O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 453 242 TM 032 593
AUTHOR Mazzeo, Christopher

TITLE Stakes for Students: Agenda-Setting and Remedial Education.
PUB DATE 2000-04-00

NOTE 49p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American

Educational Research Association (New Orleans, LA, April
24-28, 2000).

PUB TYPE Reports - Evaluative (142) -- Speeches/Meeting Papers (150)
EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *College Students; Educational History; *Educational Policy;
. Higher Education; *Policy Formation; *Remedial Instruction;
*State Programs
IDENTIFIERS *Massachusetts; *Oklahoma

ABSTRACT

The enactment and early implementation of remedial education
policy reform was examined in Massachusetts and Oklahoma. The study also
addressed the question of why "stakes for students" is an increasingly
attractive option in elementary, secondary, and postsecondary education
reform. In these states, as in others, the high levels of remediation
required by college students have become a policy problem. Both Massachusetts
and Oklahoma tock early and strong action to address political concerns about
postsecondary remediation. A number of data sources were consulted in this
study. Three central themes emerged. First, in both states, remediation
policy is part of a broader reform agenda. Second, it is also apparent that
remediation has emerged as an issue absent of any groundswell of public
concern about its extent or costs. Third, reforms in this area have evolved
and changed substantially over time in both states. Examining these changes
gives a sense of the complex political and institutional environment for the
issue of college-level remediation. (Contains 101 references.) (SLD)

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
CENTER (ERIC) DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

3/ This document has been reproduced as BEEN GRANTED BY
received from the person or organization
originating it.

O Minor changes have been made to O * N\az‘:z'eo

improve reproduction quality.

ED 453 242

® Points of view or opinions stated in this
document do not necessanly reprosent TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
official OERI position or policy. INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Stakes for Students: Agenda—Setting and Remedial Education’

Christopher Mazzeo

School of Public Affairs

Baruch College/ City University of New York
Box C-301

New York, NY 10010
212-802-5969 (W)
212-802-5968 (Fax) -

christopher mazzeo(@baruch.cuny.edu

April 2000

TM032593

! Paper prepared for Division L (Educational Policy and Politics) of the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association (AERA), New Orleans, LA, April 24-28, 2000. Great appreciation also goes to joelle Fontaine
whose research csassistance and insights have been invaluable in the conduct of the research project this paper is drawn
from. :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e - 2 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Stakes for Students: Agenda-Setting and Remedial Education
Although the improvement of student academic performance has been on the
education policy agenda for nearly two decades, most reform efforts and intellectual
discussion have, until recently, focused on processes and structures within schools.
Though this school-level focus has produced some successful reforms, many schools
have proven to be intractable to change, and concerns over student academic
performance remain prevalent in both thé research community and the public at
large.

It is in this environment that researchers and reformers have begun to look for
answers, moving beyond the local school to the broader policy system — including
post-secondary education — in which schools operate. One important stand of this
work concerns itself with the incentives produced by current educational policies and
governance arrangements. While researchers studying incentives have examined the
impact of policies on teachers and administrators (Fuhrman & O’Day, 1996;
Hanushek & Jorgenson, 1996) the core of this work looks at students and the
insufficient incentives provided by existing educational policy systems for motivating
high levels of student academic performance (Costrell, 1994; Powell, 1993, 1996;
Bishop', 1996, 1998; Kirst, 1997).

'.This concern about incentives and motivation has jpﬂuenced policy makers

and practitioners in a number of ways. Within elementary and secondary education,



calls for “high stakes” students assessments and Cpqiqulum—based examinations for
high school graduation have become increasingly common. Since 1997, ten states
and a number of large urban districts such as Chicago and New York have passed laws
or adopted regulations that link student promotion and graduation to scores on state
or local tests (NGA, 1999; Quality Counts, 1999: 53-59; National Research
Council, 1999). Similar trends are also evident in higher education. Over the last
two decades, many states have increased admissions standards and raised minimum
course taking and test score requirements (Rodriguez, 1995; Russell, 1998). Most
prominently, thirty state legislatures, governing boards and university systems have
considered, or are considering policy initiatives that limit the extent of remedial
education in four-year universities or deny altogether college admissions to students
who fail placement tests. Eleven states or state systems have enacted legislation or
regulations in this area (Institute for Higher Education Policy, 1998; Crowe, 1998;
Shaw, 2000, Blair, 2000).

Since poor and minority students are often likely to be enrolled in such
courses, the way in which remediation is approached has the potential to signiﬁcantly

affect the educational access and mobility of this segment of the pol)ulation.3 Yet we

2 The states include Massachusetts, New York (CUNY), Ohio, Virginia, South Carolina, Florida, Georgia, Oklahoma,
Utah, Colorado and California (CSU). Kentucky is currently reviewing remedial policies at the state’s two and four
year institutions. Texas requires placement testing of all students who enroll in public colleges.

- ¥ According to data reported in Levin & Koski (1997: 13-15), 19% of all African-American and Hispanic students

enrolled in one or more remedial classes, versus 11% of white students, for the 1992-1993 academic year. Among
dependent students, 22% of those taking remedial classes reported an annual family income of less than $20,000, while
only 14% of those students not enrolled in remedial classes reported an income below $20,000.
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know little about the ways in which remedial education policy is developed and
implemented at the state level, nor how this issue got on the policy agenda in the first
place. This paper remedies this gap through an examination of the enactment and
initial implementation of remedial education policy reforms in two states —
Massachusetts and Oklahoma. In doing so, the paper also addresses the question of
why “stakes for students” are an increasingly attractive option in elementary,

secondary and post-secondary educational reform.

2. Remediation as a Policy Problem

Perhaps no issue in American public higher education has engendered as much
discussion and controversy in recent years as rémedial education. In numerous states,
politicians and the media havg decried the growth in college freshman underprepared
for college and the added financial burden this poses for state educational systems.
Many citizens and policy makers see remediation as paying for the same education
twice. Not surprisingly, concerns over remediation have produced an array of state
and institutional policy initiatives aimed at limiting the cost and extent of college-level
remediation. The City University of New York (CUNY) has been at the forefront of
these policy developments with its recent proposal to end the practice of remedial

education at its four-year institutions.




Within this range of activity, states and institutions are taking different
approaches to making policy in this area, and defining the “problem” of remediation in
slightly different ways. A 1998 SHEEO study (Crowe, 1998) identifies three distinct
remedial policy approaches in the states. Some states, such as Massachusetts and
Florida, employ negative incentives by placing caps on the number of, or phasing out
all together the admission of students with academic deficiencies to four-year
institutions. Other states such as Arkansas and Georgia instead provide positive
incentives for students by tying scholarship programs to the successful completion of a
college preparatory curriculum. Finally, another group of states, most notably Ohio,
believe that reducing or eliminating remediation requires a system-level response at
both university and secondary levels along with a strong partnership among state
educational institutions focused on improving student academic preparation.

This paper focuses less on these differences than commonalities across states on
the remediation issue.* In all of these states, high levels of remediation have become
defined as a policy problem. In each state, the focus of policy is on improving student
preparaﬁon for college. Where some policy obsefvers see remediation as a
consequence of unmotivated students and low a.dmissi.ons standards others focus the
blame upon secondary schools for poorly preparing stud-ents for college. In either

casé, the thrust of remediation policy involves changing the behavior of students and

* Data for this paper is drawn from an ongoing study — Remedial Measures: A Study of State-level Remediation Policies
— that compares remedial education reforms in Massachusetts, Oklahoma and Ohio.




teachers by increasing the conseéuences, or stakes, attached to student academic
performance. Performance, in nearly all instances, as measured by placement and
other examinations at.best loosely aligned w1th high school curricula.

So héw did this situ;‘zltion éomé tc; be, how ciid remediation emerge as a policy
problem across a large number of states? One possibility is that the sheer magnitude
of remediation is growing — that, in effect, the problem is self-evident. Evidence to
support such a conclusion is at best limited. The most recently available data from the
National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) shows that 78% of all four;year
institutions offered at least one remedial course in 1995, compared with 82% for the
academic year 1983-1984. Work by Clifford Adelman at th.e U.S. Department of
Education (1999) uses student transcript data to show that the percentage of college
students taking at least.one remed.ial class stayed roughly the same between 1973 and
1992, during a period where college-going rates rose substantially (NCES, 1996;
Schrag, 1999).°

While individual states may have seen increases in the cost and extent of
remediation, such data is notorioﬁ.sly unreliable. A recent study by David Breneman
and William Haarlow (1998) s};ows that states and state higher education systems are

in little agreement about how to measure the costs of remediation or the number of

5 The same 1996 NCES report provides some evidence of increasing rates. In a question asking institutions whether
there had been an increase in the number of students enrolled in remedial courses, 47% indicated these enrollments
had remained the same, 39% reported increased remedial enrollments and 14% reported decreasing enrollments.
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students enrolled these classes, whether called remedial, developmental or something
else. The ambiguity of these measures also makes it likely that there will be sharp
disagreement among concerned parties regarding the costs, causes and consequences
of college-level remediation.®

A second answer to the question posed above links remediation with recent
campaigns to overturn affirmative action in college admissions (see Orfield and
Miller, 1998; McDonough, 1999). Certainly, these issues are related. In each case,
high stakes tests are used to determine whether students are prepared or qualified for
higher education. Both sets of reforms theorize that students may be better served by
entering institutions that match their level of ability or current academic achievement.
Both reforms have major implications for minority student access and mobility. Yet
despite these links there are also crucial differences across these two issues.
Affirmative action reforms are all of recent vintage and have all only entered the
policy agenda in a handful of states such as California, Texas, Florida and Washington.
Remediation as a policy concern dates back at least a decade and has spread much
more widely across the stétes. Further, remediation reforms implicate all of the
public universities witﬁin a stéte, not merely the most selective ones, such as the

University of California campuses. Itis no coincidence that two institutions at the

6 Many states — lllinois, for example — claim not to offer any remediation at its four-year institutions. Recent research
by Kirst et al (personal communication), identifies 11,278 students in lllinois taking one or more remedial classes,
6.9% of the total undergraduate population at the state’s four year colleges.
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center of the debate — CUNY and Ohio State — are symbols of open admission and
access. Remediation, more than affirmative action, seems to be driven by
fundamental questions about the identity of heretofore less-selective, or non-

selective, institutions of higher learning.

3. Theory and Methods

All of this suggests that the emergence of the remediation issue is a political puzzle
worth exploring. Current research in this area though is still fairly limited. Shaw
(1997, 2000) has prociuced two excellent papers examining variation in the way
policy makers and higher education institutions — including community colleges —
define and implement remedial education prbgrams. In the more recent study, she
compares policy characteristics in Massachusetts and Maryland with an eye towards
understanding differences in remediation policies “both within and across states and
their educational systems (2000: 17).” Gumport & Bastedo (2000) have recently
written about the history and politics of the remedial education controversy at
CUNY. Beyond these studies (see also Trombley, Doyle & Davis, 1998), no other
research to date looks specifically at the politics of remediatic:m, or .reports on the
early implementation of these policies.

With this in _miﬁd, this paper asks two questions: 1) how did college-level

remediation get on the policy agenda in Massachusetts and Oklahoma and 2) what
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kinds of policy interventions are these two states employing to address concerns about
remediation? Massachusetts and Oklahomg were selected for study for two main
reasons. First, both states took early and strong action to address political concerns
about post-secondary remediation (Oklahoma in 1993,. Massachusetts in 1996). As
“early adopters” they provide a more extensive database on adoption and
implementation than most states. Second, the two states are quite different in terms
of demographics, politics, educational governance and demand for higher education.
Identifying commonalties in such diverse states can lead us towards a greater
understanding of the broader political and intellectual underpinnings of this particular
policy movement.

In answering the questions posed above, 1 build on recent cross-disciplinary
scholarship on agenda-setting and social problem definition. Atany time, only a
handful of issues vie for public attention and action. In such a process, how problems
come to be defined — their magnitude, posited cause, and potential solution —
becomes a crucial determining variable. Yet, as Portz (1996: 372) writes, “problem
definitions are not objectives statements. ..they are matters of interpretation and
social definition.” Political actors construct interpretations of events, institutions and
individuals in order to persuade others and potentially advance a particular policy
proposal (Coi)b & Elder, 1972; Kingdon, 1984; Stone, 1989, 1997, Rochefort &

Cobb, 1994; Howlett & Ramesh, 1995).



Efforts to persuade are advanced through the creation of what Stone calls
“causal stories” (1997: 189). A causal story offers an explanation for the existence and
amelioration of a particularly problematic policy condition. Poor student preparation .
for college, for example, can be explained with reference to weak student motivation,
low academic standards, and/ or poor communication and articulation across
secondary and post-secondary systems. As a regular part of the agenda-setting
process, political actors construct these implicit models of causation — “theories of
action” — that link defined problems with proposed solutions (Argyris & Schon, 1982;
Hoffman, 1995; Weiss, 1995; Hatch, 1998). These theories then become the basis
for the formal law, policy or regulaﬁon adopted by a state (Malen et al, 1999;
Bulkley, 1999; Roderick, Bryk and Associates, 1999).

This paper particularly concerns itself with how students — their motivation,
dispositions, and control over their own learning — are constructed by members of
the public, the media, aﬁd state and institutional policy makers.” Data comes
primarily from state policy documents and newspaper and other journalistic accounts
of remediation policy making. Analysis of policy documents was employed to
reconstruct in finer detail the specifics of each state’s remedial policy initiative(s).
The news media play a crucial dual role in agenda setting — in both chronicling and

reinforcing certain conceptions of problems in the public eye. For each state, a

7 Constructions of students are at times closely linked with those of secondary schools and post-secondary institutions.
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Lexis-Nexis search was conducted for the years between 1989 and 1999, using the
following search terms: Remedial Education; Remediation; Remedial Classes,
Developmental Education; College Admissions; Admissions Standards; and School
Reform. After an initial review, additional search terms (i.e. Oklahoma Higher

Education Board of Regents, Massachusetts Board of Higher Education) were

- included to follow up certain lines of inquiry. A second newspaper for Oklahoma —

The Daily Oklahoman — was added after the initial searches were completed to

supplement'Lexis-Nexis reporting from the Tulsa World. Searches were also done

of the Education Week and State Higher Education Officers (SHEEO) archives.
Though interviews with key state and insﬁtutionai policy makers are being conducted
as part of a larger study of state-level remediation policies, this paper does not
present any of the interview data.®

In comparing Massachusetts a.md Oklahoma, three central themes emerge.

First, remediation policy is part of a broader reform agenda in both states to raise

standards for admission to state college and universities. Second, remediation has
emerged as an issue in these two states absent any significant groundswell of public
concern about its extent or overall costs. Policy makers, legislators, business leaders

and other elites are the key plavers pushing remediation onto the policy agenda.

" Third, reforms in this area have evolved and changed s‘ubstantiall’y over time in both

% See note 4.
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states, suggesting a dynamic policy environment around remedial education and

student college preparation.

4. Remediation and the Broader Reform Context

Concerns about remediation must be understood in the broader confext of recent
efforts at the state level to raise college admissions standards. Historically, many state
higher educational institutions had wide discretion and autonomy in setting their own
policies for admitting students. Beginning around the early 1980’s, state higher
educational agencies and legislatures began taking an active interest in setting
admissions standards at state colleges and universiﬁe;, particularly for first year
freshman. In many cases, specific criteria (test scores, GPA, class rank) were adopted
for admissions, with some states specifying the core curricula students must take in
high school. State policy makers also began creating tiered systems that set different
standards for different levels of selectivity within state systems — along the lines of the
California model. Once set, states have continued to tinker with these policies,
usually by raising minimum criteria and increasing course-taking requirements
(Rodriguez, 1995; Russell, 1998).

In Massachusetts, concerns over college admissions standards date back to
1993, and the appointment Staniey Koplik as the first permanent chancellor of the

state’s Higher Education Cooi‘dinating Council (later the Board of Higher Education).
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The Council (Board) i{s»responsible for the management of 29 colleges and the multi-
camp.us Liniversity of Massachusetts system, serving approximately 175,000 to
200,000 students. Early in his tenure, Koplik made a series of campus visits around
the state. Afterwards, in a series of press visits, he laménted the (ieclining quality of
applicants, going so far as to accuse the state’s colleges and universities of accepting
large numbers of unqualified students in order to sustain enrollment levels. Asa
result, campuses were “spending a lot of time on remediation (Boston Globe,
11/5/93).” In March of 1994, the Chancellor helped pass a proposal that codified
new admissions standards in the state’s public colleges. Minimum grades for
admission were adopted and the number of special admits allowed by campuses was
reduced significantly.

A year and a half later, Koplik and the new Chairman of the Coordinating
Council, James Carlin, pushed through a more systematic reform. The new standards
for first year freshman raised the minimum GPA for automatic admissions to 2.6 for
state colleges and 2.75 for the University of Massachusetts (all campuses), while
increasing required coursework to 16 units. Students who did not meet the minimum
GPA were evaluated on a sliding scalé based on their SAT or ACT score. By 1998,
minimum GPA requirements would rise to 2.7 and 3.0 respectively (Boston Globe,

12/10/1995).

? Carlin was appointed by William Weld as part of the then governor’s effort to raise the visibility and authority of the
Higher Education Coordinating Council.
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In Oklahoma, admissions standards were first brought to the policy agenda

through the 1985 Higher Education Task Force, founded by Hans Brisch, the

Chancellor of the State Regents for Higher Education, and Carolyn Thompson, the
Chair of the House Education committee. This first wave of reforms were designed
ex_plicitly to “motivate high schools,” as Thor-npgon'. put'it, and raise the quality of
graduates coming from the state’s secondary schools (Tulsa World, 9/30/89). The
task force recommended minimum requirements for test scores, grades and
coursework to be phased in over the next seven years. After 1992, students would be
required to have an ACT score of 22, or a class rank in the top 2/5 of their graduating
class to be admitted to the state’s “comprehensive universities” (University of
Oklahoma or Oklahoma State). In 1993, coursework requirements were raised from
11 to 15 units.
- Then in 1996, minimum class rank fequirements were increased to the top
1/3 for entry to the comprehensive universities, for those students not scoring 22 on
the ACT. These students were now additionally required to have a minimum GPA
of 3.0. Meanwhile, at the state’s “regional universities” (e.g. University of Tulsa),
minimum ACT scores grades and class-rank requirements were also reviseci upwafds
(Russell, 1998: 61)
Throughout these debates, the term “remediation” was seldom used.

Nevertheless, the tenor of the discussion about standards, college preparation and
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school-university articulation strongly foreshadowed the more explicit discussions to

come.

5. Elites and Agenda-Setting

Though remediation has been a highly visible policy issue in both states, there is little
evidence that public concern is a driving force behind this. Newspaper accounts of
public involvement on this issue are rare, and in our data searches we uncovered no
letters to the editor or other kinds of citizen commentary on remediation. Instead,
debates about remediation were started and sustained by policy elites both within and
outside higher education, including the news media itself. In Massachusetts, the two
major players were Stanley Koplik and James Carlin. Koplik came to Massachusetts
from a position as Director of the Kansas Board of Regents. Upon taking over in
Massachusetts, he saw his mission to raise the reputation of the state system, in part
by stemming the declining quality of applicants. Koplik quickly turned his attention
to remediation, noting that it was “a gross mismatch of resources to have four-year
colleges teaching high school material” and the state needed to find “bétter and
cheaper way(s) to address the remedial needs of students (Boston dlobe, 12/5/ 93).”
James Carlin entered educational policy making in Massachusetts from the
business community. A milliohaire head of a string of real estate and insurance

companies, Carlin was best known in the state through his work as receiver for the



city of Chelsea where he was credited with saving the city frem possible financial
ruin. In December of 1995, Carlin was appointed Chairman of the Higher Education
Coordinating Council by then Governor William Weld. Right from the beginning,
Carlin’s stated his view that the state’s colleges and universities should get out of the
business of remediaeion and shift all precollegiate course-work to the community
colleges. “It’s unfair to students, parents, faeeity and taxpayers,” he argued, .“to
admit kids who clearly are not prepared to do the work (Boston Globe, 12/10/95).”

Though the potential for turf battles was very real, Koplik and Carlin worked
together to push through the aforementioned admissions standards in March of 1996.
A few weeks later, the Council spurred by a recent series in the_Bos.ton Globe on
remediation and “by the desire to upgrade the system’s quality and reputatibn,”
adopted a cap on the admission of students needing remediation to the state’s four-
year colleges (Boston Globe, 12/5/93). The cap was to be phased in incrementally.
During the academic year of 1997, colleges were limited to a 10% cap, lowering to
5% in 1998. Remediation instead would be relegated to the state’s 15 commiunity
colleges (Boston Globe 3/ 1l7-18/96). |

Carlin noted that such measur:es were necessary to get the feur-year
institutions “focused on higher—level academic pursuits (Boston Globe 12/10/95).”
Nevertheless, the vote was not unanimous. Two members of the council, Ed\va.fd

Sullivan and Jane Edmonds, opposed the vote on grounds that restricting remediation
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to the community college would reduce access and limit opportunities for older
students and minorities. Sullivan himself noted that he had taken remedial courses as
an adult at UMass-Boston, wondering in his press comments whether the new policy
was supported by research. Koplik rejected such criticisms, claiming the Council
was not limiting access but “channeling student(s) into what will be a better
opportunity.” Regardless, the proposed changed wpuld have a signiﬁcant influence
on overall enrollments. Remedial rates in 1995 ranged from 13 percent of incoming
freshman at UMass-Ambherst and 23 percent at Lowell, to the state colleges such as
Fitchburg State where over 40 percent of freshman were in remedial classgs (Boston.
Globe 3/17/96, 3/19/96).

To complement these efforts, the Council raised the public profile of the
Arthur Gelb College-to-School R—eport; which was used to provide information to
secondary schools regarding student performance and retention in college. Though
much data was disseminated, Koplik and his‘ supporters on the Council were most
eager to transmit — both to the schools and publicly ~ the percentage of public high
school graduates needing remedial work (Boston Globe, 5/15/97; College-to-School
Report, 1997, 1998, 1999).

In Oklahoma, the range of individuals involved was larger and more dittuse.
This was due both to the more explicit links between the higher education and

secondary issues on the topic of remediation and to the political environment



surrounding education in the state. After the admissions reforms of 1985, Brisch,
Thompson, James Barnés, the Chairman of the State Board of Regents, and others
took part in Task Force 2000, a citizens committee eﬁpowered in 1989 to develop
model school reform legislation. Their efforts led to HB 1017, a comprehensive
package of finance and curriculum reforms passed with bipartisan support in 1990.
HB 1017 was driv'en by cc')n'cerns about the average ACT scores in the state — then 17
— in light of the new college admissions standards being phased in. As such, many of
the reform proposals were targe.ted at improving student preparation for college. A
new common core curriculum was mandated to link to the new admissions
standards, and the state’s first mandatory testing program was adopted (Tulsa World,
9/20/89; Daily Oklahoman, 8/28/89; 9/09/89; 4/25/90).

Brisch meanwhile proposed that the Regents begin their own competency
testing program to provide “information on the progress of high school graduates in
the higher education system (Daily Oklahoman, 8/17/9 1).” Eventually this proposal

turned into the Policy Statement on the Assessment of Students for Purposes of

Instructional Improvement and State System Accountability, an initiative aimed at
reducing remediation and improving student preparation. Begiﬁning the following
fall, all students, including those admitted to state campuses based on their class rank
or under én alternative admission program were required to score a minimum of 19

on all four sections of the ACT, or face remedial classes. Campuses were encouraged



to develop and administer their own assessments to further determine student
preparedness. The two-year colleges were also required to assess their students prior
to enrolling them in claslses (Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, 199 1: 2;
Daily Oklahom:ém, 10/5/91; 11/7/92).

In 1993, the Regents mandated remediation for all underprepared students.
This new policy Qas not without controversy. Critics argued that the changes would
discourage students — particulafly from T‘ulsa and ‘rufél areas — from attending state
colleges. To mitigate some of these concerns, two additional pieces were added to
the remedial reform package. A committee of faculty was empowered to formalize
the core skills and competencies students would need to succeed as college freshman.
The Regents also collaborated with ACT to create the Educational Planning and
Assessment System (EPAS), a voluntary assessment that would provide 10® grade
students and school personnel with feedback about students probable college
performance, given their current achievement levels (Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education, 2000: 1-3). -

Over the next four years, the Regentg impl;menqu the new policy without
much comment or public ol)positién. Ind;:ed, it .seemed their implicit policy theory
was proving itself at least somewhat successtul. Though remediation rates rose at
both four-year and two-year campuses between 1992 and 1994, policy makers had

expected this during the first few years of implementation. From 1994 to 1996, the
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percentage of students enrolled in remedial classes at the four-year campuses
declined from 42 % to 34%. The percentage of freshman scoring above 19 on the
ACT increased steadily after 1992, while the number of students taking the test rose
from 50 to 68% by 1996. As well, remediation rates were dropping at both the State
Corriprehensive and Regional Universities, virhile steadily increasing at the two-year
colleges (Tulsa World, 1/25/97; 2/7/98; 2/12/98). By 1998, the editorial page of

the Tulsa World was calling the new policy an unqualiﬁed success:

College is not the place to learn to read or to learn basic mathematics, English
or science, so its encouraging to learn that the number of freshman requiring
remedial courses is failing. . .It is unfair to students who do not meet minimum

| standards to admit them into classes they are likely to fail, nor is it fair to
taxpayers who foot most of thf_: bill. It makes sense to require unprepared
students who enroll in remedial classes at the junior-college level — and prove
themselves academically — before they move into the four-year or

comprehensive universities (2/12/98).

For the Regents, the signaling effect of the admissions and remedial policy
changes were the greatest contributor to its short run success, and offered the -

greatest potential to “better prepare students for college,” and reduce the post-
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secondary dropout rate (Tulsa World, 2/2/96). Nonetheless, other interests in the
state, most notably the new Republican Governor Frank Keating, decided to spin the
data on remediation in a different way. Decrying the remediation rates as a sign of
abject failure of the public schools, Keating began criticizing HB 1017 as an
unsUccessful reform cooked up by the teachers union and the state’s Democrats.
Keating also began proposing that the Regents transfer the cost of remediation back
to the schools. In doing so, he threw his support behind HB 2634, a bill in&oduced
earlier that year by fellow Republican Larry Fergus;m, that sought to c:hargé school
districts for any tuition and fees students paid to state coileges fo.r.remediai '.clz;ss.es,

* on grounds of negligence (Tulsa World, 7/7/96;7/13/96).

6. The Evolution of Remedial Polig

| While both Massachusetts and Oklahoma have sustained their remedial policy
initiatives to the present day, changes both major and minor have been made in the
policies since 1996. These changes are worth examining to get a greater sense of the
complex political and institutional environment the issue of college-level remediation
sits within. )

Initially, many college administrators and campus leaders in Massachusetts

expressed reservation over the caps on remediation. At UMass-Ambherst, academic

vice president Joseph Deck acknovwledged that the need for remedial courses is
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“higher than we’d liké,” but said, “it is unreasonable to suggest our students be
required to take courses away from our own campuses (Boston Globe, 3/19/96).”
Soon though, state and community colleges were raising their own admissions
standards. In March of 1996, Fitchburg State incregsed its minimum GPA
requirement and created, for the first time, a baseline Scholastic Assessment Test
(SAT) score for admissions (Worcester Telegram & Gazette, 3/29/96). Vincent
Mara, president emeritus of Fitchburg State, wrote an editdrial in the Worcester
Telegram & Gazette, criticizing remediation as_z; “wasté of educational resources” and
a major cause of the “dumbing-down” of both schools and colleges (Worcester
Telegram & Gazette, 4/4/96). That same year, Quincy C.ollege, a community
college, changed a long standing policy that June by no longer giving credit towards
graduation for remedial courses in reading, writing and math (The .Patriot Ledger,
6/7/ 96)..

In an interview with the Worcester paper lat‘ef that year, Carlin continued to
press the issue; calling the recent policy chaﬁges a way to “raise the level of prgstige”
of UMass and the other state schools._ In this regard, moving remediation to the
community colleges, or privatizing these services, was a way to increase “efticiency -
and- a_ccountability” in the state’s system of public higher education (Worcester

Telegram and Gazette, 12/19/96). Five months later Carlin was back, this time

waiving the 1997 College-to-School Report, that showed, as might be expected,
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significant numbers of the state’s high schools students taking remedial classes.

Carlin proposed that the worst offending schools reimburse the'colleges for the cost
of remediation (Boston Globe, 5/15/97). “We’re tired of doing the high school’s
work for them,” he was quoted in the Boston Globe. Carlin’s payback plan was
‘endorsed the next day by John Silber, the chairman of the State Board of Education as
a way to stop schools from issuing “fraudulent diplomas” (Boston Globe, 5/16/97).
Koplik was somewhat more measured, but left no doubt that he would use the
School-College Reports as a club to hold schools accountable. He went on to exhort
high schools to do a better job of matching students to the “right colleges,” even if
that meant the local community college (Boston Globe, 5/15/97).

The attack on the high schools significantly raised the political stakes
surrounding the remediation issue in Massachusetts. State school commissioner,
Robert Antonucci, who worked on the college-to-school report, admitted that he
expected the report would be used “in a less punitive fashion (Boston Globe,
5/15/96).” Shooting back in the Globe, Antonucci and a handful of school
administrators and Democratic legislators claimed the state colleges were equally at
fault for admitting students in order to sustain enrollments. Koplik could hardly
disagree having made similar criticisms throughout hs tenure. Still, he took refuge

in the policy changes of the previous year, arguing that the state system is now doing
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a better job of “sorting students to where they are more likely to get the kind of
support they need (Boston Globe, 5/17/96).”

One of Koplik’s lingering concerns was that campuses were using their own
placement tests, and thus standards were not uniform across the system. By the
middle of 1998, with a new placement test in hand — The College Board’s
Accuplacer — he began lobbying for new changes in admissions standards. In
September of 1998, the Board of Higher Education acted. Beginning with the next
year's class, all students were required to obtain passing grades on math, reading and
writing portion of the Accuplacer prior to starting classes in the fall. Those students
who did not pass all three subjects had to take their remedial courses at a community
college. Additionally, starting in fall 2000, minimum SAT and grade-point averages
would rise again at UMass and the state colleges. Finally, the revised policy also
restricted the percentage of students below minimum admission standards that
colleges could admit, from 12 to 10 percent. The Chancellor framed these changes
in an interview with the Boston Globe around an ever-increasing demand for

accountability. The same Globe article also reported that the rankjng of UMass-

Amherst had risen 59 places in the US News and World Repoft rankings published
earlier that year (Boston Globe, 9/17/98).
In Oklahoma, 'Kea.ting's attack on the schools notwithstanding, the Regents

were committed to providing remedial classes and “comfortable,” as Vice-Chancellor
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for Academic Affairs Cindy Ross put it, with the distribution of remediation across
the three tiers of the system (Tulsa World, 7/27/96). Questions though were being
raised within the system itself. In 1996, James Halligan, the President of Oklahoma
State, formally requested permission for State to admit up to 20% of its freshman
class through alternative admissions standards. Regents’ policy allowed campuses to
admit only 8% by alternate means. Halligan’s major concern was that the ACT
standard of 22 — scheduled to rise to 23 the next year — shut out many of the rural
students OSU had historically served. The Regents were opposed to Halligan’s
proposal, on grounds that it would weaken a policy signal that “encourages high
school students to push themselves écademically.” Ultimately, the Regents held their
ground and the Halligan proposal failed (Tulsa World, 9/1/96).

Two years later, it was the University of Oklahoma’s turn. Under the
proposal, OU sought by 2000 to raise its minimum ACT score to 24, absent a 3.0
GPA and class rank in the top 30 percent. Oklahoma State would retain its existing
standards. Though ultimately approved, the plan ran into strong oppositiqn from
two Regents. Robert McCormick, a banker from Stillwater, criticized the policy as
little more than a way to raise OU’s national ranking. “As an OU graduate, it may be
fun to pretend that I graduated from a highly ranked institution. But that was a long
time ago.. .Unl.ess we are focused on student success, I'm not sure this (policy) is

appropriate (Tulsa World, 10/30-31/98).”
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In making his case, McCormick tapped into growing concerns about the
number of college graduates the state was producing. Keating had set out a goal in
his 1999 state of the state address that 1/3 of the state’s student should be earning
college degrees. The Governor and his education secretary Floyd Coppedge argued
that remediation rates, by lbwering standards, were the major barrier to producing
more graduates. They proposed further caps on remedial enrollment at four-year
institutions, along with an expansion of the high school core curriculum (Daily
Oklahoman, 2//26/96;7/30/97; Tulsa World, 7/13/98; 2/11/99)."° Sensing a
new attack afoot from the governor’s office, the Board of Regents also took on the
graduation issue. Along with expanding the use of EPAS to more districts, Brisch
proposed an ambitious new initiative — Brain Gain 2010 — a plan to increase the
proportion of Oklahoman’s with a bachelor’s degree from 20 to 28 percent, zém
addition of 203,000 degree holders. Initially only a few policy changes in support of
the plan were proposed — more courses in math and science that raised the high
school core curriculum to 15 uni'ts (Tulsa World, 2/10/99; 3/14/99).

In December of 1999, though, the Regents pushed through what could only
be interpreted as a partial rollback of admissions standards. Students witha 3.0 GPA

in the 15 required units were now eligible for admission to OU or OSU regardless of

10 Keating and Coppedge dubbed this proposal the “4X4” plan, borrowing from a similar policy in Mississippi that
required all high school students to take a core curriculum of 4 units of English, math, social studies and science (Daily
Oklahoman, 1/30/98). The 4x4 plan failed made its way out of the education committee in February of 1999. A

. significantly watered down version was passed later that year.
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their class rank or ACT score. Similarly, a 2.7 in the “core” was now sufficient at the
regional universities. AP or IB credits would also be given additional weighting
under the new policy. Though framed as an effort to enhance incentives for rigorous
course taking, enrollment concerns seemed the major driving force. At the
comprehensive universities, enrollment had stagnated since the early 90’s, while
decreasing significantly at some of the regionals. Given the political environment,
the Regents no doubt found attractive a proposal that would increase admissions
eligibility for hundreds of Oklahoma students each year (Tulsa World, 1/30/99,
11/28/99, 12/3/99).

Briscix and his fellow Regents could always respond by noting that the original
problem — the ACT gap — had been partially solved. The percentage of students
scoring below 19 on the ACT had strongly decreased ~ in each of the four subjects —

since 1994 (Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, 2000: iv).""

7. Raising the Stakes for Students

Those knowledgeable about recent policy debates in elementary and secondary
education will undoubtedly find the accounts of policymaking described above

strikingly familiar. Remedial reforms are only one of a broader class of policies that

" Declines in the percentage of students scoring below 19 went down from roughly 32 to 23% in English, 39 to 28% in
Math, 24 to 18% in Science and 26 to 19% in Reading. Worth further exploration is the fact that the number of
students failing placement tests at the campuses increased in all three subjects during the same period. ‘
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seek to motivate students by raising the stakes for their academic performance. Why
is recent educational policy so enamored with stakes for students? One person who
has tried to answer this question is David Labaree, an educational sociologist and
historian. Labaree (1997) frames high stakes promotion and retention policy making
as a battle over status attainment. While the individual return to education continues
to expand, more people also have more credentials than ever before and the
exchange value of credentials drops. 2 As this happens, middle-class parents — a
powérful political constituency — become anxious “that the educational system is not
providing the kind of competitive advantage they want” for their children. This leads
to parental mobilization in support of policies that “cr;:ate losers” while widening
academic distinctions among students. Labaree (1997) sums up his argument in the

following way:

Making promotion from grade to grade more difficult, raising the level of
achievement required to obtain a high school diploma, and increasing
standards for college — all would increase the numbers of failures and thereby
increase the relative benefit that educational credentials will be able to

provide for those who succeed (70-72)."

" Though the wage gap between between high school and college graduates has been steadily expanding (see Levy &
Murnane, 1992), some evidence suggests that entry level wages (in effect, the exchange value of credentials) for college
graduates are holding steady, or even slightly declining, when adjusted for inflation (Mishel, Bernstein & Schmitt,
2000).

" Labaree (1997: 70-72)
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Labaree’s theory is an intriguing one, and worth exploring further in both K-
12 and post-secondary policy settings. Nonetheless, as noted earlier, one problem
with this argument is the lack of evidence of middle class mobilization in
Massachusetts and Oklahoma around the issue of remediation. Now parents may
tacitly support such policies through their very inaction, but this makes for a weaker
argument. Indeed, one can make the case that most middle-class mobilization
around standards and assessments has been in opposition to these policies (see Hoff -
2000; Lindsay, 2000). Further, survey data'* suggest that parents have somewhat,
mixed feelings about these high stakes policies. On the one hand, most respondents
agree with the premise that “if you ask more, you get more” from students. This is
why most people oppose social promotion and support retention. On the other
hand, a 1997 Newsweek survey suggests that parents of children in grades K-8
support the promotion of underachievers when there is “intensive remedial help” for
these students. Though this same group was not probed for their views on college-
level remediation, one might expect similar kinds of ambivalence (Johnson &
Duffert, 1996: 2-3). A recent survey by ]oim Immerwahl (2000) shows that access is
the public’s main concern in highér educ;tion, -with a good portion (45%) of this
sample believing that a substantial number of quaiiﬁed students are denied

opportunities to attend college (13).

"* This report by Public Agenda — Standards and Accountability: Where the Public Stand - (Johnson & Duﬂ'ert 1999)
summarizes findings from ten recent surveys on educational issues. Sl
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A similar survey of over 600 higher education leaders and policy makers
shows a ;trikingly different set of beliefs. Asked about problems facing colleges, 88%
of the sample identified “too many new students need remedial educaﬁon.” This was
the most identified problem. 76% of the sample support “raising admissions
standards” as an effective way to improve higher education (Immerwahl, 1999: 28,
32). These same leaders further believe that “the lack of student motivation and
responsibility” is the greatest obstacle to access, more so than money. In this way,
higher education leaders support the notion that college-age youth have a greater
burden of responsibility for what happens to them — when students fail placement
exams, do poorly in classes, or drop-out of school it is generally their own fault
(Immerwahl, 1999: 8-9).

The Immerwahl survey corresponds well with the findings of this study. In
both Massachusetts and Oklahoma it was higher education leaders and policy makers —
elected and appointed officials, those in governing and coordinating boards,
professors, administrators and members of the business community — who brought
the remediation issue onto the policy agenda. Future research is nécded to further
probe leaders’ views on issues like remediatjon; and hlow these shape specific state,
system and institutional policies. One can make the casé Fhat Labaree is partly

correct, that proposals to end or cap remediation are driven by status attainment -

concerns — the desire by policv makers and administrators to create “competitive
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advantage” for their institutions. Institutions or systems that restrict remediation

signal to the outside world that their standards are high, while raising the quality of
incoming classes. In a game where reputation and status are supremely important,
this argument has strong face validity. Further examination of what Amy Stuart Wells
and colleagues call the “assumptive worlds” of higher education policy makers can
further test the applicability of Labaree's theory to the remediation case (Wells et al,
1999)."
Three additional questions might also be addressed through further research.
One quesﬁon is whether the dynamics of policy making are similar in other cases of
high stakes testing — such as K-12 exit exams or state and local promotion policies.
Do K-12 policymakers hold beliefs and attitudes similar to their higher education
counterparts? Are middle-class parents, as Labaree suggests, active participants in
these elementary and secondary policy making processes? Are K-12 and higher
education debates over high stakes student testing linked in certain states? .
A second area for future research involves the consequence of these reforms
for students. Research on high stakes testing is beginning to emerge in the K-12 area
(see Roderick, Bryk and:Associates, 1999; Muller & Schiller, 2000) and higher

education scholars would be well served to look similarly at remediation. How do

¥ Note that those shaping higher education policy making — elected officials, professors, administrators, college
presidents, and the business community —are likely to vary considerably in their views. Evidence reported to date
(immerwahl, 1999) suggests little important variation on issues particularly pertinent to remediation and student
college preparation. Further inquiry beyond surveys, as suggested from the cases presented in this paper, may well tell
a very different story. : :
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new remedial policies impact students? Do substantive differences in policy design,
such as we have seen in Massachusetts and Oklahoma, have important consequences
for students’ educational opportunities and experiences? Such research will help us
better understand whether this new generation of remedial policy reforms will help
or hinder efforts to enhance access and equity in public higher education.

A final question involves the dynamics of raising standards. What will happen
to remedial policies if enrollments decline, or certain campuses lose out to others as
students spread out over the system? Will pressures emerge — from parents and
administrators — to roll back these policies? The initial evidence from Oklahoma
supports the notion that new admissions standards are somewhat sensitive to
enrollment projections and the overall demand for higher education. Moreover, the
history of high stakes testing suggests that admissions standards, whether to high
school or college, generally decrease, or are deemphasized during periods in which
policy elites want to expand access or promote institutional development (Author,

2000). Will remediation policies suffer the same fate? Only time will tell.



Bibliog_x;aphy

Adelman, Clifford. 1999. Answers in the Tool Box: Academic Intensity,
Attendance Patterns, and Bachelor’s Degree Attainment. Washington, DC, United

States Department of Education. www.ed. gov/ pubs/Toolbox/toolbox.html

Argyris, Chris & Schon, Donald. 1982. Theory in Practice. San Francisco. Jossey-

Bass Publishers.

Author. 2000. States, Educational Development and Examinations in Nineteenth
Century America. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American

Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA.

Bishop, John. 1996. “Signaling, Incentives, and School Organization in France, the
Netherlands, Britain and the United States.” In Eric Hanushek and Dale Jorgenson

(eds.), Improving American Schools; The Role of Incentives. Washington, DC:

National Academy Press.

Bishop, John. 1998. “Do Curriculum-Based External Exit Exam Systems Enhance

Student Achievement?” CPRE Rescarch Réport: University of Pennsylvania.

» | . 34



Blair, Julie. 2000. “Remedial Courses Undergo Major Cutbacks.” Education Week

4/5/2000.

Boston Globe. 1993. “US educators renew debate on K-12, higher-ed roles.”

11/21/93.

Boston Globe. 1993. “High hopes for bay State higher ed; Chancellor Stanley Koplik

wants to improve quality.” 12/5/93.
Boston Globe. 1995. “Official maps future of state colleges.” 12/10/95.
Boston Globe. 1996. “Weld would give state new power over colleges.” 1/24/96.

Boston Globe. 1996. “Carlin backs college cuts; Educators fault Weld-plan

support.” 1/25/96.
Boston Globe. 1996. “The Learning Gap.” 3/17/96.

Boston Globe. 1996. “States sifting strategies for remedial education; The Learning

Gap: Second of two parts.” 3/18/96.

33

35



Boston Globe. 1996. “Mass. will curb remedial study al its colleges.” 3/19/96.

Boston Globe. 1997. “Carlin asks high schools for payback; Higher ed chief says

colleges shouldn’t fund remedial work.” 5/15/97.

Boston Globe. 1997. “Silber endorses payback plan; School defend selves on

remedial work issue.” 5/16/97.

Boston Globe. 1997. “Study: Many freshman academically behind; Report comes as

remediation is cut.” 11/17/97.

Boston Globe. 1998. “Standards toughened in state schools; Rules change for

admission, graduation.” 9/17/98.
Boston Globe. 1998. “State says 6 Colleges too lax on admissions.” 11/7/98.

Boston Globe. 1998. “College remedial rate decried; report finds a third of students

at state schools need basics.” 11/18/98.

34



Boston Globe. 1998. “For state schools, new rules may mean less money.”
y oney

11/24/98.

Breneman, David and Haarlow, William. 1998. Remedial Education: Costs and

Consequences. Washington, DC: Thomas Fordham Foundation.

Bulkley, Katrina. 1999. “Understanding the Charter School Concept in Legislation:
The Cases of Arizona, Michigan and Georgia.” Paper presented at the annual

meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Montreal, Canada.

Cobb, Roger and Elder, Charles. 1972. Participation in American Politics: The

Dynamics of Agenda-Building. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Costrell, Robert. 1994. “A Simple Model of Educational Standards” American

Economic Review 84 (4): 956-971.

Crowe, Edward. 1998. Statewide Remedial Education Policies. Denver CO:

SHEEO.

35 » 37



Fuhrman, Susan and O’Day, Jennifer. (Eds.) 1996. Rewards and Reform: Creating

Educational Incentives that Work. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Gumport, Patricia and Bastedo, Michael. 2000. “The Remedial Education
Controversy at CUNY: Perspectives on System Design and Endemic Conflict.”
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research

Association New Orleans, LA.

Hanushek, Eric and Jorgenson, Dale (Eds). 1996. Improving America’s Schools:

The Role of Incentives. Washington, DC, National Academy Press.

Hatch, Thomas. 1998. “The Differences in Theory that Matter in the Practice of

School Improvement,” American Educational Research Journal (35) (1), 1-31.

Hoff, David. 2000. “Testing Foes Hope to Stoke Middle-Class Ire.” Education

Week, 3/22/00.

Hoffman, Jeanette. 1995. “Implicit Theories in Policy Discourse.” Policy Sciences,

28, 127-148.

36



Howlett, Michael & Ramesh, M. 1995. Studying Public Policy: Policy Cycles and

Policy Subsystems. Toronto: Oxford University Press.

Immerwahl, John. 2000. “Doing Comparatively Well: Why the Public Loves

Higher Education and Criticizes K-12.” National CrossTalk 8(1) Winter 2000:

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.

Immerwahl, John. 1999. Taking Responsibility: Leaders’ Expectations of Higher

Education. National Center Report #99-1. San Jose, CA: Public Agenda and the

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.

The Institute for Higher Education Policy. 1998. College Remediation: What it is,

What it Costs, What's at Stake. Washington, DC: IHEP.

Johnson, Jean with Ann Duffert. 1999. Standards and Accountability: Where the

Public Stands. A report from Public Agenda for the 1999 National Education

Summit. New York, NY: Public Agenda and Achieve.

Kingdon, John. 1984. Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies. New York: |

HarperCollins College Publishers.

37

39



Kirst, Michael. 1997. Strengthening the Bridge Between Higher and Secondary

Education: Admissions and Placement Policies. A proposal to the Pew Charitable

Trusts.

Labaree, David. 1997. How to Succeed in School Without Really Learning: The

Credentials Race in American Education. New Haven, Yale University Press.

Levin, Henry and Koski, William. 1997. Accelerating the Education of Remedial

Students in Postsecondary Institutions: Preliminag Report and Literature Review

Regarding the Extent, Content, and Effects of Remediation in Postsecondary

Education. Stanford, CA: National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI).

Levy, Frank and Murnane, Richard. 1992, “U.S. Earnings Levels and Earnings
Inequality: A review of Recent Trends and Proposed Explanations.” Journal of

Economic Literature. September 1992 (XXX) (3), 1333-1381.

Lindsey, Drew. 2000. “Con-Test.” Education Week. 4/5/2000.

40

38



McDonough, Patricia. 1999. “Doing Whatever it Takes: Conflict-Based Admissions
in the Post-Affirmative Action Era.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the

American Educational Research Association, Montreal, Canada.

Malen, Betty, Croninger, Robert, Redmond, Donna and Muncey, Donna. 1999.
“Uncovering the Potential Contradictions in Reconstitution Reforms: A Working

Paper.” Paper presented at the annual conference of the University Council of

Educational Administration, Minneapolis, MN.

Massachusetts Board of Higher Education. 1997. Mindpower in Massachusetts: The

Commonwealth's Natural Resource. Boston: Author.

Massachusetts Board of Higher Education. 1997-2000. College-to-School Report

for Massachusetts High School Graduates. Annual Report. Boston, MA: Author.

Mishel, Lawrence, Bernstein, Jared and Schmitt, John. 2000. The State of Working

America 2000-01. Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute.

39 o 41



Muller, Chandra and Schiller Kathryn. 2000. “Leveling the Playing Field? Students

Educational Attainment and States’ Performance Testing.” Sociology of Education

73(April), 196-218.

National Center for Education Statistics. 1996. Remedial Education at Higher

Education Institutions in Fall 1995. Washington, DC: Author.

National Governors Association (NGA). 1999. “States Seeking to End Social

Promotion in Schools.” Unpublished report. www.NGA. org.

National Research Council. 1999. High Stakes: Testing for TrackingL Promotion

and Graduation. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. 2000. Annual Student Remediation

Report. Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State System of Higher Education.

Oklahoma State Regents for I—Iigher Education. 1991. Policy Statement on the

Assessment of Students for Purposes of Instructional Improvement and State System

Accountabiligif. O_klahdma City: Oklahoma State System of Higher Education.

40



Orfield, Gary and Miller, Edward. 1998. Chilling Admissions: The Affirmative

Action Crisis and the Search for Alternatives. The Civil Rights Project. Harvard

University: Harvard Education Publishing Group.

Portz, John. 1996. “Problem Definitions and Policy Agendas: Shaping the

Educational Agenda in Boston. Policy Studies Journal 24(3): 1996, 371-386.

Powell, Arthur. 1996. “Motivating Student to Learn: An American Dilemma.” In

Susan Fuhrman and Jennifer 0’Day (Eds.) Rewards and Reform: Creating

Educational Incentives that Work. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 19-59.

Powell, Arthur. 1993. “Student Incentives and Academic Standards: Independent

Schools as a Coherent System. In Susan Fuhrman (Ed.) Designing Coherent

Educational Policy: Improving the System. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 141-179.

Quality Counts: Rewardirlg Results, Punishing Failure. 1999. An Education
Week/Pew Charitable Trust Special Report on the Condition bf Education in the 50

States. Washington, DC.

41 c0 48



Rochefort, David and Cobb, Roger. 1995. “Problem Definition: An Emerging

Perspective.” In D. Rochefort & R. Cobb (Eds.), The Politics of Problem Definition.

Lawrence, Kansas: University of Kansas Press.

Roderick, Melissa, Bryk, Anthony and Associates. 1999. Ending Social Promotion:

" Results From the First Two Years. Chicago: Chicago Consortium on School

Reform, 1999.

Rodriguez, Esther. 1995. College Admissions Requirements: A New Role for
States. Denver, CO: Education Commission of the States (ECS) and State Higher

Education Executive Officers (SHEEO).

Russell, Alene. 1998. Statewide College Admissions, Student Preparation and .

Remediation Policies and Programs. Denver, CO: State Higher Education Executive

Officers (SHEEO).

Schrag, Peter. 1999. “End of the Second Chance? The Crusade Against Remedial

Education.” American Prospect 44 (May-June): 68-74.

h
W

ERIC *



Shaw, Kathleen. 2000. “Reframing Remediation as a Systemic Phenomenon: A |
Comparative Analysis of Remediation in Two States.” Paper presented at the annual

meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA.

Shaw, Kathleen. 1997. “Remedial Education as Ideological Battleground: Emerging
Remedial Education Policies and their Implications for Community College Student

Mobility.” Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis Fall: 1997.

Stone, Deborah. 1989. “Causal Stories and the Formation of Policy Agendas.”

Political Science Quarterly, 104, 281-300.

Stone, Deborah. 1997. Policy Paradox and Political Reason: The Art of Political

Decision Making. New York: W.W. Norton.

The Daily Oklahoman. 1989. “Task force to nurture state’s education hopes.”

2/28/89.

The Daily O.klahoman. 1989. “Panel leader stresses education reform over

funding.” 9/9/89.

45

43



The Daily QOklahoman. 1991.

The Daily Oklahoman. 1991,

testing plan.” 10/5/91.

The Daily Oklahoman. 1992,

11/7/92.

The Daily Oklahoman. 1996.

3/26/96.

The Daily Oklahoman. 1997.

graduation test.” 7/30/97.

The Daily Oklahoman. 1998.

The Daily Oklahoman. 1998.

44

“College Students face skills test.” 8/17/91.

“Higher Education Regents OK statewide college

“Reports urge vast higher-education reforms.”

“4 yeérs of core high school subjects proposed.”

“State education secretary urges high school

“Let’s help our youth’s succeed.” 1/30/98.

“Keating’s road map.” 2/02/99.



The Patriot Ledger. 1996. “Quincy College puts end to remedial class credits;

Courses won’t count towards graduation.” 6/7/96.

Trombley, William, Doyle, William and Davis, Jennifer. 1998. “The Remedial

Controversy: Different States Offer Various Solutions.” National CrossTalk Summer

1998: National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.

Tulsa World. 1989. “Common education must form partnership with higher

education.” 9/20/89.

Tulsa World. 1996. “Call it a school bill of a different sort.” 2/2/96.

Tulsa World. 1996. “Debate concerning math education multiplying.” 6/9/96.
Tulsa World. 1996. “Halligan to press efforts for admissions reform.” 7/27/96.
Tulsa World. 1996. “Who goes to college a:md who doesn’t.” 9/1/96.

Tulsa World. 1997. “Remediation rate declines; Regents hopeful trend continues at

state schools.” 1/25/97.

4s '_ 47



Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

2/11/99.

Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

Tulsa World.

1998.

1998.

1998.

1998.

1998.

1999.

1999.

1999.

1999.

1999.

“College Remediation Rate Declines.” 2/7/98.

“Ready for College.” 2/12/98.

“Reading, writing and remedial.” 7/13/98.

“State regents approve stricter OU admissions.” 10/30/98.
“OU stumbles in effort to raise bar.” 10/31/98.

“Regents seek more college graduates.” 1/30/99.

“Education standards not met despite progress across the state.

‘ingher education key to overcoming poverty.” 3/14/99.
“Minorities help lift state’s ACT scores.” 8/19/99.

“Co]]ege doors méy open wider.” 11/28/99.

aby
Co

»



Tulsa World. 1999. “Panel adds admission standard, establishes online college.”

12/3/99.

Weiss, Carol. 1995. “Nothing as Practical as a Good Theory: Exploring Theory-
Based Evaluation for Comprehensive Community Initiatives for Children and

Families.” In J. Connell, A. Kubisch, L. Schorr and C. Weiss (Eds.) New

Approaches to Evaluating Community Initiatives. Washington DC: The Aspen

Institute.

Wells, Amy Stuart, Grutzik, Cynthia., Carnochan, C., Slayton, J., & Vasudeva, A.

1998. “Underlying Policy Assumptions of Charter School Reform: The Multiple

Meanings of a Movement.” Teachers College Record, 100:3, 513-535.

Worcester Telegram & Gazette. 1996. “New FSC standards exceed state’s; College

intends to become one of most selective in public system.” 3/29/96.

“Worcester Telegram & Gazette. 1996. “Remedial college courses are a waste of

education resources.” 4/4/96.

47 _ - 49



L

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

TM032593

. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Title:
States Hor Sty dents - #gende Sedlict Rened 40
Author(s): C‘/\(\S'(’“DOK/\@« M}YC;D ' {:_C‘/uco.'t—cc“,\

Corporate Source: Publication Date:

Bowd- Collese ot e Gy Opers.by Lf (>0
Il. REPRODUCTION RELEASE: ot V\)éw\(w?(

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign atthe bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed 1o all Level 2A documents

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2B documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
OISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
BEEN GRANTED BY FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY. MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
\@
GQ 6@@ @Q
%"b "b
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
TO‘L';gsazgf‘on%NﬁT’;is@gg‘;Es INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
2A 2B
1
Level 1 Level 2A Level 2B

1

1

1

“~

Check here for Levet 1 release, permitting Check here for Level 2A release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other reproduction and dissemination in microfiche and in
ERIC archival media (e.g.. electronic) and paper electronic media for ERIC archivat cotlection

copy. subscribers only

Check here for Level 2B release. permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1,

! hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employess and its system
conltractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by iibraries and other service agencies
to satisfy ir In_lgn&t:on needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

Si gn Sigfatur % . Printed NamelPosmonIT itle:
here,~» - C—\/\ AN ’D(ﬁgr Mli o (Ghest P @P-
p lease Organization/Address: Tele&honel -0 L ﬁ (99

KQV\’C&\ (/O \\ al q ¢ ,D_C —(/L e C & E-Mail Ac:dress Date:

Q —
Catoen iy of Wew ok | |

o (over)



Y

lll. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:
University of Maryland
ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742
Attn: Acquisitions

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facili

ty, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2™ Floor
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

Telephone: 301-497-4080
Toll Free: 800-799-3742
FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mail: ericfac@inet.ed.gov

WWW: http:/lericfac.piccard.csc.com
EFF-088 (Rev. 9/97)




