¢

'rfipunmacw

‘e . TP :
.\ o * m%sm{ o . c
ED 25§ 267 - { - ,' A ' ns 018 333 . - *
. B A ’ :
AUTHOR ‘1 Tom,. Alica K. . ' S
" PITLE, ’ Indzvidualized Study Program. Interzm EValuatxon .
- Repdrt. .
INSTITUTION - Cali®ornia Univ., Davis. Ofixce of Student Affaxrs
~ * - -"Research and Information. , .
PUB DATE ~ © Jan 83 S | |
Tt NOTE - 25p.:. ‘elated documents‘, see HE 018 336 and HE
L _ 018 343 | o
. & /BUB TYPE Reports --Evaluative/Feasibility (142) -- .- e
.-, e :Tostl/lvaluation Ingtruments (160) . -
EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO1 Plub Postage, -
DESCRIPTORS - Academic Achievement; Academic. Persistencc* Basic
Ce N - 8kills; Comparative ihalysis- *Davelopmental Studjes.”
. R . Programs; *Disadvantaged; Ethnic Groups; Full Time y
- Studants; -*Grade Point Average;, K Higher Education;
» +~ +' +*High Risk Students$; ¢Individualized Instruction;
| | Minority Groups; Nontraditional Students’; Opsn’
* ' Enrollment; Part Time Studeats; Program nvaluatxon;
T . Questionnaires; *Remedial Programs; lective
.- . Admisgsion; State Universities, o e
wmmxgs&é. Course Load- *UniVerlity of ,California Davis -

y ¢ ~

Results of an evnluation of the lndividualizcd Study
Program (1SP), a 2-year pilot program st the Learning Skills Center
(LSC) of the University of California, Davis, are proseuted The ;
program target group, verw. disadvantaged students who had not mef the,
university's entrance requirements. The ISP, which is designed to
improve retention of students with academic skill deficiencies, -

. . - ‘.- T * . : ' ) - . . : * )
. ) . - 3 : . . + .
., * ¢ A ] ¥ ' P ° [ . . .
. . . . a @ : . . , ]
., I
*

allows studepts to reduce their -academic unit load, as long &s .they ' . -

spent 9-12 hours per week improving basit skills through self-paced
‘ coursework, lab work, or intensive counsslor assistance at the,Lsc
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. INTROOWCTION S T L e

"The purpose of this evaluation report fs to provide ‘an interim review
- of a tyo-year-pilot program, the Individualized-Study Program, coordinated '
© 77 by the UC Davis Learning.Skills Center. The.Individualized Study Program v
o . (ISP) was-implemented during the 1981-82 academic year with the major objec--- EEE
+tive of enhancing the .retention of . selected students who exhibited severe .
basic acadenic skills deficiencies, . o , YL e

¥ S ‘.,

Pro ram descr1 tion: For the 1981-82 aCademic year. students. selected
. parE!cipate in were allowed to reduce their ‘academic unit load to 8
, 0r-9 units with the stipulation that 9 to 12 hours per week be spent improv- . °
~, p ing basic skills through self-paced coursework, lab work or intensive coun-
: selor assistance at the Learning Skills Center (USC). (The 9 to 12 hours.
per week are equivalent in time to a 3 or 4>unit laboratory.. course.).x 1
'Although no academic or work load units were earned for work at 1SC, program
participants were considered full-time students nd aaintained their eligfg
bility for f1nanc1a1 aid and other campus servic
4
o0 The target roup of students for ISP, participation were EOP students1
entering in Fall 1981 as Special Actionl students. These students were '
invited to participate in the Special ;ransitional Enrichnent Program (STEP) '
prior ‘to their anrollnent to UC Davis, /

strengthen their learning skills and study habits in areas where improvement : .
is needed, (2) to enhance, students' readiness to do University work by e

providing a week of orientation and three weeks of instruction prior to the '
fall quarter, and (3) to assist students' adjustment to UC Davis by pro-
-viding ; livingllearning experiences in residence halls and general orienta-
tion to campus 1ife. Thus, ISP represents one of several atademic year
extensions of STEP in fts objective to enhance students readiness to do :
uniyersity nork -and strengtéLn their basic” skiTls, - _ T NN

' The objectives of STEP are (1) to assist underprepargd students to ,.\\

There were five program selection criteriafgr 1981 82 15P° partici-
pants. | .

]
“4
»

]

The Educational Opportunity Program 1s designed to assist and provide
oppprtunities in higher education for students from ecanomically/educa-
tionally disadvantaged backgrounds.

2 The Special Action admission category qdncludes .students who have not
mét UC entrance requirements but who have demonstrated academic poten-
tial,” - _ b .,“

3 For more information on STEP see: "Study of the 1978 Summer STEP,*
Suhr, Jeanne, Office of Student Affairs Research and Evaluation,
October 1980. University of California, Davis. ‘ .

LY N
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.coord1nator ahd an EORcounselor. - (See Appendix A for

~

*
r‘. .

Fall. Quarter I Sﬁ

rl‘

: R ‘a.. ‘ students who partic’\)ated in Sunmer STEP but uhose diagnbstic test

“scgres and. performance indicated a need for continuey 1ntensive

[ asgistance, and . .
.‘ -

b. * student; -who were granted a waiver from Summer STEP partict‘pation.

" Winter and Spring_ Quarters JSP {

-~

a; students who part‘lcipated in ISP Yor pne or two quarters but whose .
‘ diagnostic scores and perfomance ind'lcated a need for co'ntinued

b Special Action/EOP students who had fot previously participated in-
the pilot prograg but whose acheuiic perfemance jndicated a neepl
for intensive assistance. and DR , y _

. other Special Actinn students who reqmstéd gssistance. . ~ 7

In addition, there were two levels of ISP participation evaﬂable to

“iAvited students. Formal.ISP particfpants both reduced their study 1oad

(1ess than 12 units) and received intensive counselor assfstance- informal

. ISP participants matntained a-full study load (more than or equa] to- 1’2

units), but received intensive counselor assistance.

Participation in leP was vol untary. Students meeting the selection

criteria were contacted by the .ISP coordinator, who reviewed with the stu- .

dent his/her past academic record and explaified the requirewents and adwan-
tages of the program. If needed, the student completed a reading.exair,
mathematics exam and essay exam to determine the level and.area of basic
skilTs development needed. Based on the results of these exams and the

-initial interview, an individualized study plan was developed for the stu-

nt, the student's
the student, ISP
le contract.)
The contract obligated the student to participate fully 1n ISP and to for-
feit full-time student status {f the contract was violated. .(violation 13’

dent. If the student chose to be a formal ISP particj
sthedule was stated in the form of a contract and sigh

«defined as less than a 90% attendance rate in scheduled bas1c ski]ls/ISP

coursework holrs. Students were mofitored throughout their 1SP- participa-
tion for attendance and progress in.the program,) 'In some cases, students

. invited to be ISP participants chose to be informal participants and a

contract was not formalized. These $tudents received intensive counselor
assistance but did not reduce their study- Joad. - - ,

" A variety of services {d course offer'lngs was avajlahle to the student '

in the development of his/her ISP schedule. (Appendix B 1ists the general

offerings of ISP.) A typical program included a combination of attendance.

at appropriate ISP workshops throughout the quarter, self-paced skills

development in the LSC Learning Laboratory, weekly appointments with a LSC

counselor to work on areas of most difficulty, and periodic sessions with-
Counseling Center staff,to diScusS career Yoals and 4djustment to campus
1ife in ghneral N \
-
k |

intensive’ assistance,, o _ e~

..n

\.



- g . . k3
-t ) K v ‘ ) a
P ¢ . . N . . 3 .

i & .-, - 2 Il

. ‘ f;..‘a &\‘k\\, . . . \_ | \( . ‘ ‘:‘M L . N L
An early warning system for ISP azwﬂ.:ISP participants was also’
developed as part of the ISP monitoring r nsibilitw. Through the cooper- .
ation of the'UC Bdvis Registrar's Office, academic performance records of ..
students identified as pqtential ISP participants ‘were collected immediately
after the end.of the quarter. These records were Teviewed hy the ISP
coordinator; students in academic difficulty were contacteq before classes

began for the following quarter and invited to participate in’ ISP.

i

' . . . . N " 1
MEASURES OF PISOGRM IMPACT ! ’ . .y
P The current study examines the following question: Bid the reduced

.study load and igtensive learning assistance affect student .academic parti-
;ipation and performante? Because ISP was designed to provide intensive .
remedial assystance, the actual use q9f tutoring, 'wo kshops, and remedial
courses afe one measure ef student gvolvemgnt in -and "tompliance with the
). program. .Thus, two measures of prodgram partictpation were: (1) total - .
| number” of tutbring hours used throughout the student's' first three quarters, -
) 22) number of workshops attended*, and three measures of program impact were
1) number of suctessful (courses with grades of “C* or better or a passed
“P* grade) remedidl math courses taken, and (2). number of successfuyl remes’ J
,  dial -English—courses taken, apd {3) student academicystanding (i.e., proba- "
" tionary or good) at the end of the first three quarters enrolled, R

. R i T .
. In order to détermine the program effect student performance, two
comparison groups .of simigar students were fdefitified. The first comparison
* group conitains EOP students who had been admitted by Special Action in the
previous year, attended Summer 1980  STEP (or received-a_wafver), and had
access to services and course offérings similar to thoseﬁ)r TSP partfci-
pants. The second comparison group included Fall 1981 Special Actfon/EOP
student's invited to participate /in ISP, who declined program- services.
However, many of the students ig his group.did receive academic counseling
*from the ISP coordinator which gfsuheg_ in major class rescheduling dr study-
program changes. R B S S
Each comparison group brought with 1t advantages and disadvantages.
The Fall. 1981 .non-ISP group, although “contaminated” bechuse.of the initial
ISP contact, is comprised of ISP cohorts, a fact that controls for time of
< .entry to the Upiversity and other time-related variables. “The Fall 1980
group, on the other hand, had no access to ISP; thus, any significant

differences between the Kall 1980 and ISP groq]ps may be attributed in part
e to ISP. However,.these comparison result e 11 d™ue to differences ip
* entering characterfstics between these two groups. -
i ? . . 4 “ . - R - ®

. . ¥
a &

' ] . ) ‘f-f- . . J . '
;2 : ' . »
*Workshops must be defined for.these comparisons., For the mdst ;fart, ISP
students attended shecial workshops designed for ISP participation which
differed from LSC wqrkshops. The difference was both in the pace of the .
material covered and the ratio of student-to-insructor. ISP workshops were
smaller which allowed for a closer 1iaison between student and instructor,
"and slower in pace, However, workshop topics and focus on remedial assis-
tance were the same for LSC and ISP programming. - :
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Analysis of the program ipcluded comparisons among four groups: formal

. ISP participants, informal.ISP participants, Fall 1980 comparison group, and
the Fij? 1981 non-ISP comparison group. The major differences between the

compar{ison groups and the ISP groups were the reduced study load and the
intensive ISP assistance. - Specifically,’ these four groups received one of

four different levels of progrdam assistance: no assistance (Fall, 1980 -

comparison group), 1imited counseling assistance {Fall-1981 non-1SP compari-

son group), intensive counseling assistance and workshop participation (ISP,

informal), and intenstve counseling assistance,. workshop participation and
reduction’ in study "oad (1sP formal group).x 3 |

L

. Two statistical techniques (analysis of variance and chi-square test of ‘
homogeneity) were used in reviewing the comparison and program group data.

The objectives of these analyses are to tesf whether differences between the
groups are large enough to represent more than random fluctyations.. If} there
are no differences in outcomes' between the groups, or 1f the differences are
very small (i.e., non-significant results), then there is no evidence that
ISP affected student academic participation and performance. However, as the
differences between the groups become larger and the results are statistji-
cally significant, then it may be reasonable to believe that the program did
affect student academic participation and performance,

Table 1 shows the sex and ethnic composition of the four groups of
students compared in the\cnalysis.

'
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SN ‘. \‘ te s , ,‘ . . 'S
o | ‘« SEX AND ETHNICITY OF COMPARISON AND ISP GROUPS g
.. ., (In percent of students ir each group)t - (
‘s'FAﬁkklsao eFALL 1981 = . -
< COMPARISON NON-ISP - : - |
Vo P GROUP  INFORMAL ISP .  FORMAL ISP
S N, (n= 3?) » - (n=83) T C (ne24) T . (na36) .
o~ \ ... “ : ' , , - _— , — .
Coosex . o . R | - §
v g yoMale . 88 . 58 54 v 28
T | Female ST T 72
' N . ! . . . N 0
-, Ethnicity o
. . " ‘-.‘\ [ o ] _ ) .
L. ' American Indian 3 , 2 ’ . 0 3
N . . C , ’
e Black 34 ' - 57 ' 46 28
s . -, . s . , .
~ Caucasian . = 14 -~ 8 0 22
Chicane 4 8 EE - U |
cAstan . 4+ 19 33 33
I Other and | L ‘ o A -
- Decline to state ' 11 -6 - i) -y 0

"- .

Major ethnic groups for the formal and informal ISP participants were Black
- (35%), Asian (33%) and Chicano (17%); 62% were female. Of the Fall 1980
comparison group, the major ethnic groups were Black (34%), and Chicano anhd
Caucasfan (each-14%); 45% were female; for the Fall 1981 non-1SP group, the
major ethnic group was Black (57%). Jhere were s1gn1f1car§t-d1fferen“ces in
" the number of male and female students in each group (x<=8.87, p<.05) as
well as among the majer ethnic categories of Black, Caucasian, Asian, Chi-
cano and *Other* (x¢=22.0, p<.05). - - . ,

TRese differences may influence program outcome because of the known
-relationships between sex, ethnicity, and academic performance (females,
Asians, and Whiteés attain slightly higher GPAs in college than do males and
other ethnic groups). However, these general relationships may not hold
among this group of high risk students. If they are influential, the bias
introduced would be in favor of the formal ISP students because of high
numbers of fémales, Whites and Asians in shat group.
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| Table 2 detaﬂs the’dfstribution of STEP participanfs 'aﬂ" entrance
levels by group membership.. .
. p : - 3 ‘ - .

L TAsLt 2. '~‘ RN

~ GROUP MEDBERSHIP BY STEP PARTICIPATION AND ENTRANCE LEVEL

(In pefcent of stgdents in-each group) - ¥
N *“  SUMMER-STEP LEVEL AT ENTRY®
. GROUP - - TOTAL *  COMPLETED "WAIVED  FRESHNAN  — ADVANCED
: L n ’ N T o STANDING
FALL 1930 COHPARISON 139 6 . M4 . - 68 - 32
FALL'1981 NON-ISP 53 79 21 60 g
INFORMAL ISP * 28 71 29 70 . 29
FORMAL ISP° . .3 = 81. ‘19 . 39
» . 2
- , .
There were no sing ant differe cesmmong the g ups w'lth respect to
. completion or waiver of s r STEP (x =4,90, p<e20) OR freshman or advanced
s ' standing status at entry ( =3.99, p<.30). .

La

Tablg 3 shows the gistributfpns of gntering GPA by group membership.

A}

3 -~
“

. ’ A
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE3 -
- |

GROUP MEMBERSHIP m"s:qmm E LEVEL BY ENTERING GPA
- (In percent of students in each group)
- ‘. : ’ /-
FALL 1980 , -FALL 1981
COMPARISON - " NON-ISP - o, .
| . . .GROUP .. GROuP INFORMAL ISP - FORMAL ISP
ENTERING GPA - High Trans-/ High Trans- MNigh. Trans- High Trags-
= School fer School fer School - fer hool fer
(n=96) (n=43) (n=32) (n=21) (n=17) (n=7) =22) (n=14)
R | . ‘ .

\ . N ] , . J

3.6 - 4.0 2 0 14 o 0o . o0 -0

1
3.3 359 4. 0 3 5 12 0 + 0 7
'3.0-3.29 28 23, 16 5 18, 14 14 . 15
2.6 - 2.99 8 19 4 /5 3l 14 27 21
2.4 - 2.59 2 2 13 38 "2 29 18 21
2029 . 15 5 28 9 12 0. 3% 0

o

below 2.0 3 0. "6 5 0 29 5
MISSING = 19 14 36
MEAN GPA 2.8 3.03  2.57 272 2.70 2.16 2.50 2.8

4

An analysis of var‘lan(:e test showed that there was no statistical
difference among the groups with respect to entering GPA. However, the
-entering GPA of the Fall 1980 comparison group is slightly better than any
of the qther three groups.” Because the analytic methods used in this study
do not require matched characteristics or equivalent numbers in each group
for comparison, the differences in group size and student characteristics
, should not inhibit the\statistical results. However, the importance of the
- finding} may be Jimit ause of the group d{fferences (e.9. sex, ethni- .

city, ter‘mg GPA, sumer JSTEP participation and entering class }evel). '

RESULTS OF THE COMPARISON ANALYSES AND TELEPHDNE SURYEY

The results ofPthe statistical analyses suggest-That there is little
difference in outcomes between the groups, except that the ISP participants
attended more workshops., That-is, the ISP intervention program’(both formal
and informal) did not statistically affect most measures of student academtc
participation or performance (as compared to the Fall 1980 comparison group
or the Fall 1981 non-ISP group). Althgugh there was no statistical differ-

. . ‘-‘
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- - R
ence ém"ong the graups in tutoring particibation. it was abparentfthat ISP
students used this service to a greater degreg, than either comparison

groups. <o o - -
' These findings are not unexpected because full-time student statds for
formal ISP participants is dependent on the number of workshops in which .
these students are ‘registered. For instance, a majority of the formal ISP
] students chose-a reduction of only one or-two units, But a reduction of
» - even one unit required a three-hour commitment to LSC workshops, which can

represent a$ many. as three one-hour workshops a week:. this requirement may -

account for the significant results, - The other variables reviewed were
tutoring, and successful completion of remedial math and English tourses.
.There was no statistical difference within these variables, - :

| ) Table.4 shows the distribution of the number of -tutoring and. workshop
: ' "sessions each group of students attended during the academic year as well as
the. number of sutcessfully completed remedial -math and English courses.

L] -, . '

~ * balkL RN
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. ' .
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TABLE 4 -

y LY
e

NUMBER OF TUTORING SESSIONS, WORKSHOPS, AND SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED °
. REMEDIAL MATH AND ENGLISH COURSES BY GROUP MEMBERSHIP -~ 7
- L o
. - “FALL 1980 - FALL 1981 |, FORMAL _ INFORMAL®
*  NUMBER OF . . Comparison Group  Non-ISP Group ISP ISP
. COURSES/SESSIONS ~ (ne139) - (n=53) .  (n=36)  .(n=28)
Tutoring Sessions
Percent attending = .. 38 .2 . s& &
Mean mumber of sessions 8.9 89 v LA 120

-~ tutored (includes only
_ - Students tutored) -

}

Workshops ‘ | e
) . l : ’ . . . .I : ¥
Pércent attending . 19 | 31 100 87"
Modal number of workshops 1 . R B 2, 1
(tncludes only students ) . . '
attending) \ n ‘. | '
Successful Math Courses!
(number of courses) = -=-----percent of students in each group------ .
1 - - ' 17 ., - 26 29
2 e 6. . - 4 - 0
3 o 4 : K 0 0
' Successful English Courses? N
(number of courses) - m——— pércent of students in each group------ -
1 7. . . ‘ 309 I ' .26 . ) 17 . 29 )
2 | 5 o 2 -, 6 12
1 Includes requ‘ial Math B, C,'ND._ Pre 16a, Co-16a, Co-16b ' I
) ~~y " ' d - . .
2 Includes English R and English A . - », .

-

. ’ . “ . -

An important outcome measure representing academic performance is stus

dent:-GPA. Fo oses of this report, student academic standing (good

| standing=6PA; probationary standing=6PA <1.99) was measured at the
conclusfon s udent's first three quarters.  Based on academic stand-
ing at the hrpe quarters, formal and informal ISP participants.did
not differ from thé Fall 1980 or_Fall 1981 non-ISP comparison groups nor did
they differ from each other (x2-2.96. p<.70). Table 51ists the number of
students by academic standing and third quarter GPA for each group. g

CERIC - ¥ 10
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TABLE 5.

... _CUMULATIVE UCD GPA- AND ACADEMIC 'STAKDING AT  «
L THE END OF : THREE QUARTERS BY GROUP MEMBERSHIP
< "U"' percent of students i each group)
:‘ . .-s_ ;‘ | ( ,": | .N s co.

-

) . FALL 1961 . FORMAL  INFORMAL .
WCeAr . ison-Group  Non>ISP Group = _ISP Isp
o o n=139) © - (075'3) (n=36) ©  (n=24)

g 0 ™
¢ - *

‘2.4 - 2,59 19

4 0
4 4
8 3 4
2.67¢ 2.‘99[ L 16 30 .8 8
' 13 7 -3

«Total ‘Percent‘in,'eo'c‘;d I o h
‘Standing . - - . "9 - 62 , 50 - 50

Pr'oba:jgmj_ Standing | L
.99 4 .8 . 50 80

. -
‘ ) .

I" .~’ '
g A )
- - —

4

* In addition to these‘stat'istical anhyses, a telephdne survey was-
conducted to assess the ISP participants' reactions and perceptions of the

.program and student:1ife at UC Davis. (See Appendix.-C for a copy of the

questionnaire.) Of the 60 formal and informal students, 32 (53%) responded
-to. the survey. Because the telephone survey was conducted at the end of the
spring quarter, there was difficulty in locating current phone numbers for

asthese students as well as contacting them before summer vacation. Of those
"“students who were contacted ‘and refused to participate, reisons fncluded the

Tack of time or intérest in answering the survey, and difficulty in under-

"'sta'n;d_ing-EngHsh sufficiently to answer a survey over the telephone.

The “four most important pergo'naf gbafs. of thése students “in ét{ending

- -college are: (1) to increase thetir knowledge and understanding in an aca-
-demi¢™field, (2) to formulate long-term career plans and/or goals, (3) to

prepare for a career, and (4) tq obtain a degree. Many of the respondents
felt that through ISP, they had been able to accomplish some of their goals:

“Making 1t through my first year"; “I'm doing good in college®; “I.now have
- experience about college®; and “So far, my math skills [are] way up.”

- e . . j‘ﬂ“' 11 | . . B
sf. - ¥ ) . ) ‘ 13 . . .._ . . e
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" basic skills and should be availahle to all studerts. N

L
L]

More mterestlng were the sthdents‘ responses to questions l'egarding
the effect the program had on them. Here are .some of the most frequent
coments .. . . g ’ ot

2A life jacket toad Mg persdn.

v

s, A lot helped me ulttb maty, vocabul ary and English ueaknesses and.

| _uritlng skills,”
“Hielped me wfth classes.-espetially mth chem. L —~ :

o~

.'Incentive, confideqce._ B - - ."

"#ery 1nportant to_a person. wllo has been out of school for a long‘tine,t
it helped me get back 1in tm; "swlng of thirgs." - . ;
"?ne-to-one tutoring really hel ped--dld not feel stupld asking ques-
t Oﬂs. . s L - ~ o+

Students were ‘asked uhat if anythfng. they félt was lackiny in ISP.
Several students commented: , "Nothing, taught a lot." Therg were some
students who felt that the.program should be’broadened to 1m:lude more than

Durlng the survey, students dfscussed the pfroblems ’th?e'y' had"en‘countefed

since coming to UC Davis. The following 11st describes the most frequent
and frus%rating problems.. N o - |

“Very frustrated adjusting to Jc systen--one department doasn't know
anything about anyone elsg (especially Financial Aid); Work-Study peo-
ple who don't know much of what {s going on and make you rurdaround
entire school.” ~ \ , \

. . I

"Pr‘oblems ‘meeting people, ‘ISP helped: social life--noth‘lng to do.”
'“Hath was a Mgm:nere. '

et iny,

“Endless problems with Flnancial Md.* ' v .

*Adjusting to collége 1ife and classes, how to approach professoré"

4

*, "How hard ‘lt 1s.”

¢“Study habits, speed of classes in the quarter syStem.* o ‘

. Students also noted t'he'blggest' prdblems.they; felt they had to resolve
before coming to UC Davis. These pfoblems incl : “"Adjustiment to school
with family 1ife"; "Leaving home, being independent--addusting} *Worried
about money problems, financia) eroblems ; and “"Whether I real y: .wanted to.
be in college on not, confidem:e. ; , '

CONCLUSIONS A

}t seems apparent that the Tndlviduahzed Study Program was successful
in 1den{y1ng and contacting potential ISP participants, and in providing

£
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-intensive sbasic skills development assistance. A1l ISP ‘part*lcipants main-
*  tained 2 90% attendance rate. Of particular 1mpprtance was the development

. : ?f the "early warning system.”: The system proved to be extremely useful in «
. dentifying quarterly academic problems with Special Action/EOP students
+ befdre problems_were compounded by further unsuccessful coursework, It is
L anticipated that, through the early uaming system, the retent1on rate of

. these ‘students may increase over time.

e There a veral dataAimitations to the current study that may have af-
fected se evaluation results.' :The most inhibiting data 'limitation)was °
the lack of better comparison groups. The characteristics unique to\the =~
. Fall 1980 Special Action/EOP group may have been influential in the sty -

. dents’ first year performance. For instance, the Fall 1980 entrant$ may
- whave been more 'mature dr motivated than the ISP group. Based on entering
- GPA; it is apparent that these students were better academically prepared

N - than the ISP group. There was np comparable diagnasttc test information

~ available that could be used to rdfine the comparison groups. .Although the :
~ Fall 1981 non-ISP group is a more comparable, it 1s possible their acadeum:
parsicipation. and performance was {nfl uenced by early ISP contact. : :

X L | Th;il:ects of the program oh student performnce are less apparent.

9 Another problea may be the short time parauetEr used in revienﬂng the

| . effectiveness of the program. - That is, the benefit of the intensive reme-

: , dial work and/or reduced study load opt1ons my not be observea until the .-

)( student's second year at yc' Davis. - | | | .

However, based on the short-run (f1 rst three quarters) outcome, the:

‘ comparison between formal ISP and informal ISP students did not reveal. any
{ significant differences as a result of the rpduced sthdy Joad option. In
addition, the comparisons between the ISP groups and the Fall 1980 and Fall
1981 nan-ISP comparison groups did not show any difference.in academic
.perfomance due to the reduced study load option and/or 1ntensive leaming .
assistance methodologg. .. . . . -

. ’ /
J The acknowledgement of these study Hmitaeim,s do not ~ent1re1,y expledn
the reasons why, ISP showed so 1ittle impact on its participants. Perhaps a
addittonal question th answer 1s whether it is the program or the student.
that is responsible for ‘the tack of a more successful outcome. That fs, the d
- target population for ISP service has been identified as extremely high-pisk
students with sufficient basic skills deficiencies to endanger their per-

. formance at UC Davis. "These students represent a mixture of different"
dJevels of educational development, backgrounds, basic skills praoblems, “and
different ‘motivation and matyration levels. According to discussions with '
ISP staff, each entering class of freshmen and advanced standing students .
ytelds a different composition of motivation and academic basic -skills
abiTity. ISP participants who exhibit a ‘higher level of motivation to .
succeed at college and/or have better, although ins ¥ricient basic skills,

“.will probablybenefit more from.the ISP program than students with Tower
ambifions. For some ISP students, their first year performance was compa-
rableé to regular admit students, but a substant1a1 nunber of ISP students
did not fare as uell '

" ’ "“ N # T
) Based 0n the result.s ofv'this 1nter1m evajuation report four recomen-
dations can be advepced. . " . .
". ,I - B - + a ‘. / ' ;‘/

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' . 1« The program ihowl’d continue through the second year with sp cific
: | attention on the effect of the early warning system. What effect does
o the early varning system have as a preventative method to student .drop-"
odts? Does th T‘fwarn‘lng system provide an avenue for ISP to.
“contact students \for academic counseling and assistance in a timely and
efficient manner? w do students perceive the ¥ warning System--
how helpful is it to them? Can the early warni system be app'lied on

a larger scale to all-EOP students? . ' |

o 2.. A better comparison grwp should Be used in future &uluations. .Eor

" {instance, random assignment-of high risk students to the program would o
help in the coordination of -a better comparison group. This procedure ..

Y would control for entering characteristics and.result in 2 more suit-.
- - able comparison group. In addition, applicationr of sta_ndard pre~ and -
; post-tests;would be useful .in the 1solation_ of .1SP reuedial course

’ “effectiveness, 4 | : .
3. The long-teram effect of the program smmmP be a;sessed. 1981-82 ISP'. o
students _should be tncked during their second year at ucn. " o

4, Progran reassessmt of the target population .is; suggested. * Students
within the target population who are at less risk but with some “basic.
skills problems may benefit more from the program. Although this
program astempts to assist all remedial nged levels of students, its
success is largtly dependent on the students' motivation to succeed at

- college. Thus, the success of the. program in its first year may not be
-the most appropriate’ point to measure program impact. Selection of. ISP
participants and method of service delivery should be reviewed in the
second year. _ I~

v T ;
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ms Alice Tom ' : - :

FR:. v:l.rgin.la mcucc:l.

RE:MW S
mrvmmummmtvmn

-

Pex ytmx‘ requost, £ollov1ng are tna pmgrm's responsaa to the
mfmnced reports . , : :

o Bodyoftho!hpatt - -f .o
R B mm:taffmdxmmhamccutcmeffm;utoumnhh :
a viable comparison group for ISP participants; howcm, we be~ "
R lieve that the Fall 1980 STEP ‘students pose a substantial dif~-
© “ficulty as A comparison group. mwmmmmem's,
"~ between that group and all othor# vege not significantly higher,
the. GPA distribution within each!group was
- 71% of. the Fall 1980 freshmen eptering with at least 4 2.60 GPA
" compared to only 65toftheinf0mallqumpand4hofthe
>  formal group. Similarly, 74s of the 1980 transfers dntered. w:lt:h
o at least a 2.60 CPA compared to only 28% of the informal ISP h
e transfars and 43¢ of the formal transfers (see table below). In.
. addition, the Fall 1980 includds students who never experi- .
enced academic difficulty at UCD, wheréas ‘all studenfs in‘'the
other groups, except those selected £msmm:mmwho
had not yet taken UCD courses, did poorly in at ledst ome UCD
" course. Thus, the Fall 1980 cumparison group would seem tq have
been at cogaidarably less risk than any of the othex groups.

szworsmmsmmsmormm@lz.w

- Iﬁfox&ml
IBﬁL - e

" Fall 1981,

Formal
non-ISP '

ISP

Fali 1980

¥ ; |
High School 71% 538 - 658 ..

'I“ransfer 74% 298 28% 43! ‘ -t

2. We also canmthelphauavinq thatthedegxeemwhichtha

« Fall 1981 non~ISP students represent a "contaminated” compari-
son group is understated. Many of these students changed their’
intended Winter or Spring Quartex course schedules as a result
of the ISP. mlymmgsyﬁtm.\ssmkmw, the early warning
systen distinguishes our reduced study load,program from all -
othdrs in the UC sygtem and may very well be the most significant
aspect of ISP, Because the early warning system impacts on _the . .

~gdvising procéss, a criti?a.l: factor in the retention of spécial

. " - Nk -5

quite different, with |

P
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Alice Tom .
November 30, 1982 T a

Page 2

" vising gived the Fall-1981 non-ISP group, all of whom had experi- .

© 2.60 compared to, only 29% of the Fall 1981. non—ISP transfers/'

3.

2R

4.

" to note that five formal ISP participantq ‘successfully completed

B. 'Recomendations

1.

‘altered\ his/her schedule as a result of the system was, In fact,

. ' -
rd . L. .
n — " g -
. . ’ . . -
. K : -
. . - .

action,students, ¢he scaff and 1 believé that any student who .

an ISP ticipant-—particularly when ‘one takes into account that
only 22%\of formal ISP participants reduced their study load délow *
10 urits, with 522 reducing their study load by 1 wymit at most.

In other vords, the difference between over half of’ the formal ISP’
participants and the Fall 1981 non-ISP comparison group: is rela-
tively slight.! We, thersfore, wonder whether the intensive ad-

enced_some degree of academic difficulty, has mce:lved sufficient ' -~
emphasis as it -may account, in part, for that group's having ex- = .
peérienced a 382 prbbationury rate compared to the 41% probationary
rate experieanced by the Fall 1980 gxoup, many of whom had not ex-
perienced academic difficulty. This seems especially probgble

gim .the fact that 71% of the Fall 1980 freshmen entered with at.™
least a 2.60 GPA compared to 53% of the Fall 1981 non-ISP fresh-
men, 742 of the(Fall 1980 transfers entered 'with at least a .

(see table abm) -
Although most foml ISP participants did. fulﬁn their x:ontracts,
two did not and were subsequently denied the ISP minimum progress
waiver by the College of Letters and Science. These students
should thus not be included among the formal participants. Their
exclusion would reduce the probationary rate for that group to 47%,
rather than 50%. (Overall, however, it would not alter the proba-
tionary rate for #S? participants, formal and informal, as a whole
as shifting these to the informal group would ralse that group 's
probationary rate fxom 50 to 54%. We, therefore, comment on . ,
these students §hly for the sake of accuracy. L o
While English 25 is not considered a remedial -course-and 15 P
therefore not included in your listing in Table 4, we would 1ike

that course.
4

‘ L

We fully agree with recomendations one and three. We wquld like
to suggest that the Office of Research and Information determine
which data elements will be needed to assess the early warning

system so that we can be sure to have the hfomation available [ 2

&0

in a usable format. ; T

While we fgree that a better comparison group is needed, we camnot
support recommendgtion two. Te so would, in our opinion, defeat
the purpose and gplrit of the program. The "Report-of the UC Davis
Task Force on Retention and Transfer” has already shown the likeli-
hood of academic success for the population involved in the absence -
of additional meermtion strategies, In light of the evidence
provided in that Teport, we simply could not deny program services
y student w.tth se¢ little chance of succeeding on his/her own.

L

~
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| Alice Tom )

. tical way. By its very nature, ISP attempts to deal with each student as o 1
. F‘failure are indeed complex and g far beyond what g4 p

' sometimes acute, md their need for support, both academic and non-atsdemic, ' .
: appamnt.

7 of special Bction stulents.
not feasible, we can only stress our agreement ‘with
' long-term effect of the program should be assessed.” We would, however, add -

'November 30 1982
Page 3

)

-

3 \Hhile implementing memdauon four might redult in awkigher
"success" rate, it wolld also ignore theeentire rationale for .
1SP~~to reduce attrition among ecadead.cally hish—r:lsk populat.:l.cns
Finally, we would like to notespur geperal¥sense of bhs &ifficulzy_, .
perhaps impossibility, ‘of evaluating a program like ISP in the statis~

individual. Very often, the reasons for a particular student's success
purely’ statistical 1
approach can consider. As the st ts' responpes to the ISP Telephone Sur-

vey indicate, their frustrations_ are many, their lack of self-confidence

‘Becayse factors such as these had also been noted in the Task Force

‘ report, ISP was conceived gs.a multi-facted program janwvolving not only academic
skill.building, put pexsonal counseling, ‘§inancial assistance, academic ad- .
vising, timely mtemntion-in short, a range of needs, with the ultimate aim
_of increasing the retedtion rat8 of special action students over tige. Ideally,
we feel the program Should:be evaluated using a case history method. Such a

- method would not only be congruent with the program's concern for the Mﬁéﬂ& '
student, it could also provide information useful both to program planning and
to acquainting the campus community with the complex reality, rather tifen juat
_the generally agssumed academic inadequacy, responsible for the retention rate -
Because we recognize t such a study {j probably"
cmendation"tlree: "The

that the assessment should determine whether or mot the program has succeeded
in 1ts goal' of mcreming the retention rate of special action studenta over *
time.

L l

. 2 J ’

Thank you for thg o{vportuniw to respond to bhe tepért.

VFM ajs
cc: Yvonne Sanchez
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&x:%.nmn uhuﬂmm.v&ﬂ&utdﬂuthhuld!mm

with the following

aid for Which they have qualified. This, is
y -4 18 TAKING 9

stipulstions mmmmﬂm 9 WOWmS (17
mmuummmmnmam

} FER WEEX PURSUING

-

* AN TXDIVIDUALIZED GOURSE OF STUDY AND, COUNSELING AT mmmlg-m MORE-
&. _OVER, THE SYUDEWT wmmnmummw VEEX. FULL
, mum;u#m 0T ATTENDANCE AT ALL ACTIVITIES AND CLEAR EVIDENCE

T EFFORT. FAILORE 10 P, Y WILL KESULT IN THE SYUDENT'S DROFPED.
PROM THE PROCRAN. WHO ARK DROFPED-¥ROM THE PROGRAM VILL ROD MEET THE .

- .
A

NINDUM PROCRESS REQUIREMENTS mmhmmmmnmmtc
STANDING AT mmmxﬂ. R A -

. . . . . Ce \
: t
1 agrae to fully participste (n least 902 cttndm.and clgar mm pf cﬂm)
in fho xwvmgnf«;swg Ptura- uutud below dering ___ Qusrter
P

_t

<

A. Genearal oth‘rtnp

1. Stwdy Skills Tnhniqm--l hour per week, plus ap sdditional hout
. mmmz 4, snd 9

2. cmp Orientatico~Sessions~~1-1/2 hours por weak, plus hdividull .
‘A follow-up as nesded ,

. K 8. Spccsn‘ Tcp‘iu Offerings A o . . ,
1. . R

2. . . ) ‘ ) - ‘. . .

TOTAL WEEKLY COMMITMENT -- ROURS

1 understand that failure to follow-through on my sgresment will result in sy being
dropped from the program and nmot m:tng the minimum progras \lifw of my
coum .

- -
.

smnm stmm -

DATE:
! - . C

* EOP COUNSELOR SIGNATURE: ) : g

LSC COUNSELOR SICNATURE: . ) !
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- . ’ - 7 DOIVIOVALIZED STODY PROGRAM: ’ /
N 2 [ Cy i - DESCRIPTION OF OPYERINGS .
‘ . | ) ,j, - \"‘ ‘ . s
- ‘ . - « . 7 N - ) [ -
3 . .o . g}_ ' 4 s
E!Ml ..M .
. _1. Study Skilds Techniques . \ - .
. ’Cunclm: Patricis Herthel and Msris Mitchum .
) . g - ﬂ-c«:d.mﬁlmmmn'mmk, phu!dditimlm .
: . - sessions during weeks 2, 4, and 9 ! .
: * o mmum On en fodiwidual basis, students will lesrn to spply ’ .
. . . ‘ -affective study techniques: time mEnagement , ao:o-uuu;
- . 4 (lecture and text), 1listening, exunw~taking (essay snd
: ) ' odjective), and memory stratagiss, Croup sessions vill . o
. EE S dover the principles of time ssnagement (wdek 2), preparing - _ )
' g for mig-ters exsmifations (waek 4); and preparing: for final, ,
. /. . mmm (vaek 9). S o
o 2. Growp Orfentetion m - P pr

Counselors: Cary Perkins, Nsoni Saksi, Barbars Tsylor '

Time Commitsent: 1-1/2 hours per week, plus individual feneu-up a8 nesded

_ Ducr:lpuns ‘Groups will discuss the following topics: persvmal adjustment *
to canpus 1ife; forming a supportive network of peers; mm
student services; commnicsting with pesrs, fsculty, sud
-ataff; and academic goal setting. Activities-will iaclude

i / ' mm::. st'wp dynamies, role-playing, video-tsping, dis-
- cussing interast marumul trd.um and fnter-
| , SR ._
.o . B. Special Topics Offerings 7 |
[ 2 '
~ 1. Mathemacics Review . ‘ )
a . Counselor: Ward Stewart - :. , . ‘ X :
Time Commitment: 3 hours per waek . . —_—
: A m-crip:m: Under supervision, students will work MﬂMr in the
, Canter's Learning Lsborstory te learn or veview mathsmstics - SN

mwtctommmutmmn@lﬁ
in or dntend to enrcll in> PFor axample, Math B students will
: . have the opportunity to raview decimala, percentages, propor- ’
¢ tions, and geometry; Msth D students will have the opportunity .
N ‘ _ to revisw Tunctions snd basic algebra, as well as gain additional r
. h practice in prodlem~solving for sdvanced algebra; opportunities
tg review trigonometry end gain additiovel practice in ‘solving
statistics problems vill also de availsble. Students will take
. . .o periodic sxaminations to ensure that they have mastered material
. . and will-meet waskly with wc'a Math COcrdmtet to mhv their
. : W"‘- ’ . A
/ . «
. »,
2. Pre-Chesistry Vorksehop ' .
Counselor: Patricia Herthel
, Time Commitment: 2 hours per week .
oL » Description: Students vho intend to enroll in Chemistry 1A during their
‘ : . first year will attend & weekly group lecture/discussion of
basic principles of chemistry. They will spend an sdditional
hour of supervised problem-solving ssch wesk. 3Joth a mid-term
snd & final examimation will be given to datermine the studont's ~
readinass for Chemistry 1lA. If necassary, individual conferences =
, will alm be Arnand. c o ’ ;o :
» 3 . ) ' %
[ + £ . e

\, . ‘

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

o
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’ 3. mu.p) Skills . . :
‘ © Counselors: Joan Rothatein end s Cunn 7
Tise Commitment: 4 tp 6 hours per
.Description: Students wfll participste in supervised, structured writing
. :7 | tice snd revision sessions, as well as receive comments '
on their parformence and meet iadividually with a writing .,
. ) specialist ench waek (s toral of 4 bowrs). In sddition,
mumw‘mdmmmm1 to
. : 2'hours wach wesk, depending 2 their need, doing salf-paced
/ . . sxercises in the Center's Lea Labd¥atory. . ' .
. A ..
4. Resding Strategies _ L. . : -
- Counselor:!. Carolina Turner - L. T . .
' Time Commitment: 3 hours per week o .
° Dpscription: Both on sn individual basdis sand in groups, studanes w{ll le€rn
, . .+ - - etrafegies pacessary to reading collegs textbooks affectively.
Pre-resding techniquis, coaprehension skills, snd vaya to io-
prove retention will de stressed. In addition, students will '
learn how to identily slements of course grgamizstion.in order
. s 1 to incresse study-reading sffectivensss. Voeabulary improve-
: .. ment and rate-building emercises will be assigned -as necesssry.
5. Vocabulary Development ’ - '
. ~ Counsplor: Catherine Freund ; .
’ ; + Time Commitwent: 2 hours psr week i .
* Description: Students will learn words sost commonly used in icademic dis-~
~ coursa. Tey vill also lesrn methods for igcreasing vocsbulary,
‘ ' mbutdntﬁymmuwmmofmmum
. . affixes, and roots. Correct uss of prepositions will bde stressed
. ~ !wutudndm’m:ylwhhgem."’i.,
f Lo %, -
6. Language Skills '
Counselor: Mary Lowry .
- Tise Coumi t 1 to 3 hours per week ‘ . |
Description: udents will resd under supervision, primsrily their .
- ‘ instructional level, in order to develop {lusancy in under- -
' , . " standing written msteriale, to increase vocabulary sad to
learn strstegies for Wpproaching readings at various levels -
) * of difficulty. Students whoss first language is mot English
' © -~ will also receive instruction in grasmar, listening compre-
. . 5. hansion, and pronunciation as w. -
: . ?
.’ ’ ' .
} Y ! \
P e &
v . .
. \ «f
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‘ ' SURVEY OF IRDIVIDUAL IZED o SR
STUDY PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS ' - \
R . ' MY 1982 . , - \

oMo as THERE? 3 o | :

I 15, not svatlable, foutre; I porson s avetladle: . .y
.og!mm&mmxm.m | I'm | - ' D
N - CALLENG . :

’ N £ ) -
* If parson agswering s reluctant to
gin.‘nfomtion. tall them: .

- o NAME 3 Y o s

TR THE ICD T O .
m;mm‘. m'ﬁﬁ%ml; . . -
- m':' 'mu '“' ”*’m L < . . . i
= " THE INDIVIDUALIZED STUDY PROGRAM AT . . - * -
. UCDAVIS, 00 YOU KNOW WHERE I CAN N | : . »
. * REACH - ? . | )
~ hrtr:néenuenulmlog. -t : S IR ’
= .V Termimate call. o ‘ ' : o .
> {If the persh has bessi-called Tive - .
‘ times with né success, terminate efforts S , .
L 3 to reach them, and mark the hg‘) . :
* ” - ‘ ’ A '
f they did participate: ¢ ‘ : e

1
I'D LIXE TO mmmmszommmmmn &m

WERE IN. THE QUESTIONS WILL TAKE W mmmmm
ALL OF THESE QUESTIONS BUT, IF YOU WILL 8% MIMT”L. m'um
mwmmsnmfmmmmmmmxrmm “WHETHER OR NOT YOU
mg%g"##mmmm RELATIONS™ WITH THE UNIVERSITY. mmuutum

g 1f not, terminate call with thanks and mark 1og.

-
L

» 1f yes, continue on to & next page.

- .




SNEWAT DRORTANT (1)
DEFINITELY DNPORTANT ~(2)
ONE OF THE MDST INPORTANT (3)

mnxmmmmrs. -
'IDMM'ELM-TEM mmms
mmmnm

) _BECOME ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN STUDENT LIFE AND CAMPUS ACTIVITIES

mmmmmmmmmmumm
T0 MEET PEOPLE

TO INCREASE WY SELF-CONF IDENCE

T0 INPROVE MY LEADERSHIP SKILLS -

. TO DEVELOP MY ABILITY TO BE INDEPENDENT, SELF-RELIANT AND ADAPTABLE
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\ . a N ’ .
PR { - / J
; 3, I'DLIXE TO XNOW YOUR MSsms (‘ﬂ.l!sm INDIVIDUAL IZED STUDY PROGRANM.
X WHAT DID YOU GAIN FROM PARTICIPATING THE PROGRAMT | .
g PR |
4. WAT, IF ANYTHING, DIDN'T YOU-GATN THAT YOU FEEL YOU SWOWD HAVE?

-

4 ]

. ’ ’ | |
Sﬁ; WERE/ARE THE MOST DIFFICULT PROBLEMS TMAT YOU MAVE ENCOUNTERED SINCE BEING AT

6. WMAT WERE TME BIGGEST PROBLENS YOU FEEL YOU HAD TO RESOLVE BEFORE COMING TO uCD?
' . K3

) a
+
7. 'NERE YU EMPLOYED DURING MJ.ASTMMTERS? Yes No
HOW MANY HOURS A NEEK DID YOU WORK? -~
. ) ¢ - >

. . [y ‘ . R
8. OVERALL, DO YOU THINK THAT YOU MAYE ACHMIEVED ANY OF YOUR SOALS SINCE YOU HAVE BEEN
AT CD? Yes No :

9. IF YOU HAD NOT PARTICIPATED IN THE INDIVIDUALIZED STUDY PROGRAM, DO YOU THINK YOUR .

\ ) MSTMQWATWDNDMWRENWDIFW?
. |
. v -
. 3
) ) ™~
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