 M3 186 .
TOTAL 14 1719 118 .¥% 5% 195 1.2 275| 13 1%.85 160.8 3.4 6 Ml17 143.9- 2.
College id: 2
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 51 161.61 -'4.06 2.8 6 15417 158.17 4.0
Non-Succesaful (D,F,I,W,NCd 3 165.67 167.67 2.0 1 160 1¥.0 -6.0
TOTAL M4 1.8 143 2.4 M 154.83 157.88 3.4
College id: 27
Successful (AB/,C,Cr) |47 168 161.8 1.0 |4 16D 16277 1.D| 4 15388 15643 29| 9 1455 134.0-11.%
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCO| 3  166.33 166.0C -.13 6 154.0 160.83 6.8 7 151.43 1%0.14 -1.™ 2 1.0 1%6.9-5.00
TO. .L 0 16N 167.58 1.67 0 160.90 162.54 2.04 51 15351 155.57 2.06 | 11 14.64 134,27 -10.36
College ida: 3
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 57 19.06 16291 486! B 1.0 14.9 2.9
Non-Successful (D, P,I,W,NCr] 13 1563 1614 5.3 5 140.00 18.0 92
TOTAL 0 157.73 16266 4.3 3 1%0.18 153.0 3.52
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Table H L.
COMFPOSITION COMPOSITE (essay and sentence sense) |
!
Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and 1
Non-Successful Students by Level and College
Freshman Composition 1 Level Ralow 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below
n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
College id:__ 2 |
Successful (A,B,C.Cr) 17 10.12 146 45 [ R 163.66 1016 60| 5 15764 16564 8.X| B 15.9 180 7.9
Non-Successful (D,#,I,W,NCc 5 11.49 120.40 9.0 2 1%.00 1€0.00 1.00|] 4 160.00 1.0 -1.0} 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 2 104 159 55 |4 160338 9.5 618 ® 15.9 6472 6% B 15.% 1.0 .9
College id: 3
Successful (A,B.C.Cr) 48 168.3 17237 9.05] 25 153.72 1940 56] 17 147.M 1%.00 8.7%
Non-Successful (D,F,Y,W,NCD 0 1540 1.3 463 4 14.75 14.5 5.9 5 2.0 4.0 5.2
TOTAL B 19.W 6.0 1.8 ¥ 120 I5.7% 5.6 2 146.06 154.00 17.95
College id: 4
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 43 14.8 19.86 5.5 73 166.10 172.06 5.%
Non-Successful (D,F,I,Ww,Ncg] 3 10.3 18.3 8.0| 86 16.0 16.98 6.%
TOTAL | % 1K@ 19.% 57|15 16.73 109.86 6.13
College igd: 5
Successful (A,3.,C,Cr) M 104 185 9135 1898 19D 566
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr) 6 1.5 1.3 78§10 140.10 4.0 4.0
TOTAL € 198 1688 9.00(6 15.95 15.43 5.1
College jg: 6
Successful (A.B,C.,Cr) 77 16842 9.3 1928 15% 6B 848 |1 180 150 2.0
Non-Successful (D, F» 1, W, NCr) 5 15092 195 86| 3 MO 1%56 136 |3 130 %3 .8
TOTAL o2 15884 16697 B8.13|2% 1528 16l.&2 9.03 |4 MBS 1.0 .75
College id: 7
Successful (A,8,C,Cr) % 166 14.25 865D 190 10.2 102 {5 15251 19.10 6.8
Non-Successful (D,F,1,W,NCc) 2 lae 185 7.8( 3 16838 146 63| 2 1%0 16.59 7.9
TOTAL [ B 1AM 1.2 B[4 1506 100 9B (4 1526 195 685
College id: 11 '
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 72 132 116 78| R 151.84 16€0.8 8.4
Nen-Successful (D,F,1,W,NCr 8 1648 171.74 6.5 1 14.00 164.00 10.00
TOTAL @0 16401 17.73 771 | B 15191 160.2 8.8
College id: 13
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 6 165.3% 1725 7.0} 2% 1%.31 164.85 8.54
don-Successfvl(D,F,I,W,NCD 7 152.86 164.43 11.57] 1 148.00 158.00 10.00
TOTAL B 16416 1B 7.2 Z7 1%.00 16459 8.9
College id: M
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) O 161.63 10.63 9.0 )] ¥ 1%.64 164.M4 7.5
Non-Successful (D,£,1,W,NCo 8 154.88 16.50 10.63 7 1871 19B.8 9,57
TOTAL 57 16068 199 9.3 | 48 1551 163.35 7.84
College jd: IS
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 6 16142 189.15 7.74| 8B 150.40 161.45 8.67
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr 9 1%.67 166.33 10.67 5 152.78 156.80 8.0
TOTAL 4 160.72 18.8 8.0 | 6 15.5 161.8 8.8
College id: 16
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 2 160 1429 829 (% 16319 10.06 6.86 | 43 155.88 164.47 8.58
Nen-Successful (D,F,I,W,Ncc] 2 16600 163.00 3.0 | 2 1.5 0.0 70| 3 140.00 143.67 3.6
TOTAL |23 160 1730 7.0 | 3B 163.16 10.06 6.8 | 6 1549 16.'1 8.%
College jid: 18
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 19 160.84 163.80 3.06 6 160.67 154.00 -6.67
Nen-Successful (D,F,1,W,NCr) 1 158.00 1%8.00 0 1  19.0 14.0c -6.00
TOTAL Y 160.0 168360 20| 7 19.04 155 -6.57
Q
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Table H

COMPOSITION COMPOSITE

Average Pre-/Post~Test Score3 and Averagde Gain

(essay and sentence sense)

Non-Successful Students by Level and College

for Successful and

Freshman Composition

1 Level Below

2 Levels Below

3 Levels Below

n Pre Ppeost Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
College id: 319 |
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) P 1691 172.86 6.5 17 152.29 161.88 9.8
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr 17 158.53 163.99 5.41 5 15.00 16.0 7.0
TOTAL % 140 171.8 6.8 | 2 15268 1668 9.00
College id: 20
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 0 1642 .171.8 7.5 0 1. 165.37 6.63
Non-Successful (p,F,1,W,NCD 8 19.63 1%8.63 -1.0 4 146.5 14.00 5.5
TOTAL 8 163.88 10.60 6.4 XN 1% 1634 6.5
College id: 21
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) B 6l.l2 1964 8.5 | 3 1500 1848 8.8
Non-Successtul (D,F,1,W,NCD) 5 158.80 167.80 9.0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL B 1097 185 85 | 3 1.0 1848 8.8
College id:_ 22
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 2 66 0.0 8.3 [B 16660 17113 4.5 38 1%6.2 1.0 6.9
Non-Succesaful (D,P,I,W,NCr] 5 165.0 2.0 7.0 1 5 157.0 Q.6 5.2 1 164.0 1%5.00 -9.00
TOTAL 17 1.6 10.7% 8.12 |18 166.16 10.72 4.5 B 1%.48 162.4 5%
College id: 23
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) R 17506 1P.06 391 |47 18.22 1%.51 8.0 3¥% 158.11 165.03 6.R
Non-Succeasful (D,P,I,W,NCz] 2 19.9 173.00 13.%0 | 9 .8 16.8 7.0 n 1527 15.% 6.27
TOTAL M 1M 1BA 447 |% 161.3% 15485 B.® 47 1%.51 163.83 6.77
College id: 24
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 68 160.88  18.€0 7.7
Non-Successful (C,F,I,N,NCr) 2 150.91 , 188.23 %
TOTAL 0V 1BHM 1607 7.6
College id: 2
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 4 1R800 17764 3640 16482 171.2 6.0] 10 19.2D 167.0 8.0 3 180 433 1.3
Non-Successful (D,F,I,4,NCc] O 0 0 0] 6 151.8 19.67 7.8 2 14.5 153.50 10.00 3 180 4.0 3.67
TOTAL 4 14.0 17764 3.64i% 1838 1HB.80 6.3B| 12 1%.58 1690 8.9 6 14317 1456.61 2.5
College id:_ 2
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 47 163.17 - 17217 9.M| 57 154.46 163.60 9.4
Nen-Successful (D, P, I,W,NCD 3 167.3 1%.00 8.67 1 130 LB.00 0
TOTAL 0 168.42 17240 83| B 154.17 163.16 8.8
College id: x
Successful (A,B.C,Cr) S 1659 17193 602 )| % 168392 1739 08| F 1%.71 1310 7.0 5 18.2 1.0 0
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCO] 3 16267 18.3 667 | 5 15540 1620 9| 5 1490 1540 50| 2 1850 4.9 3.0
TOTAL 8 1671 17177 606 | 4 162.68 17268 10.0| 0 154.88 16208 7.0 7 1648 14629 .86
College id: >3
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) % 16l.45 10.18 8.73 27 1%5.%6 162.37 .11
Non-Successful (D, ¥, T,W, NCr ) 12 19.67 16.6 9.0 | 3 14.00 16l.38 4.3
TOTAL 8 16113 199 8B | 1 1544 18227 7.8
-
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Table I
READING COMPREHENSION

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and
Non-Successful Students. by Level and College

Freshman Composition 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below
R Pre Post Gain | n Pre Post Gein | n Pre Post Gain | n Pre Post Gain
College id: 2 .
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 2 B35 1605 7.0 € 106 21 18] B 1ma 1.0 -l6]| ¥ M4 14654 .08
Non~Successful (D,F.I,W,NCr 2 173.0 1725 =~-.%[ 2 19,0 1&.00 1.0 6 146.8 144.67 -1.17 2 185 M0 4.5
TOTAL M 1895 1628 60/ € W04 R0 1%| B 12.4 1087 -154| 4 14607 6.7 .3
College id: 3
Successful (A,R.C,Cr) 4 181 188 @[ % we wwa -.8] 17 M4l 1.4 1.2
Non-Successful (D, r,I,W,NCr) ¥ .2 W2 K. ] 4 4. 135 2.5 4 MOS0 1%.0 5.5
TOZAL P N2 113N 219 0 145,80 146.83 M1 A 4.2 M6 O
College id: 6
Successful (A,8,C,Cr) B 1BM 1%3B8 1LM4] 19 P 19037 - Y ] 1 1%.00 13%.00 [+]
Non-~Successful (D,F,I,W,NCo » 6.2 4.1 A2 3 M0 14.5 -3.67 4 1%.0 13%5.00 [+]
TOTAL 04 15296 153.85 Bl 2 M6 145 -.B 5 135.00 13%.00 [+]
College id: 7
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 0 108 R 24| 2 15.1 )%.8 S M 146.3 148.056 1.68
Non-Surcessful(D,F, 1., NCt 0 1.5 100 20| 2 1.9 1650 20| 2 4.0 B0 7.0
TOTAL © 1807 0. 25| 4 156 150 .B| 6 4513 1808 L9
College id: 1
Successful (A,B,%?,Cr) " 194 1%.72 0| R 14.0 1656 1.6
tlon-Successful (D,F, ., W, NCr 12 1%2.67 1%.% 383 2 13%.00 137.00 2,00
TOTAL 91 1%.87 1%.20 Al M 1400 1615 1.6
College jd: 13
Successful (A,8,C,Cr) ® 126 1684 9| 2 1596 1904 -3.3%
Non-Successful (D,F,1,W,NCr 6 15%.67 :155.50 07 1 157,00 141.00 -16.00
TOTAL B 1695 162.77 83 B 13.8 150.07 ~ 3.7
College id: 4
Successful (A,B.C.Cr) 4“4 1%.64 1%.52 -1 P 18,15 152.54 3.8
fon-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr 10 1210 18.10 -4.0 15 142.67 146.47 3.0
TOTAL 4 1%.80 1415 -1.6 4 M35 108 3.5
College id: 15
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) R” 1%.2 -16.8 55| 6/ 146.8 18.9 2.5
Non-Successful (D,P,1,w,NCd  wo 1.2 40! 7 13.72 1871 -0
TOTAL R 1%.06 0.6 54| ¥ 16584 184 215
College id: 16
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) Q@ 1864 15%.3 A7 R 1414 15.19 315
Non-Successful (D,P,I,W,NCo) 4 100.75. 1590 -2.75 3 1067 15.00 -5.67
TOTAL % 1%.00 1%.46 I B 4.3 180 2.8
College id: 18
Succeasful (a,B,C.Cr) D 16015 16.3 10| 14 15.5 15.4 2.93
Non-Successful (D,P,I,W,NCr 1 13.00 1%.00 o} 1 1%5.00 173.00 -2.00
TOTAL 2 19895 160.10 14| 15 154.00 156.60 2.60
College id: 19 ”
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 86 16085 1067 ~.17| 18 148.3 18.60 8
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr] K 182 1IN0 59| 7 4.7 4.8 -1.66
TOTAL 100 1%.08 15.67 Bl B M4.8 1402.5% -.0
College id: D
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) B 10.M 16028 25| M 1.0 1.2 1.4
Non-Successful (D,F,I,w,NCr 9 195 1.8 66| 4 140 19.0 -3.0
TOTAL 8 103 160.0 14| B 1098 1082 1.3
Q




Table I

READING COMPREHENSION

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and
Non-Successful Students by Level and College

Freshman Compogition 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below
n Fre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain Pre Ppost Gain n Pre Post Gain
College id:_ 2}
Successful (A,B,C.Cr)
¥on-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr
TOTAL
College id:_ 22
Successful (A.B.C.Cr) 14 15.14 16093 3.9 | 101 19.28.162.0 22721 23 156 1878 117
Non-Successful (D,F,I,N,N39] 3 10.00 16).33 11.33 4 1.5 4.5 0 2 140.00 142,00 2.00
TOTAL 17 155.88 16100 5.12 | 106 1%.10 1671 2&| 35 15l.&0 158 1M
College id:_23
Successful (A.B,C.Cr L2 1Pae 1en J7| 9 esMme s | 8 1528 158313 .5
Non-Succesautul((D,!‘,I.W,)tCz) 2 1.0 162.00 0 9 16538 1.2 -3.11 14 152.07 148.14 -3.23
TOTAL M 197 948 6| 68 1420 168 -3| 2 12.60 10 -.60
College id: 24
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) % 15204 1%.9 -.06
Non-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCr 5 143.68 142.15 -1.52
TOTAL 10 190 1886 -.38
College id:_ 25 ,
Successful (A,B,C.Cr) 15 16753 166.0 -2, | 47 .55.86 19.66 3.8 9 1.8 6.1 1.2 ] 3 13%6 1%3 -.B
Non-Successful (0,F,1,W,NCc} 0 0 0 0| 8 1.6 1438 4.7 2 185 180 .0} 3 133 150 -3.3
TOTAL 15 167.53 1660 -2.3 | % 159 188 395| 1 15.82 159 1.0 | 6 3.9 1356 -1.8
College id:_26 _
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) %0 157.% 19.0 19| &4 147.8 1.0 -2.00
Non-Successful(D,F,I,W,NCr) 3 167.8 1.3 2.0 1 137.0 13%.00 4.63
TOTAL S3 15792 199.87 1| 6 1412 151.75 4.3
College id: 28
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) €0 1.8 1%.3 15 |27 4886 106 .B
Yon-Successful (0,F,1,W,NCc 15 15253 157.60 5.07 | 8 1¥.3B 1A% 313
TOTAL 5 154490 15%.6 223 |3 4.4 148.77 13l
Q 93

LRIC

Py
e




Table J
TOTAL ENGLISH

Average Pre~/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and

Non-Successful

Students by Level and College

Freshman Composition 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below
n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain
College id:__2 | 9 172.00 174.65 1.22] 31 162.35 167.45 5.14 22 155.36 160.82 5.45| 32 149.09 154.19 5.
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 2 183.00 180.40 6.50| 1 165.00 167.00 2.04 4 154.50 153.75 .75| 0 0 0
”°"'5“°°855f“1‘D'ﬁéé&:ATC‘ 11 174.00 175.95 2.18| 32 162.44 167.44 5.0 26 155.2> 159.73 4.50| 32 149.09 154.19 5.
College id: 3 42 159.88 167.79 7.90 24 151.33 155.42 4.08| 17 144.47 151.12 6.64
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 29 151.52 155.62 4.1 4 140.75 144.75 4.00;, 4 137.50 139.50 2.0(
”°“’5“°°°55f“1‘D'fféQS&fcd 71 156.46 162.82 6.3 28 149.82 153.89 4.07] 21 143.14 148.90 5.74
College id:_ 6 71 18.77 164.79 6.0 17 151.71 157.06 5.35| 1 146.00 147.00 1.0
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) c
Mo Sucemaa bl (B p 1 . WC) 22 149.09 155.50 6.4 2 140.50 150.50 10.00{ 3 135.33 13£.33
TOTAL 93 156.48 162.59 6.1§ 19 150.53 156.37 5.84 138.00 138.25 .29
College id: 7 43 163.40 171.12 7.7 35 157.51 164.71 7.20| 43 150.05 154.98 4.93
Successful (A,B,C,Cr)
B ueemnatol (B e e 10 156.30 163.80 7.50 2 167.50 170.50 3.0/ 2 151.00 157.50 6.5
TOTAL 53 162.06 169.74 7.6d 37 158.05 65.03 6.97| 45 150.09 155.09 5.0
College 1d:_11 72 162.06 167.97 5.93 32 148.44 155.22 6.78
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 8 161.50° 169.88 8.3d 1 149.00 153.00 4.00
Non-Successful(D,F,I,W,NCr) “
TOTAL 80 162.00 168.16 6.1d 33 148.45 155.15 €.70
College id:_13 63 164.49 170.24 5.79 24 154.83 16C.33 5.50
Successful (A,B.C,Cr)
Hom-Soentul (D, .1 i.HCE 6 151.83 160.00 8.17 1 150.00 152.00 2.00)
TOTAL 69 163.39 169.35 5.9d 25 154.64 160.00 5.36
College id:_ 14 _ 39 160.15 166.46 6.31] 31 153.77 160.74 6.97
k’sifcessfi? JA,B,C,Ct) 8 152.63 160.13 7.50] 6 144.17 155.17 11.0(
‘ - Dlplxlwll
f-Successtul(D.F, Tk 47 158.87 165.38 6.51 37 152.22 150.84 7.6
[ id: 15
°li°fi id e 61 159.36 166.15 6.79] 49 150.06 157.59 7.5
Successful (A,B.C,Cc
Non-Suceeasful (D, TW,NCe) 9 152.89 162.00 9.11] 5 147.00 151.40 4.4(
TOTAL 70 158.53 165.61 7.09| 5S4 149.78 157.02 7.24
id: 16
c°“f"’f“’( id: 20 | 34 159.62 165.09 5.47] 29 153.34 161.14 7.7
Successful (A,B.C,Cr)
Non-Suceesaful (D,F. T, W, Nc0 2 165.00 168.00 3.00( 3 139.67 138.67 ~1.0(
TOTAL 36 159.92 165.25 5.33| 32 152.06 159.03 6.9]
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Table J
TOTAL ENGLISH

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and
Non-Successful Students by Level and College

Freshman Composit:on 1 Level Below 2 Levels Below 3 Levels Below

n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain n Pre Post Gain

College id: 38 17 160.53 162.59 2.06) 1 140.00 153.00 13.
Successful (A,B,C.Cr)

Lion-Succesaful (D/F, T W, NCE 1 151.00 151.00 of o 0 0
TOTAL 18 160.00 161.94 1.94] 1 140.00 153.00 13.
College id:__ 19 71 163.56 168.52 4.96| 13 151.31 157.46 6.1

Successful (A,B,C.Cr)

Non-Succeasful (D, P, 1, M, NCr ) 12 154.17 160.08 5.92] 5 151.20 155.40 4.
TOTAL 83 162.20 167.30 5.10| 18 151.28 156.89 5.6
College id:__ 20 _ 68 162.75 169.87 7.11| 27 156.56 162.19 5.6
Successful (A,8,C,Cr) 2 138.50 142.50 4.

Nori~Successful (D,F,I,4W,NCr)

7 158.00 155.86 -2.14)
TOTAL 7

162.31 168.56 6.25| 29 155.31 160.83 5.5{

Colleye 1d: 22 |12 159.58 166.75 7.1497 164.53 168.62 4.09, \8 154.33 161.00 6.67

Successfui (A,8,C,Cr) 3 157.67 165.33 7.67 4 157.50 162.50 5.00| ° 0 0 l
Non-Successful (D,P,1,W.NCx
roraL | 15 159.20 166.47 7.27}101 164.25 168.38 4.13 154.33 161.00 6.67

College {4: 23 I
T 32 173.97 176.8C 2.9 40 157.00 173.26 6.26] 34 150.85 161.41 10.
Successful (A,B,C,Cc:

Non-Successful (D,F,I,W.NCC 159.00 169.00 10.U% 7 162.57' 166.71 4.14 149.88 154.50 4.61
TO".AL 34 173.09 176.41 3.3253 166.41 172.40 5.98| 42 150.67 160.10 9.43

N
©

Col.ege id: 24

65 159.82 165.83 6.02
Succesasful (Al BlClct)
Nori-Successful (D,F,I,W,NCo 20 147.30 151.65 4.35

TOTAL 85 156.87 162.49 5.62

College id: 25
| 14 172.50 174.50 2.00{46 '61.07 167.54 6.48] 8 157.00 164.13 7.1 3 140.00 140.67 .67
Successful (A,B,C,Cr)

Non-Successful (D, 1,w,8ce] © 0 0 0 6 149.33 156.33 7.00{ 2 144.00 151.00 7.00 3 139.67 142.67 3.00
TOTAL |14 172.50 174.50 2.00§52 159.71 166.25 6.54| 10 154.40 161.50 7.1d 6 139.82 141.67 1.83

College jid: 26 46 161.17 168.28 7.11| 57 151.46 159.60 8.14
Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 3 166.00 174.33 8.33] 1 138.00 137.00 1.0

Non-Successful D:F,I:ﬁ,m
uecesstul( fhihind 49 161.47 168.65 7.18] 58 151.22 159.21 7.9d

College jd: 28
— 49 159.16 166.12 6.94| 23 153.57 159.74 6.17
Successful (A,8,C,Cr)

Non-Successful (D,P,I,W,NCr) 8 154.25 161.88 7.63] 3 142.67 155.67 13.0Q
TOTAL 57 158.49 165.53 7.04| 26 152.31 159.27 6.94
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Table K

BY COURSE LEVEL

PERCENT DISTR.BUTION OF POST-QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES AND TEST SCORES

QUESTION/RESPONSE CATEGORY FRESHMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 LEVELC
COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW BELOW

1. EDUCATIONAL GOAL n=552 n=2604 n=1318 n=219
Vocational Certificate 1% 2% 4% 4%
AA & Transfer 49 45 41 35
AA Vocational 7
AA General Education 6 7
Transfer/No AA 33 28 22 27
Personal Interest/Refresher 1 1 5
Related to Employment 1 1 4
Other 2 2 2
Unknown 2 2 7 10
2. HOW CAPABLE DO YOU FEEL ABOUT

YOUR WRITING SKILLS ? n=551 n=2703 n=1320 n=219
Write Poorly 1% 2% 4% 5%
Can't Write Well 5 6 10 14
Write Okay 49 57 61 59
Write Well 40 32 23 21
Write Very Well 5 2 2 1
3. DID YOU USE TUTORIAL SERVICES

FOR THIS COURSE?

p=564 n=2698 n=1311 n=218

Yes 8% 17 % 30% 24 %
No 90 82 69 72
Not Available 2 0o 1 4
4. DO YOU INTEND TO ENROLL IN

ANOTHER ENGLISH WRITING COURSE

NEXT SEMESTER ? n=54 n=2696 n=1310 n=218
Yes 39% 77 % 80% 8l%
No 38 11 9 5
Don't Know 23 12 11 14
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FRESHMAN 1 LEVELL, 2 LEVFLS

QUESTION/RESPONSE CATEGORY COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW BELOW
5. DID THIS COURSE ASSIST YOU IN

ACCOMPLISHING ANY OF THE _ _ _ _

FOLLOWING? n=2229 n=9966 n=4859 n=816
Prerequisite for another class 66 % TR 77 % 73 %
Satisfied require for degree/
major/program 87 38 37 39
Imp. writing skill and/or gained conf.
in my writing ability 89 92 90 93
Hlave increased chances of success
in other classes 84 88 90 91
Satisfied job requirements/needs 20 21 31 40
Refreshed writing skills 88 92 91 93
Did not gain anything 8 14 17 24

Other

6. ENGLISH WRITING ENROLLMENT
FOR SPRING.

n=612

n=3257

n=1743

7. IF YOU HAVE STOPPED ATTENDING
THIS COURSE WHAT WAS YOUR REASON
FOR NO LONGER ATTENDING ?

n=61

Too difficult

Too easy

Course 1ot what I wanted

Change in work hours/fcund job
Needed more time for other courses
Financial reasons

Reached my goal for this course early
Didn't like class/subject
Family/personal reasons

Illness

Other

12%

13
15

12
21

12

21
12

16

16

19
10

14

15




QUESTION/RESPONSE CATEGORY COMPOSITION 1 BELOW 2m 3 BELOW
8. NUMBER OF REMEDIAL UNITS IN THE
SPRING n=678 n=3289 n=1775 n=342
0] 94 % 87% 67 % 58 %
1-3 3 8 18 27
4-6 2 4 10 12
7-9 0 1 2
10-15 0 0 1
16-98 0 0 0 0
9. MMBER OF NON-REMEDIAL UNITS n=678 n=3286 n=1773 n=342
0] 15% 17% 28 24 8
1-3 3 4 6 8
4-6 6 8 12 11
7-9 10 10 17 17
1C-15 50 47 36 34
16-98 16 14 7 6
10. GRADE IN ENGLISH WRITING COURSE =701 n=3345 n=1794 n=330
W 16% 11% 11% 13%
A 18 9 6
B 27 20 16
Cc 24 20 16 10
D 4 5 1
F 5 4 1
CR 1 17 32 52
NCR 1 10 10 15
I 4 2 1 2
11. TOTAL UNITS COMPLETED ABCD OR CR n= n=3193 n=1730 n=343
0 9% 9% 12% 16%
1-3 8 9 11 16
4-€ 14 15 18 19
7-12 41 42 40 34
Greater Than 12 28 25 19 15
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FRESHMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEIS 3 LEVFLS

COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW PELOW
n=268 n=2398 n=1172 n=146

2 1% 1% K; 10%
3 5 6
4 13 12
5 14 25
6 25 25
7 16 14
8 17
9
10
11
12
13. POST SENTENCE SENSE SOORE n=1983 n=958
135-139 0 B8y
140-144 10
145-149 1 12
150-154 15
155-159 8 14
160-164 6 17
165-169 16
170-174 7 3
175-179 9 3 1
180-184 1 0o 0
185-189 ¢ 0 0o
190-195 0o 0 0 0o
14. POST -COMPOSITE SCORES n=239 n=1840 n=878 n=130
135-139 0 1% 2% 9%
146- . 44 0
145-149 1% 3 7 10
150-154 1 5 12 19
155-159 3 7 17 22
160-164 6 12 16 16
165-169 10 14 16 8
1/0-174 12 23 15 6
175-179 25 22 8 4
180-184 29 11 2 2
185-189 13 3 1 0 l
190-195 0 0 0

99
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TEST SCORES FRESHMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 LEVELS
COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW BELOW
15. POST READING COMPREHENSION SCORES n=120 n=1600 n=791 n=128
135-139 8% 12% 29 % 45%
140-144 3 5 9 11
145-149 5 9 13 11
150-154 3 10 11 10
155-159 5 10 12 11
160-164 12 20 13 6
165-169 16 15 6 4
170-174 26 14 5 1
175-179 20 5 2 1
180-184 4 1 0 0
185-189 0 0 0 0
190-1395 0 0 0 0
16. TOTAL ENGLISH SCORE n=102 n=1417 n=678 n=118
135-139 0 lg 3% 13%
140-144 1% 2 7 9
145-149 2 4 11 20
150-154 2 7 15 21
155-159 4 10 19 14
160-164 9 15 17 12
165-169 15 20 14 4
170-174 14 20 10 4
175-179 23 14 4 3
180-184 25 7 1 0
185-189 7 1 0
190-195 0 0 0 0
148
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INTERPRETING THE READING AND
WRITING SCORES

For each student taking the NJCBSPT, the following reading
and writing scores are reported

A. Reading Comprehension

B. Sentence Sense

C. Essay

D. Composition (composite score based on Sentence
Sense and Essay)

E. Total Enghsh{composite score based on the three read-
ing and writing sections)

All total and composite scores are reported as scaled
scores The reported Essay score is the sum of the scores
given by two independent readers Off-topic papers and
papers with an insuificient sample of writing receive a
scoreof zero Other papers receive a score within the range
of21012.*

Also reported for the total and composite scores is the
local percentile rank based on students tested in the previ-
ous testing year. For a particular student, this number rep-
resents the percent of scores at the student’s institution
that were lower than his or her score The local percentiie
rank is a convenient way of determining an indwidual stu-
dent’s relative standing at his or her institution

Reading Comprehension

The ability 10 read and understand what one has read I1s
basic lo success in any college course A student's reading
ability is thus pertinent 1o decisions about the student’s
course of study. The Reading Comprehension section ol the
NJCBSPT has some sets of questions based on short pas-
sages and some discrete questions. Students are asked 1o
identily main ideas, to interpret ideas stated direclly in a
passage, to draw inferences from the passage, and to rec-
ognize relationships hetween sentences

Sentence Sonse

The good wniter has command of sentence structure, of the
wvay elements of a sentence fit together logically in order to
convey ideas clearly and efteclively The questions in this
part of the test deal with whether the student can identily a
complete sentence (according to the traditional definition),
with whether the student undeistands the logical connec-
tions needed between parts of a sentence, and with
whether the sludent can recognize flaws that make sen-
tences difficult to interpret or even ridiculous and meaning-
less Students are asked about such things as the place-
ment of modifiers in sentences ("‘After phoning my neigh-
bor, the dog stopped barking ). about coordination and sub-
ordhination of ideas i sentences ('Mary’s aparlinent is in
Camden, and she comes trom Detroit.”"), and about com
pleteness of sentences (''Ralph, who is a teacher and
author of a book.”).

In one kind of question in the tesl, students are asked 1o
recognize the error, if there is one, in an underlined part of
the sentence and to choose the best way of rephrasing the
sentence 1o correct the problem in the other kind of ques-
tion, students are asked to rephrase sentences inentally —

Essay

Most New Jersey English teachers believe thal no test of
wriling ability will give an accurate picture of the student's
ability to write unless that test gives the stident an opportu-
nity 1o write, to express ideas in lus or her own words. The
NJCBSPT asks the student to produce a brief writing sam-
ple in response lo an assigned topic What is needed for the
purpose of this test—the identification of students who

need special help—is only a short wriling sample that will
give some indication of such basic competencies as the
ability to organize a paragraph, write a complete sentence,
use standard English grammar and punctuation, use appro-
priate vocabulary, and use specific examples Suci; a sam-
ple can be produced in the 20 minutes allotted for the wril-
ing task.

Belore an essay topic is seiected tor use in the final form
ot the test, students in New Jersey colleges are asked 1o
virite on & variely of pretestopics proposed by the Reading
and Wuiing Advisory Commiiiee By examfining the essays
written by these students, the commillee defermines the
suilzhility ot the topic for the test A suilabie topic is one
about which all studenls can be expecled to have some-
thing 10 say and one for whiCh they can readily provide spe-
cilic examples trom their own esperience.

The essays are scored by New Jeisey coliege and high
school tacully, assembied at a central location {or the sole
purpose of sconing the essays in their scoring, the leachers
are asked to rank papers by companng them to each other
(not 10 some ideal of protessional wriling), to reward siu-
denis for what they have dor2 w.ell rather than penatize
them for whal they have done pocrly. to rememoers that the
essays were wrillen in only 20 minutes under the pressure
of taking a test, and 1o score ezch essay on the basis of the
total impression it creates. Tne readers judge ai aspects of
the compesition 1. gether, from spelling and puncluation to
organi2ation and style: they do not award Separate scores
lor separate aspects of writing Each paper is scored by at
lcast two independent evaluatc's under carefully controlted
condiions For acdihonal information, see the bookiel en-
titled Sconing the Essays.

changing them, much as one would in rewnting, for em- 101
phasis or to give variety—and to choose the version of the
O dwnitensentence that contains no faults.
. 1 4 9
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Name

Address

Telephone

ENGLISH WRITING CLASS STUDENT SURVEY

I. What is your ethnie identity? (please check one)

Ny
——— American Indian e Hispanic
Black (non-llispanic) —— Phillippine Amcrican
Asian e Other non-Cancasian
—— Vacific Istander ~— White

—— Alaskan Native
2. What is your age?

3. What is your sex? male female

I What language(s) did you first learn to speak in your home?

5. lave you ever attended this or suother college before this semester? ____ jes o

6. How Jong has it been since your last English writing conrse?
we—. lesa than | ycar —— 35 years
1-2 ycars more than 5 years

7. How many years of school have you completed?

leas than 12
—_— 1314

8. Cheek one:
——— 1 have a high school diploma

I have a completed a high school proficiency exam or GED.
Neither

over 14

9. What is your educational goal? (check one)

Vocational certificate

——— Amociate Degree + transfer toward a four-year degree

—— Assaciate Degree/Voeational

——— Associate Degree/General Edneation

Transfer conrses toward a four-year degree withom Associate Degree
Coarses of personal interest

Courses related to employmen

— ther

Unknown

10. Why are you enrolled in an English class? (check an many as apply)

Required before 1 can enroll in another elass T want 1o take

—— Required that 1 complete this conrse to complete my degree/major, program
—— To increase my chances of suceess in other classes

——. To improve writing skills/gain confidence in writing

Counselor recommended 1 enroll in coarse

For job requirements/needs

For personal interent/as a refresher coarse

Parent or other enconraged me to enroll

—— Not sare why
Other - explain

1. How capable do you feel abont your writing skills? (cheek one)
I write very poorly

I cannot write well

—— 1 write okay

— 1 write well

—— T write very well

— — — ——

1’50 102 ’




~

Name

-

Address

Telephone

Please assist the college in evaluating the English program by completing this survey and returning
it in class to your instructor or by re-folding it and mailing it 10 the college (no stamp required).

END OF SEMESTER ENGLISII STUDENT SURVEY

1. What is your eduentionnl goal? (check one)

Vocational certifieate

Assaciate Degeee + transfer 1oward a fouryear degree

—— Associnte Degree/Voeatioeal

—— Awociate Degree/General Fdaeation

Transfer conrses tonard a foaryear degree withom Associate Degree
Courses of personal interest

Conrsen related 10 employment

— her

e Unknown

2. How eapable do son feel abont yonr writing skills? (check one)
| write very poorly

—— | eannot write well

| write okay

— Twrite well

| write very well

3. Did son nse intorial serviees for this course? cs no nol available
h )y

Do you intend 1o envoll in another English writing conese next semester?
yon no don’t know

b

- Didl this course assist you in accomplishing any of the following? (check s nzny as apply)
) Yos No Newt o goond

I completed a pre-reqaisite for envolling in another coarse,

| satisfied the reqaireoient for my degiee/major/progeam.
Limproved my writing skills and/or gained confidenee in

wy writing ability.

1 think 1 have fnereased my clomees of sieees in other elasses,
| satisfied job requircoients/needs,

| refreshed my writing skills,

Diel not gain anything.

Mher - explaing

6. 1f yon hme STOPPED ATTENDING ‘THIS COURSE, WHAT WAS YOUR REASON for no
longer atiewding? (check as many as apply)

Too diffirult

—— Too casy

—The conrse was not what T wanted

Change in work hoars/foand jub

— Needed moreitime for other conrses

e Financial rea«

Reachied my goat for this conrse carly

—— Did’t like elass/subjeet

Family/personal reasons

— llness

—— Other - explain:




LARC Student Outcomes Study
College Participants

Contact Person College Name Enrollment $Minority

Small Enrollment Colleges <7G00
Bill Baker Taft 1039 20/s
John Hansell Gavilan 2883 37/
Jim Mitchell Butte 6054 30/M
Jane Weidman Canada 6704 25/M
Eleonor Szaszy Monterey Peninsula 5653 25/M
Doug Garrison College/Desert 2945 25/m
Joan Gipson-Fredin Mira Costa 5507 28/M
Daniel Ipson Hartnell 6522 48/L

Medium Enrollment Colleges 7000-13000

Elaine Cohen Santa Barbara 10198 21/s
Mildred White Ohlone 7499 32/M
Doris O'Neill Solano 8843 38/M
Gloria Swaringer Chaffey 12030 30/M
Ina Gard Mission 8799 57/L
Mary Stein Evergreen 7170 60/L
Betty Lindgren-Young Skyline 7393 44/L
Linda Umbdenstock Rio Hondo 11870 70/L

Large Enrollment Colleges >13000
Steve McDonald Palomar 13615 23/s
Jim Mauch Foothill 16647 23/s
Ed Buckley Santa Rosa 19529 19/s
Lonnie Brooks Golden West 15122 22/s
Michael Crow Orange Coast 22790 20/S
Kent Hodson Santa Monica 19722 35/M
Susanne Stevens San Mateo 13869 33/M
Carl Waddle Fresno 13526 42/L
John E. Tulley Pasadena 18513 52/L
William Threlfall Chabot 19373 41/L
Thomas Lew El Camino 24703 49/L
Sam Sandusky Sacramento 13085 48/L
Marjc-ie D. Lewis Long Beach 22973 43/L
Large Minority (L) = >49% Medium Minority (M) = 25-40%

Small Minority (S) = <25%

LU=Large Urban U=Urban S=Suburban R=Rural




Description of Sub-Samples Used For Each Analysis

Given that the original sample included approximately 7500
students enrolled in 29 colleges, it is not unexpected that
irregularities and missing fields in the data would occur. The |
"Participants" Chapter of this report (pages 14-15) explains 1
that sub-samples selected for each anaiysis in the study were i
carefully selected to avoid bias in reporting the findings. The
reader will find that the "n's" for the total tables are not
consistent. The following two tables list which colleges and
which students were included in each analysis.

There are some cases where post-data for an entire college
were excluded from a "total" table in the body of the report
because its incompleteness would bias the total findings.

Consequently, the "n's" for the college tables in the appendix
do not always total to the "n's" used in the tables in the body

of the report.




Explanation of Sub-Samples Used
by College

Tests Used in Addition

CommentS About

Takles in Which

College to Pre-Sentence Sense Participation in Various College is Not
1D and Pre/Post-Essay Study Components Included
1 -
2 Pre-/Post~Reading Comp.
Post~-Sentence Sense
3 Pre-/Post~Reading Comp.
Post~Sentence Sense
4 Post~Sentence Sense
5 Post-Sentence Sense
6 Pre~/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense
7 Pre~/Post~Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense
8 - Did not submit Spring Graph 1, Tables 1,
1987 semester records 2,3,4,5,6,7,14,14a,
data and post- 15
questionnaires.
9 - Did not submit Spring Graph 1, Tables 1,
1987 semester records 2,3,4,5,6,7,14,14a,
data and post- 15
questionnaires.
10 -
11 Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense
12 - Did not submit any Tables 3,4,5,6
Spring 1987 semester
records data for
students who dropped
Fall 1986 semester
writing course.
Consequently, excluded
from all retention
analyses.
13 Pre~/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense
14 Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post~Sentence Sense
15 Pre-/Post~Reading Comp,
Post-Sentense Sense
16 Pre~/Post-Reading Comp.

Post-Sentence Sense

Did not submit any
Spring 1987 semester
records data for
students who dropped
Fall 1986 semester
writing course,
Consequently, excluded
from all retention
analyses.
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Explanation of Sub-Samples Used
by College

Tests Used in Addition
to Pre-Sentence Sense
and Pre/Post-Essay

Comments About
Participation in various
Study Components

Tables in which
College is Not
Included

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense

Pre-/Post-Readirg Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense

Post-Sentence Sense

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense

Pre-/pPost-Reading Comp.
Frat-Sentence Sense

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Post-Sentence Sense

Post-Sentence Sense

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp.
Pos.~Sentence Sense

Did not participate in
any post-data collection
{tests,questionnaires,or
Spring 1987 semester
records data).

Anomalies in post-test
scores. Consequently,
excluded from all skills
acquisition analyses.

pid not gubmit Spring
1987 semester records
data for students who
dropped Fall 1986
semester writing
course. Consequently,
excluded from all
retention analyses,

Did not submit Spring
1987 semester records
data for students who
dropped Fall 1986
semester writing course.
Consequently, excluded
from all retention
analyses,

Graphs 1-3, Tables
1-15

Graphs 2,3, Tables
8,9,10,11,12

Tables 3,4,5,6

Tables 3,4,5,6




Explanation of Sub-Samples Used
by Table

ID Numbers of

Takle Number and Title Description of Sub-~Sample Colleqes Excluded

Table 1: Percent Distribution Only students for whom 8,9,17
of Students' Pre~Educational pre-Q and post-Q were

Goals by Post-Educational Goals submitted

Table la: Percent Distribution Only students for whom 8,9,17
of Students' Pre-~Educational pre-Q and post-Q were

Goals by Post-Educational submitted

Goals by Level

Graph 1: Pre-Course Objective and Only students for whom 8,9,17
Post-Accomplishmert: "Increased pre-Q and post-Q were

Chances of Success in Other Classes submitted

Table 2: Percent Distribution of Only students for whom 8,9,17

Students' Pre-Course Nbjectives
and Post-Accomplishments by lLevel

Table 3: Percent Distribution of
Course Success by Level

Table 4: Percent Distribution of
Course Success by Ethnicity

Table 5: Percent Distribution of
Persistence to Next Semester by
Level, Ethnicity, Course Success

Table 6: Percent Distribution of
Students Enrolling in Subsequent
Enclish Course by Level,Ethaicity

pre~Q and post-Q were
submitted

Only students for whom
Spring 1987 semester
recoids data was gubmitted

Only students for whom
Spring 1987 semester
records data was gsubmitted

Only students for whom
Spring 1987 semester
records data was gubmitted

Only students for whom
Spring 1987 semester
records data was submitted

8,9,12,16,17,23,28

8,9,12,16,17,23,28

8,9,12,16,17,23,28

8,9,12,16,17,23,28

Tabie 7: Mean Number of Remedial Only students for whom 8,9,17
2ad Non-Remedial Units Errolled In Spring 1987 recnrds data

by Level and Ethnicity was submitted

Table 8: Average Pre-/Post-Test Only students for whom 17,18
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. pre- and post-test scores

and Non-Succ. Students by Level are available

and Ethnicity: BESSAY

Table 9: Average Pre-/Post-Test Only students for whom 17,18
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. pre- and post~test scores

and Non-Succ. Students by Level are available

and Ethnicity: SENTENCE SENSE

Table 10: Average Pre-/Post-Test Only students for whom 17,18
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. pre- and post-test scores

and Non-Succ. Students by Level 2re available

and Ethnicity: COMP. COMPOSITE

Table 11: Average Pre-/Post-Test Only students for whom 17,18
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. pre- and post-test scores

and Non-Succ. Students by Level are available

and Ethnicity

Graph 2: Average Pre-Test and Only students for whom 17,18
Post-Test Essay Scores by Level pre~ and post-test scores

for All Colleges are available

Graph 3: Average Raw Score Gain Only students for whom 17,18
by Average Pre-Test Score by pre- and post-test scores

Level for All Colleges are available

Table 12: Percent Distribution Only students for whom 17,18
of Average Raw Score Essay Gain pre-~ and post-test scores

by Level for All Colleges are available

Table 13: Percent of Completing Only students for whom 17,18
Students Prepared for Next pre~ and post-test scores

English Writing Course Level, are available

According to Essay Pre~ and Post-

Scores, by lLevel

Table 14: Post-Rating cf Writing Only students for whom pre-Q 8,9,17
Ability by Pre-Rating of wWriting and post-Q were submitted

Ability

Table 15: Success in Courses by Only students for whom pre-Q 8,9,17

Use of Tutorial Services by Level

and post-Q were submitteA
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