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success. rates{and grade. point averages.'.o¥ former developmental .
. studies students and regularly placed\freshmen in Enghrish, ,

mathematics, and social science “cla NAcross the 33 institutfons

in the state, the entire developmen studies program.is apparently

working well, with 50 to -60% of the gtudents completing their work

and moving into freshman credit courses. (HIH) " , -
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. . EVALUATING DBVELOPMENTAL ENGLISH PROGRAMS J (/ o

"IN GEORGIA

>,

»In 1973, Mina‘Shaughnessy wrote that'"the debate about
Open Adm:.ss10ns' has been and is ‘belng carrled Qn~;1.n the language
‘ of those who oppose it: in the alphabet or numbers, the syntax
of print-ou%s, the transformatlons of graphs and tables." She
urged teachers of Basic‘writing,to.commit themfelves to ex- ' =
tendlng their acco&ntability to adopt.the technigues of evaluation

. .
and close; systematic observation 'of the social sciences, to:
. { { , .-

ipool research. "Until we can describe more precisely than we

have the process whereby our students move toward maturity as . t g

readers and wrrters, we canhot challenge those critics who S

[ - c P

claim that the students do not move at all, "l

*
[y

" h Developmental Engllsh courses, like'the develOpmental \

~

. . - } . ) - ‘
studies programs in which they are often embedded, have been ) . o

the subjects of many evaluation-studies; often designe@xto Y

&

measure the effectlveness of Varlous program des1gns. Just

L T [ . -

as frequently, these stud1es have been rhtended to answer

& -

cr1t1cs of developmental studleg, ranglng from attacks llke

’ §

S I
PR Geoffrey Wagner.s,‘who argued that developmental edication was

\ Fd

a threat to the real purpose of colleges, to the more recent ]

U charge that developmental educatlon does not ‘serve the very \
« . H A )

mlnorlty,students in whose support it was or1g1nally called

.o .. o
s

2 .
. 1nﬂo eglstence- ] N i e

i N
B .
There are real restrlctlons on these evaluatlons; however.

eSS
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. Since these evaluations are usually performed £6¢ or by admin-
istrators at, partipular,schools, they must be éubject ta the
- “" . . L
calendar by which decisions are made. the problemqinvestigated .

-

is generally a pre-established concern, of the. audience £or the

4

evaluation, and~thus the evaluatlon must be relevant to current .

]

admlnlstratlve concerns and comprehen51ble for admlnlstrators.
. ’ \ . i
Generally, this argues against scientific rigor and technical
sophigtication. When iseueé of program installation, expansion, - .' °
i ) . ) " : . e, . . ‘/ . AE . . ' N../
-/ modification, or terminatin are é6ncerned, research;design | :
) . C e RS —_—
tends to become secon_dary.3 Developmegtal programs["are.dealing’

.

> with human beings, not laboratory animals,'andxin many instances,
! } the tipe‘df cbntrols'neceegary:for valid reeeargheare simpi&‘ ..
. inapprépriate." This is, in-°fact, a moral -issume. "Is it falr .
to éeny a hlgh ‘risk student access te an experlaental proéram T .-
simply because his/her numper was not randomly ;elected by a o )
. ; com;iuter?"4 ' o ) . , - s

. - N . N -

In fact, studieg usiﬁg rigdfous researeh:desigﬁs have

~ tended to focus on very narrow aspects of program de51gn, such .
' r
oo as tHe effect’ of career ‘cdunseling on dlsadVantaged students, o .

- * and the results haye beén mixed. Fer;1n ;eports, as, do Pedrlni,
Brown, and Eryi?, that remedial;coursewbqk*does improve ‘the .
+ \ . . - .
. * retention and performance of disadvantagéd .students. But,Bust

v
N
v, . -

¢ . . 3 ]
“ as many. of these‘narrow studies report exactly the~opposmte: o

.
i Al t' 3

an early article by Wilkerson—-one example among many~—reports . T

1S

ithat there is little eV1dence that st /,Bjs are vell- served by L

L]

t developmental,currlcula.5 > 8 . D

. "
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The Developmental Studles Program in Georgla has a state—-

‘

wide evaluation’ system that has proven effectlve and s1mple«
rt -
No curriculum in thg state is more thoroughly evaluated. Because
.
of the controversy attendant upon placing remedial programs in

\

)
the state colleges and because the Developmental Stud!es'Program was

-

4 3

' mandated by the Un1vers1ty System s governlng{body, the Board <l

[
of\Regents, over some protest, thls curriculum has, from its

beg1nn1ng,’been forced tb proye to 1ts'cr1t1cs that it. deserved

A
t

,Support with state funds:
8In l974,_the Board of Regents of the University System

of Georgia created the statewide Developmental/ Studies Program
in response to a growing pexcentaye of.entering freshmen who '

%

were 1nsuff1c1ently prepared for currlcula assuming the mastery

/. .

of basic skills. The Developmental Studies Program is des1gned

hd .

to meet these students needsoand to enSure that every graduate

o

of a high school in Georgia, particularly students who may in

the past, pot have been well-served by post-secondary education, |,

-

P ) . it .
could have the maximum.chance to succeed in college. y o

-

All enterlng freshmen who score low on the SAT must take

. v

the Basic Skllls Examination; a competency test ,in mathematlcs,

L

Engllsh, and readlng developed by University System faculty. ) ¢

(

_If BSE' scores 1ndlcate,weakness in any,of ‘the three areas, the

student musg enroll in the appropriate deVelopmental course

~

‘within the 'Developmental Studies Department. A student canrot
s

- ‘ . . . ) V2 .
take freshman courses involving mathematics, English, é6r reading 5

¥ [ 4

until successfully,completing developmental courses as prescribed




by BSE scores. By the end of -the freshman year, the student _ i
n"' o W .’/‘

must'have improved.scores on a re—tist (the BSE‘plus a writing .

.’

sample, for instance) to remain enrolled.at the institution.

\

Each institution:has developed itS owneentrance and exit
. ' . Ps M —~ 1 »
N criteria as Well as' its own curricula~ the schools are free to |

meet the challenge of<increasing the success and retention of .

- . . . LIS

“ non- traditional students in their own fashion, as long as the .

~cr1teria do nof fall below statewide minimum scores. The pro-

.

(. gram is administered at the University System level by an, 7_ »

e
e .,

adyvisory ,committee with representatiqn from all 33 state insti-
- tutions, and by.a Director of,Developmental Studies.6 B .

t

3 -

1 ' ) Wit in these limits the is considerable Variation in,

il

‘e

A

system-Wiée developmental English classes, for example- some

~

, /h ools offer only one developmental English class, while

-

others offer Wwo; schools supplement the in—class offdrings .
[ (
" with peer tutorial labs, audio-visual centers, computer aided
. £ - 4. DA AN
, 1nstruction7 mastery learning, contract learning,’ an fairly ’

+ Kt )

tradit%onal classroom -teaching, all eXlSt side by sid But .

two things at}least remain constant theJuse of the BSE, which lS .

o e [

an error—recognition to test English skills, as a post test
-t . 4
€ requires conSiderable 1nstruction in grammar, and all students

. LZENPTY
[

in developmental English clasges must submit an accepbable
\ ) writing sample, howeverithe faculty of a.particular institution
. !‘:...
teach or'design their class.'

v
+ N M
. .

.. Before 1968, there was.littie evaluation‘being performed ¥

_I*. 2‘ .
in develepmentalfstudies: -John Rouchel!s periodic surveys of

- ! y N . e [4 ’ \’ .
? . S . -
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. developmental programs have s1nce discovered more and more y

- .

« schools developlng procedures for evaluatlng curricula; in"~

¥ . hls 1977 study, more than a third of the colleges ind;cated

) that they regularly evaluated both the outcome and 'the de81gn

-
» - 13

)
of thelr developmental programs. He found Fhat "the most suc-

v cessful deveLopmental educatlon programs .are generally thosd
/ .
t . that evaluate themselves and use a number of indices on whlch
4 J -~
- to evaluate those effOrts" though "few" progggms use a."control

’ . . -

‘ " or contrast group'"7 The adv1sory commlttee that des1gned

s

'the statewide developmental studies program for Georgia sought
. out models’ of program des1gn and of program evaluablon.‘ Happlly,
‘Rouche's surveys and the examples of "compensatory educatlon

at black colleges, which had long hlstorles of commltment to
. “~ .

developmental studies, provided some useful models. "
: ) ) Early attempts'to eyaluate the'devglopmehtal studies
. v oo ‘ . . e

. program in Georgia simply.used standard survey procedure'to ®

discover the range of procedures, cr1ter1a, and deé!gn, iricluding
) ' ©
the sorts of program- evaluatlons belng used, at system institutions.

. ‘In pecember of 1974, the firstr quarterly reporkt was malled

.

-

to each 1nst1tutlon. ‘It was des1gned to prov1de lnformatlon

- , :

about the pppulatlon served by the developmental program at o

s é * '
P 4 each 1nst1tut10n and whether the progﬂam aldedfln retentlon

af these students. : : _ : B
»! * . ". R N )\ .
A\.\ '

But of course, the most important questions to be asked

and "Hov will we."

of any;program, though, are, "Does it work?"

-

. To measure the effects of the currioculum "
i * N .

s know, if it is workirg?"

-~
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‘of the student Student suCcess in a given curriculum does

_the 1nstrument more -valid.

sﬁudents for the freshman'curriculum and it is there, in sub-.

6

‘ *
. . R Pr 'Y ¢

dlrectly, the f1rst report asked these quéstlons, hich have ”
since appeared on every verslon of “the report \

1. Of the students requ1red to enroll in Spec1al .
Studies math, how many ex1ted pathematics?
2. Of the students required. to enroll in Special
Studies readinyg, how many ex1ted'§§ad1ng°
3. [Of the st ents required: to enroll in Special
- - Studies E llsh, how many exited English?
4. | How many students required to take Special ) C
Studles completed their final Spec1al Studles .
requ1rement(s)° oo f -,

Answers to these questions.were further classified by student

3

. . . . . ) . v L\ .
ethnic identification.- The answers to tfhese questions tell, an

- A Y

evaluator ,about student &uccess,  whether a @tudent is meeting
‘s

the requlrements~of the currlculum, but theyédo not tell the

-

evaluator whether the currlculum 1s meetrng the requlrements

-
.

-

not "necessayily indicate whether the CUIriculum‘is too‘simple,

too. difficult, or simply'irrelevant The focus of the report

-~

form had to be changed to meet this cr1t1c1sm and thus make

L3

1
.

Remedial or developmental programs are designed to prepare

4

sequent study, that the question "How will we knoQw the’program
' ~

works?" wili'be answered. Andrew Hill has argued that study
’

/of developmentagfprogram effectiveness should not be]sb -con-

O f" developmental education would

a

3
A
cerned with the perslstence and succe'ss of students 1n the

’

remedial programs themselves. "The central issue in any study

»

- “ (2
mental program .students are prepar
’ - ~

m to be how well Zevelop-

. to tackle colleg&-level




f -
-~ . ‘ »
,

' work, nQt how well they achieve or persist at the remedial
t 5 . ‘ . . N .
level._."8 \ . .

¢ b4 , P &

.
~

: . In Fall of 1975, questions were devised to measure the .

¢

. ]
sqgcess of Developmental Stuéles students in subsequent study L

. At flrst on-an annual has1s, each 1nst1tut10n was asked to |, ¥ f

\‘

K _compare the\Success rates and grade point ave}ages of ex-

A [

_Developmental Studies studénts and regularly plased freshmen

§ English, mathematics, and social sc';jglence classes. Once .
. ' . . - ) . . , ) 9“ ) ‘.
ch institution had developed computerfprograms or other ‘

2

methods of dlscoverlng these data, this annual comparlson
became a regular feature of the quarterlyoreport form:
. ] . -
1. Of the former Developmenkal Engllsh $tudents
who took college 1eve& English courses, how many
. were successful in the courses° 4

&

The questlon was rEpeated f ‘each area of the currlculum

*
' .
b

and agaiA asked@ for ethnic classificatidns.. As the questlon SN
evolved from an. annual questionﬁto a quarterly question, the
issue ‘of grade‘point averages was dropped. These are not two

L

randomlg selected comparlson groups; obv1ously the regularly Lmi
- !

placed freshmen would be expected to have h1gher averages,
and they, do. ‘But the success rategs of both,groups are absolutely .
vital 1nﬁormatlon° it is by comparing the two groups—-random \
or not--that we dlscover whether "the program works,

Across the 33 institutions of the University System of -
georgia, the entire Developmental étudies}@rogram is apparently »

working well--in fact, much better thap was originally,aﬁtiqipated.

According to Dr. CGharles Nash, a former» Director, only 8 percent -

~ H [
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A

of Developmental Studies stﬁdents fadl to complete %heir courses,'

while the average attrition for other courses across -the system

X -
il

is 10 percent. 50-60 percent of the students in Deweiopmental

Studies courses complete this WOrk_and‘moye‘into fre¥hman
RN . s, .I h ¢
credit courses, with 21-percént able to do this within one

P

. - s,
quarter and 65 percent able to complete all developmental .re-

quirements within a year.9 .o '
* - \_‘\ I
Development&l English courses, however, apparently pose,
the most difficulty for minority students. As the* figures 'in
»

-Table’ l show, black students.do not ex1t the developmental
English classes in‘as high a percentage as other studentd do.
And, once in regular freshman English‘classes, a lower per—
centage of bldck students pass than the pass1ng percentage of .
» other students. Both groups of ex—developmental English _ students
haveimore difficulty ﬁith freshman English classes than do
regular-placement students, N N '

The evaluator m t remember though, particularly when'
interpreting the'resuIts'of'evaluations not based on a.rigorous -~
research deSign, %ﬁgt "the end result of the evaluatiQn must
be program development "JO In other words, program evaluation:
not student evaluation, must ‘be all that is attehpted. -%f in
fact, students are not performing as expected, one cannot, in -
* the absence of random or maf#ched control groups, blame the

gtudents.' One must look for the weakness'In\fhe,program itself.
; .. And constant prograq development, *falways, with the diffi*f

”

culties of minority students in mind, is

ts <hilping make ‘the ,

a é ‘¢
LSS i 4 -




courses more respons1ve to the needs of minority students, R ,
’ -
slowly 1f surely A ‘glance at the data in Table l or at the ‘ f

summarlzed data in Table 2 where quarter to quarter fluctuatlons

“

are aVeraged out, shows that our programs of faculty development;

closer attentlon to textbook selection, rellance upon m1nor1ty
A

’ advasors and oth?r measures have helped nagrow the gap betwéen

minority and other students. The trend in both tables 'is toward

- ‘ N

bet'ter performance for both groups of students.
A

’ :2 One school in the system, Georgla Southern College has

4

14
been.able to use the control group methodlto evaluate }ts
) ~
developmental Engllsh classes, slnce an 1ncreased,standard

+

«

for admissions nade it'p6ssible to study the success of. two

&

- N Pl

groups of students w1th comparable SAT scores, one group of

whom' passed through the developmental Engllsh classes, the
b »

‘ othér grqup of whom did not. Of the students who were not

requiged to take developmental English tlasses, 52.7% passed }

the regular freshman English'class"on the first-attempt, gqom-:

pared to a 72.6% ratL‘among the studentgxwho had taken. develop~-
) . A
mental English first. The 20% difference is strong evidence

that the program makes a difference’' in the charices 'of the

__underprepared stwdent. 1l - l - “

- .

The Developmental Studies Program has clearly increased °

the chances for success of many Minority students. , Figures‘ln
* .
»

. ! > *
. Tables 4 and 5 show that since the 'inception bf the program,
' : : : .
system enrollment of minority students has increased. In~,

addition, these students now_persist in their enrollment in

*

. oot .
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) 1arger numbers an before . Tablé 5 1nd1cates that the numbers .

1] - s 1 J.‘. N [
' recrultlng and flnanCIél a1d, have of . course helped brlng about
. r

no doubt played a‘major role oL N

studles studey{s Tag at least sllghtly behind regular plaqeme \.,
‘students 1n achlevement The twowgroups are not equal, and - ’ .
'the latter group may set an, 1mpossley high benchmafk for coml P
. parison, ‘though certainly one that should be our standard to - 9%

of mlnorlty studeﬁtﬁ 1n each enrolIment category are qun&e

- - 4
*

L -
stable from quarter’ tquuarter, 1nd1cat1ng good retentlon and

v

persistehce. Whlééimany\other factors, suchgas 1ncreased . ’

. . N

this change in studént ponulation, Deyelopmental studies has . a *\‘

’
. “ N

And of course it need not be. surprlslng that developmenlal

_strave ‘toward. " The results from Georgla compare fa%orab%ivﬂlth

@

Y
those’repqrted from other states us1ng s1mllan-evaluatlon

methods. For example, in Statew1de Assessment of Developmental/

Remedlal Educatlon at Maryland Communlty Colkeges, D%rothy S,

-

Linthicum reported that of students who Sutcessfully completed
developmental Engllsh courses, 53% completed a college level

ﬁhgllsh class w1th a pass1ng grade whlle over 96% of a control
A} S
group of regular placement students passed the1r first college

" 43

Engllsh course. Seventy flve percent of the former develop—

. . \

mental Engllsh students .pade C or better in the1r college Engllsh

’ course, compared to 913 of the regular placement students, +Though

prec1se f1gufes were not pfov1ded Linthicum reports that white ;

] - 12

students tended to‘make higher grades. The results,are Similar

)

from a study, of the Queenéborough_COmmunity Coligge program:
<L, . A e ¢ ",

. ’ -
[ » s
. ~ . . ..
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In mcst of the 1ntroductory Gburses durlng the 2 years of the ‘

- stndy> a higher percentage-of A-and B grades waé achleved by - : ’

N . . ‘

the noana51c skllls student than the percentgge ‘of. the A and T

B grades recelved by the former bas1c skills students (7 9% and

L

29 7% as obposed to 2. 9% and 18.1%) whlle the total percentage; ~ . .

of pa551ng grades for former ba51c skllls students showed an. ..
’ - 3 ﬁ -

,slncrease from 64.6% to 68 5% over* the 2 years. 13 - \,7 ) \
- .‘ > Thus, the EValuatlon of the. Georgia developmental Engllsh

©

curricula shows quite‘respegtable resufts, though there is
' . ’ . . ' , f} i ¢
* certainly 'still room for improvement. (The pasging.percentages

shown 1n evaluatlon oﬁ the program‘s read1ng and mathematlcs.
' currlcula are much h1gher, and the gaps 1nd1cated there ‘between -

‘hlack students and other students and between developmental
N_‘

-4 and_non—developmental students are correspondingly smaller).

And impdrtantlyh the findings of these reports andAstudies are

being used when consideration is ggven to changesi}n placement,

I G . 3
currdculum, or testing lelcres, beqause these results are -
v % ) » .
couched;in tEfms easily comprehensible. And equally 1mportantly,
’ "6
thls/inductlve evaluatlon provides a longitudinal baseg llnér

v
-

/

. Qrﬁ?orﬁour programs, against which further refinements.of curricu-

.
lum can be measured.
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' Table T " e
. ‘kguarterly Averages ©0f Passing Rates in Developmental
i Engllsh at Augusta College (C or Better)
¢ . * .. \0 I 4 o '
. Quarten \/{ﬁ . Black Students - 4 Other Students
. T ~ X T . . ' .
-Winter’ 1975 o 25 o . v 45.7 .
A Spring 1975 | T * -’38 T ’ 4 45.7
. Summer “1975 Co ©21 P . 44.7
/- Fall 1975 . . .'28 . & 40 ‘
_ .Spring.1976 i <y - 33 . « . 1B
“« Summer 1976 - 50 : ) °- 68 -
LA Fall 1976 . 43.75 4
Winter 1976 . . 37 - - ' 76 ’
> Spring 1977 .40 60
- Sunimer 1977 a 60 (57)* 68 (68)
.. ™. Fhll 1977 2 K 53.75 4 : 61
, ", Winter 1978 39.5 62
R “Spring 1978 ) . 28.5 . y 58
é . Summer 1978 ' 33 (49) | . 69 (73)
o \ Fall. 1978 \g . 36.5 1 63.6 ' :
o " aWinfer 1979° - 36.5 : . 59 A
R Sprlng 1979 ( v 25 (26.4) ‘41 (35.7)
*  Summer 1979 . : 47.8 o 69.4
» 7 -Fall 1979. 99.5. : 70.5
“ Winter. 198Gy o B ¥ 65
( ‘ Spring 1980 ' . -850 ' . . 60
- Summer 1980 . 33.3 > ’ 64
Fall 1980 . . 52 ’ . 70 N
Winter 1981 . . . 7 44 64 !
‘ ¢ ’ v - .
All figures represent percentages of the tdtal developmental
English 1nrollment within each classification. o ‘
» -t .
. i } . o )
» . . . x

*Figures to the right of the columns in parentheses, are averages

of the figures frpm the edtire University System ‘of Georg1a
. . ‘., .
t

‘ N id .7
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e 7 . . - Table 2‘ . ' e

Ygarly Averages of Paésing Rates in Debeiopmental
English at Augusta College (C or Better)

PN i . . T .
‘_' Year _ : rBlaék Students. ' 9£her Students
_3 ’1975—1976v ' / ) . ' . 37% i o T 42%
: 1976-1977 \ // C T 45% 69%

; 1977t—}978 . 309 T L 62%

' 1978-1979 / 3% . 7 58%
'1979-1980 / . a3y ; Tt 6og,
1980-1981 LY g 98 b : | 67%

/ : ‘ RO )

; o N
’ *
4
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z
' ~\
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. “ {Table 3 -
v ) . A s 5w .

’ Percentages of Students Passing Freshman English
. & at Augusta College”{C or Better)

hd 4
s

.

. C s -~ '
. ) . Black' Former . Other Former

-

"Developmental < Developmental ' ‘
. Quartery Students oo Students All Students
P ~ ~ . TR . .
¥ Spring 1975% ' ' : ST 36 . ; 60’
L. ' . C . 4 L . ‘ % - . . -
Spring.1976% %} - L ‘, 46 (48) 72 (72)
. Fall 1978 .. - .28.9 . 39.3 ' © T 68.2°
! Winter 1979 24 . 41 e
'* . . s‘ -L ) * . -, : ' . i
Spr:_Lng‘ 1979 ' . 16_ P \\.. 47 78
-0 . . r * ’
" Summer 1979 25 . . _ 61.5 4 73

-

‘ .Fall 1979 26 . a4 ~ 68
L. . * 4 o ’ o .
, Winter "1980. - 37t v 42 56

. ‘ no
Spring 1980 . ‘54 -, . 52 . 61
{ _ Sumfer 1980 21 - .7 49 : 53
Fd11 1980: - 53 o 58 ;73
Winter 1981 Y 45 ' © o

- Py

*For Spring 1975 -and-'1976, no ethnic classification was . .
requested; the figures in parentheses are University System of Georgia -
averages, and were available ohly for this quarter.
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Summer 1981

338

. L ‘ n} 15 X ¢
- . . Table 4 ,
’ .o LS . " N
o ’ .Augusta _College Enrollment =~ - L
- . < . A//’", Black
Quarter .~ Total FPhrollment - _Black Enrpllment Percentage
Fall 1973 . 3484 77 - 2ié 6.2
Winter 1974- . 3458 310 - 8.9
Spring 1974- . 3268 319 ° . 9.7
Summer 1974 2025 o272 13.4
Fall 1974 . 3585 . 369 10.2
Winter 1975, . 3520 N 372 . 10.5
Spring 1975°, , 3393 388 © 11,4
Summer 1975 = <. 2170" | 304 14
Fall 1975 \ - 3727 ; ’ 438 11.7
Winter 1976 ; ; 3668 " 406 11,
Spring 1976 - '~ 3440 . " 428 12.4
Summer 1976, 2135 ’ 339 15.8
Fall %1976 * ¢« 3647 + 447 12.2
., Winter 1977 - 3638 467 12.8
Spring 1977 .- 3400 478 13.8
Summer 1977 #2101 . B .. N363" 17.2
Fall 1977 . 3883 524 13.4
Wintes 1978 : 3704 . 518 ° - 13.9
Spring 1978 . 3580 £ - 511 gé.s
Summer 1978 2012 334 - . % .6
Fallel1978 ’ . 3692 - 503 i3.6
win®r 1979 < 3597 Coae s 498 13.8 .
Spring 1979 ¥y » 3429 ° 477 13.9 ..
_Summer 1979 ) * 2067 . 380 - 18.3
Fall“1979 . éé/ 3702 ‘ 4§7 . 13.1
* Winter 1980 .* . .. 3628 500 13.7 -
Spring 1980 v 3345 . 458 13.6
Summer 1980 . 2029 348 17.1 .
Fall 1980 , 3739 517 13.8
Winter 1981 * 3825 534 13.9
Spring 1981 % 3619 502 13.8
. 2042 © 16.5




( ‘ . ' 7

‘ o, Table 5 - e

-~ { ) . ’ ! ’ ‘. . et
Black Student Enrollment at Augusta College by Class
) & ‘ N . . ) i'A' N
] 4 ) . o : . . Developmental
"~ Quarter + « Fr So ‘Jr- Sr = Gr’ Studies * ‘Total .
. ' . 7. - . < i 7 . g
/ Fall 1978 " 1% 78 8 51 23 yge . 503..
* Winter 079 108 B4 ' 85 58 ‘20 . 9 Y asf -
. N . ’ ) ] - R
’ .Spring 1979 88 . 8 78 . 66 23 93 477-
Summer 1979 . 28 50 55- 62 32 a2 . 380
Fall 3379 . 7 74 78 61 23 - 133 . 487"
Winter 1980 ' 79  78° 69 * 71 ' 19 123 . . " 500"
Spring 19§p . 89 72 61- 67 20 102 : . 458
Summer 1980 ‘- 33 46 49 .45 21 45 - . 348
‘Fall 1980 * 101 81 54 60 30 132" . 517
Winter 1981 105 77 70 ‘69 27 95 534
- - \ . -~ ) . /i ’ Y ¢
Spring 1981 100 77 58. 70 24 380 502
Summer "1981 41 zl/gg 36 47 28 . 29 338

; \ 5 . e .
. *Total-includes a small number of transient students from other
institutions, who are not otherwis;'classified.

. »
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C l“Open Admissidﬁs and the Disadvantaged Teacher," College
Composition and Communication, 24 (Qecember; 1973), 401-404.
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"On Remediation," College Bnglish, O&tober 1976, pp. 153-158.
Typical. of more recen€t critjicism .is David'E. Lavin, Richard «
D. Alba, Rigcflard A. Silbexstein, Right &ersus Privilege
(New York: Free Press, 1981). .
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ERIC' 011908. ) . \ - )
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indebte& to Paul Marion, "Basic Skills Cbmpetency Testing
Programs, in Multl-Campus Systems," Journal of Developmental
oo and Remedial Education, Winter l98Q 26-27 and Cynthia L.
& Davis, "Developmental Education in Géorgla. A Statewide '
: *  Program," Journal of Developmental and Remedlal Education, v
¢ Wlnter 1979, pp. 2= 4, 26. t/
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Problems (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977) ,-p. 107 S S

\ . )

84i11, p. 44. o ‘. - \

-
-
<




. ZQChérLes R. Nash,."A Description  and gvalhation of \the Georgih
- ' Special Studies Program," a paper presented to the American
Educational Research Asgociation Special dnterest Group on
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Lﬁ‘ ] 11Letten;£rom‘ befessor~§arbaré Bitter, 3 September 1981,
h , (See Appendixn:[:'or \Dﬁta) . .
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IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC

»
-

.y ¢

B

% %46 never exited English 99
. 31 exited but did.not take English 151

-

2]

4, v ] . s ‘o
; - . Lo :: . 19
. e . APPENDIX ~ o .
. . . . s N T -5 -
‘. . English 151 as of Winter Quarfer, 1§81% . -~ %
.;. ;/». ' ’ '1,'e . . é %
v : . e )
' Fall, 1978 -~ Entered«as‘ Regular Student Fall, 1979 - Entered as Spec#al )
‘ and took English 151° _»,~ Studies, exited English '
¥ : ’ . .- . 2 99 and took English ‘151
¢ v . .
.o e~ /
. A B C D Line Ttal A~ BT—C . D Total o
o Passed 151 ik A | s .
First Attempt | O | 18 | 81 | 63 -| 162 2 ‘16°.159 | 32 109 » s
/{7 - line total | 0 | 11.1f 50 | 38.8 %,, 1.8 | /14.6{54.1] 29.3 ‘ '
. % - column " R . 52.7 ‘ - 72.6 "
Dropped. 151 iy p /
. then passed 0| "3 10 8 21 0 0| 2° 1 3
%°- line total | 0.1 14.2] 47.6| 38 U te6.6] 3304
” - colum'n " * 6.8 ' Nl. . 2.00
© [ Failed 151 - , : ; ' R _
“ | ghen passed - | 0| 2 |18 | 9 29 & 0 o |0 | 6 6
’ % - line total | O 6.8 - 62 3.1 100 .
| % = columm " . 9.4 T 4.0
) Passed on \ , ;
b Third Attempt 01}, 0 4 - Jb 10 —
"7 - line total | 0O 0 40 .t 60
% - column " . 3.2
Took 151 . <L P !
*Never passed 0’| 0 0 0 (85 . 32
4 - column s ) 1 ..
[ total L | 27.6 21.3
. j Column total * . 307 | 150
\ ] T ~ - ¥
v . .
' . | ’ . .
. Comparison of Totalls
1978 1979
! Number. eventually ”~ / .. . . ‘ .
1) passing 151 222 118 , .| ° Special Studies students not in
« | 2 - total © 58.2 47.7 ;. English 99, but took English 151
\ Number not passing « / . ) ' / : . .
151 85 32 Number V.
\ %7 ~ total class 22.3 12.9 A 0~
) Number never , . X B 1
faking 151 74 o TTR* c 12 -
7 - total ¢lass 19.4 31,1 : D 3 )
Not in Ehglish O F 4 ‘
99 but took TOTAL . 20 ' )
. English 151 20 ‘
% - total clags 3 . Ve
TOTAL ENTERING. CLASSh 381 247 ‘

**Init{al study of students with comparable
#SAT scores and PFAG. New admissiods
criteria placed the 1979 group in Special
Studies. ’ '
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