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Highlights

Three out of four colleges and universities offered at least one
remedial course in fall 1989.  Sixty-eight percent offered
mathematics, 65 percent writing, and 58 percent reading.

Both in institutions with a predominantly minority student body
(less than 50 percent white} and institutions with a
predominantly nonminority student body (greater than or equal
to 50 percent white), 74 percent of the institutions offered at
least one remedial course.

At least one remedial course was offered in 91 percent of public
colleges, 90 percent of 2-year colleges, 64 percent of 4-year
colleges, and 58 percent of private colleges.

On average, colleges with remedial courses provided two
different courses in a given remedial subject; on average, 15

people per college taught one or more remedial courses in fall
1989.

Thirty percent of all college freshmen took at least one remedial
course in fall 1989. Twenty-one percent took mathematics,
16 percent writing, and 13 percent reading.

At institutions with a predominantly minority student body, 55
percent of freshmen enrolled in at least one remedia course; at
institutions with a predominantly nonminority student body, 27
percent of freshmen enrolled in at least one remedia course.

Approximately 17 percent of institutions were unable to provide
enrollment data for freshmen in remedia courses. About 30
percent of institutions that provided remedial course enrollment
data were unable to provide racial/ethnic breakdowns.

Remedial courses were passed by 77 percent of those taking
remedial reading, 73 percent taking remedial writing, and 67
percent taking remedial mathematics.

Approximately one-fourth of institutions were unable to provide
passing rates for freshmen in remedial courses, and about one-
half were unable to provide passing rates by racial/ethnic
breakdowns.

About 20 percent of colleges offering remedial education had a
separate remedial department or division; 98 percent offered at
least one support service, such as peer tutoring and counseling;
and 97 percent of institutions conducted at least one evaluation
of remedial programs, such as reviewing student completion
rates of remedial courses.

Approximately 20 percent of colleges awarded degree credit for
remedial courses. About two-thirds awarded institutional credit,
which counted in determining full-time status but not toward
degree completion. One-tenth awarded no credit at all for such
courses.



s Remedial courses were required for students not meeting
institutional standards in 68 percent of colleges offering
remedial writing, 63 percent offering remedial mathematics, and
54 percent offering remedial reading.

s About 90 percent of institutions providing remedial courses used
placement tests to select participants for remedial courses;
remedial-course exit skills were based on regular academic-
course entry skills by 86 percent of institutions for remedial
mathematics courses, by 81 percent for remedial writing courses,
and by 70 percent for remedial reading courses.

s One-third of colleges providing remedial education allowed
students to take any regular academic courses while taking
remedial courses; in only 2 percent could students take no
regular academic courses while taking remedial courses.

Forty percent of colleges providing remedia courses were not
engaged in any activities to reduce the need for remedial
education. Fifty-four percent communicated with high schools
about skills needed for college work, and 19 percent participated
in or organized workshops for high school faculty.

s Forty-seven percent of ingtitutions were unable to provide
retention rates to the second year for freshmen who had
enrolled in at least one remedial course, and approximately 66
percent of institutions were unable to provide these rates by
race/ethnicity.

Eighty-one percent of colleges did not maintain baccalaureate
degree graduation rates for entering freshmen who enrolled in
at least one remedial course, and 87 percent did not maintain
graduation rates by racial/ethnic group for these students.

Institutions offering one or more remedial courses in reading,
writing, or mathematics decreased from 82 percent in 1983-84 to
74 percent in 1989-90.

%



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Highlights: . R R IEIEI RN eI S—
BACKEIOUNG. ..ottt e 1
Participation in College-Level Remedial Education « ... e S ,

Ingtitutions Offering Remedial COUISES «+«+:erevrveverernmarniiiniiriii s, 3
NUMBEr Of REMEiAl COUSES ««+vrverrerresrssrenresienresietb it 3
Freshman Enrollment in Remedial Courses ... e ,
Freshmen Passing Remedial COUISES «vevvvvevevnriviionmienimmininiisie e 5
Teachers of Remedial Courses . R S S R

Characteristics of Remedial Courses and Programs ..............vvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e _

Type of Credit v RO S e ,

Requirement Status.......... e e s ———— y

Entering and Exiting Remedial COUISES v R s :
Taking Regular Academic COUrses s R ST ey
Providers of Remedial Education ... R RPRS e,
Evaluating Remedial Programs .. s s :
Maintaining Records of Student Retention and Graduation RateS... ... :
ACAEMIC SUPPOIt SEIVICES .......evvvviiiieieieieie e _
Reducing the Need for Remedial Education. . wmmn SO

Changes Since the 1983-84 AcademicC Y ear s S Lo,

Survey Methodology and Reliability i ER— R

ACKNOWIEAZIMENS ... s )
Tables: s s o e i s  —

Survey FOrm . IR I P

ok ek ek ek pmd
NWNO O 0000 0o )



List of Figures

Page

1 Average number of persons at an institution teaching one or more remedia course

in fall 1989, by type of institution: United States, 1989-90..........ccccoovvviriiiiiiiiiiiiinniinniiiinnnn, 6
2 Percentage of institutions with certain requirement status for remedial courses

in reading, writing, and math: United States, 1989-90 ................cc.com. s, : 9
3 Percentage of institutions conducting different numbers of various types of

evaluations of remedial programs: United States, 1989-90...............cccivviiiiiiiiiinininnnen. 11
4 Percentage of institutions conducting and rating first in importance certain types of

evaluations of remedial programs: United States, 1989-90 ... : 11
hJ Percentage of 4-year institutions maintaining baccalaureate degree graduation rates

for certain types of freshmen: United States,1989-90 ... . 13
6 Percentage of institutions providing different numbers of academic support services

specifically for students needing remediation: United States, 1989-90 ...............c.... : 14
7 Percentage of institutions providing certain academic support services specifically

for students needing remediation: United States, 1989-90...............c.vvivvviviviiininninineiinnn. 14
8 Percentage of institutions engaging in certain activities to reduce the need for

remedial education: United States, 1989-90 .........c...ccc..ccoiveniesnnns s, 15

vi



List of Tables

1

10

11

12

Page

Percentage of institutions of higher education offering remedial courses and
average number of courses offered in remedial reading, writing and math, by
ingtitutional  characteristics: United States, 1989-90. ... ..ovevviviiiiiviiiiiniiiiieees 24

Percentage of institutions unable to provide remedial-course enrollment data for all
freshmen or for freshmen by racial/ethnic group, by institutional characteristics:
United States, 1989-90 ........... L AR AR BB RSB0 25

Percentage of entering freshmen who enrolled in a remedial reading, writing, or math
course and percentage of those enrolled who passed by institutional characteristics:
United States, 1989-90 .. St e L Lo L e . 26

Percentage of institutions unable to provide remedial-course passing rates for all
freshmen or for freshmen by racial/ethnic group, by institutional characteristics:
United States, 1989-90 ........corviiiiiiiiiii i , 27

Average number of persons teaching one or more remedial course in fall 1989, by
institutional characteristics: United States,1989-90 .. ....vorvvcvviviniiiiiiin , 28

Percentage of institutions with most frequent form of credit given for remedial coursesin
reading, writing, and math, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90 ---- .29

Percentage of institutions with most frequent requirement status for remedial courses in
reading, writing, and math, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90 ... 30

Percentage of institutions using placement tests to select participants for remedial

courses and percentage basing remedial-course exit skills on regular academic-

course entry skills in reading, wntmg, and math, by institutional characteristics:

United States, 1989-90 ... L b s RS . 31

Percentage of institutions letting students take any, some, or no regular academic
courses while taking remedial courses in reading, writing, and math, by
institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90 .o e : 32

Percentage of institutions housing most frequent providers of remedial education
in reading, writing, and math within various administrative units, by
institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90 ..o i s , 33

Percentage of institutions conducting and rating first in importance certain types of
evaluations of remedial programs, by institutional characteristics:
United States, 1989-90 i i s ——— s s . 34

Percentage of 4-year institutions maintaining baccalaureate degree graduation rates
for certain types of freshmen, by institutional characteristics: United States, 2
1989-90 , , . . . . .

vii



List of Tables--Continued

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Percentage of institutions providing certain academic support services specifically
for students needing remediation, by institutional characteristics: United States,
1989-90........cciiiiinnnn s 811 e

Percentage of institutions engaging in certain activities to reduce the need for
remedia education, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90 ................ .

Percentage of institutions offering remedial courses in reading, writing, and math,
by institutional characteristics: United States, 1983-84 and 1989-90 ... .

Percentage of freshmen enrolling in remedial courses in reading, writing, and math,
by inditutional characteristics: United States, 1983-84 and 1989-90.................ccccooviiein,

Number and percentage of institutions included in the study sample and the universe,
by ingtitutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90...........ccooovvvviiiiiiiiiii,

Number and percentage of institutions included in the study sample and the universe
that reported the number of freshmen enrolled in a remedlalldevelopmental readlng
course, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90 ........cconiiiinn, i

Standard errors of selected items.. ... e TR .

viil

Page

36

37

38

39

40

41

42



Background

Remedial education has been an enduring, integral part of higher
education, as has the concern about the place of remediation in
college-level education. That concern has led to a long-standing
debate which encompasses issues of equity--providing adequate
preparation for a diverse student population--and issues of quality--
ensuring high standards at colleges and universities.

As early as the late 1800s, colleges and universitiesin America
operated programs to prepare students for undergraduate work.
Often, however, the students enrolled in such preparatory programs
were barely teenagers. Therefore, they did not have the same
number of years of elementary and secondary school education as
today’s college-level remedial students. Over 40 percent of entering
students in colleges in the United States in 1894 were preparatory
students.! Preparatory programs were considered pre-college and
generally were found at 2-year colleges from the 1920s until the late
1960s.

In the 1970s, remedial education at 2-year and 4-year colleges
became more common in response to changing enrollment patterns
of entering freshmen, declining high school achievement levels, and
adoption of open admission standards on the part of many
institutions. The state of remedial education in higher education
institutions as the 1990s begin is the topic of this report.

This report presents the findings of a Fast Response Survey System
(FRSS) survey of colleges on remedial/developmental programs
offered during fall 1989. The survey was conducted to meet the
need for information at the national level on the extent of remedial
education and the characteristics of remedial programs. The survey
provides national estimates on the following:

s |nstitutions that offered remedial courses;

s Reading, writing, and mathematics remedial courses offered;
s Students enrolled in and passing remedial courses; and

s Faculty teaching remedial courses.

It also provides information on characteristics of remedial courses
and programs, such as the type of credit given, requirement status,
use of placement tests, most frequent provider of remedial
education, evaluations conducted, support services offered, activities
engaged in to reduce the need for remedial education, and
maintenance of retention and baccalaureate degree graduation rates
for students who enrolled in remedial courses.

This study provides the first data collected at the national level since
a1983-84 FRSS survey on the same topic. In addition to updating
the national picture of college remedia education, the current
survey attempted to furnish estimates of racial/ethnic participation

1arthur Levine, Handbook 0N Undergra duate Curriculum. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1978.




in remedia education in order to determine the extent of remedia
education provided to minority students by higher education
institutions. Racial/ethnic breakdowns are not reported, however,
because the percentage of institutions that maintained and could
provide these data was too low to serve as the basis for the
computation of national estimates.

The survey first asked whether institutions offered a remedial
course in reading, writing, or mathematics. "Remedial studies,” for
the purposes of this study, were defined as any program, course, or
other activity (in the area of reading, writing, or mathematics) for
students lacking those skills necessary to perform college-level work
at the level required by the institution. Throughout the
questionnaire, these activities were referred to as "remedial/
developmental." However, respondents were asked to include any
activity meeting the definition, regardless of name. Colleges may
have used one of a variety of names such as compensatory and basic
skills all of which meet the definition for remedial studies.

The report presents all of the data for all institutions, by control
(public and private), type (2-year and 4-year), geographic region
(Northeast, Central, Southeast, and West), enrollment size of
institution (less than 1,000; 1,000 to 4,999; and 5,000 or more) and
minority status (student body less than 50 percent white and student
body greater than or equal to 50 percent white). Some of the
characteristics are interrelated. For example, only 22 percent of 2-
year ingtitutions are private, compared to 70 percent of 4-year
institutions. Similar patterns generally emerge for public and 2-year
colleges; likewise, private and 4-year colleges often have similar
patterns.

Survey findings in this report are organized into three main sections.
The frost section discusses the number of institutions, courses,
freshmen, and teachers involved in college-level remedial education;
the second describes remedial courses and programs; the third
compares data from this survey to data from the 1983-84 survey.



Participation
in College-
Level
Remedial
Education

I nstitutions
Offering
Remedial
Courses

Number of
Remedial
Cour ses

Institutions were asked whether they offered remedial courses in
reading, writing, or mathematics. Three-fourths of colleges and
universities reported offering remedial courses as part of their
curricula in fall 1989 (table 1), and they varied greatly by
institutional control, type, selectivity,2 and size. By categories of
institutions,3 comparisons of those offering at least one remedial
course in reading, writing, or mathematics were as follows:

s Ninety-one percent of public colleges versus 58 percent of
private colleges;

s Ninety percent of two-year colleges versus 64 percent of 4-year
colleges;

= Ninety-six percent of noncompetitive colleges; 73 percent of
minimally difficult colleges, and 62 percent of moderately
difficult colleges versus 32 percent* of very difficult colleges, and
27 percent* of most difficult colleges; and

= Eighty-seven percent of large colleges and 78 percent of
medium-sized colleges versus 60 percent of small colleges.

These patterns in control, type, selectivity, and size for colleges
offering at |least one remedial course mirrored patterns for colleges
offering remedial courses in the specific subjects of reading, writing,
and mathematics. In remedia mathematics, 68 percent of
institutions offered courses; in remedial writing, 65 percent; and in
remedial reading, 58 percent.

Colleges with remedial courses typically offered one or two separate
courses in each subject in fall 1989 (table 1). For example, 38
percent of institutions offering courses in remedial mathematics had
one course, 29 percent had two, 24 percent had three or four, and 9
percent had more than four. Similar patterns emerged for course
offerings in remedial reading and writing (not shown-in tables).

2Collc:ges were classified based on the sdlectivity of their admission criteria according to

Peterson’s Guide to Four-Year Colleges, 1990 and Peterson’s Guide to Two-Year Colieges,
1990. Classifications for 4-year colleges are defined as followed most difficult, more than 75
percent of the freshmen were in the top 10 percent of their high school class and scored over
1,250 on the SAT or over 29 on the ACT, and about 30 percent or fewer of the applicants
were accepted; very difficult, more than 50 percent of the freshmen were in the top 10 percent
of their high school class and scored over 1,150 on the SAT or over 26 on the ACT, and about
60 percent or fewer of the applicants were accepted; moderately difficult,more than 75
percent of the freshmen were in the top half of their high school class and scored over 900 on
the SAT or over 18 on the ACT, and about 85 percent or fewer of the applicants were
accepted; minimally difficult, most freshmen were not in the top half of their high school class
and scored somewhat below 900 on the SAT or below 19 on the ACT, and up to 95 percent of
the applicants wer e accepted; noncompettive, virtually all applicants were accepted regardless
of high school rank or test scores.

3Because the estimates are based on a atigtical sample, there may be differences between the

responses of the sample and those that would result from a survey of the entire population.
Standard errors for selected key statistics are included in table 19.

4Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate. Throughout the
remainder of this report, an asterisk (*) isused to indicate estimates that have large standard
crrors and, thus, should not be considered as highly precise. The standard €rrors for
estimates with asterisks are greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate (table 19).



Freshman
Enrollment in
Remedial
Courses

Those categories of institutions which most frequently provided
remedial courses tended to offer dightly more of them. Public, 2-
year, noncompetitive, and large colleges averaged about one and
one-half more courses ineach subject than did private, 4-year,
moderately difficult, and small institutions. For example, the
average number of remedial mathematics courses ranged from

» 3.0 courses in public colleges to 1.3 in private colleges;
# 3.0 courses in 2-year colleges to 1.7 in 4-year colleges;

= 3.1 courses in noncompetitive colleges to 1.6 in moderately
difficult5; and

® 3.4 courses in large colleges to 1.2 in small colleges.

The survey sought information on the percentage of entering
freshmen who were enrolled in remedial courses in reading, writing,
and mathematics. Some institutions were unable to provide these
figures and were reluctant to give estimates. As a result,
nonresponse rates for freshman enrollment were about 17 percent
(18 percent in reading, 18 percent in mathematics, and 16 percent in
writing) (table 2).6 Private institutions were more likely than public
institutions to provide remedia course enrollment data. For writing
courses, for instance, 5 percent of private institutions were unable to
do so, compared to 21 percent of public institutions.

Of those institutions that were able to provide remedia course
enrollment data, about 30 percent were unable to provide racial/
ethnic breakdowns (32 percent for reading, 31 percent for
mathematics, and 29 percent for writing) (table 2).

Thirty percent of all entering college freshmen enrolled in at least
one remedial course in fall 19897 (table 3). Remedial courses in
mathematics were taken by the most students (21 percent), followed
by remedial courses in writing (16 percent), and remedial courses in
reading (13 percent).

Freshman enrollment in remedial courses varied by institutional
type and minority status of the student body. Specifically, the
following statistically significant comparisons in the proportion of
freshmen enrolled in remedial courses were found:

SBecause there were so few ingtitutions receiving the more selective ratings, selectivity was not
used in other analyses. Selectivity ratings are defined in footnote 2.

6See tables 17 and 18 for number and percentage of institutions in universe and in sample
responding to survey and to enroliment items.

TThe percentage of freshmen enrolled in remedial courses was calculated by dividing the sum

of freshmen institutions taking remedial courses by the sum of freshmen at all institutions.
Data were imputed for those institutions unable to report freshmen enrollment in remedial
courses; see page 20 in the section on Survey Methodology and Reliability for a description of
the imputation.



Freshmen
Passin
Remedial
Courses

s Thirty-six percent at 2-year colleges versus 24 percent at 4-year
colleges; and

= Fifty-five percent at colleges with a predominantly minority
student body versus 27 percent at those with a predominantly
nonminority student body.

These patterns emerged for enrollment in remedia reading, writing,
and mathematics courses. Remedial enrollments in writing and
mathematics were higher at public institutions (17 percent in writing
and 23 percent in mathematics) than at private institutions

(11 percent* in writing and 12 percent* in mathematics).

Two-thirds of the college freshmen who enrolled in remedial
mathematics courses in fall 1989 passed at least one course (table
3). Seventy-seven percent passed courses in remedial reading, and
73 percent passed in remedial writing. These figures include
imputations for data from about one-fourth of the institutions that
offered remedial courses but were unable to provide passing rates.8
Nonresponse rates for freshmen passing remedial courses ranged
from 23 percent in remedial writing, to 25 percent in remedial
mathematics, to 26 percent in remedial reading. Approximately half
of the institutions were unable to provide passing rates by
racial/ethnic breakdowns (table 4).

Freshmen in private or small institutions were more likely to pass
remedial courses than those in public or large institutions. In
remedial mathematics, for example, 80 percent of freshmen at
private institutions passed; at public, 65 percent. In small
institutions, 79 percent of freshmen enrolled in remedial
mathematics passed; in large, 65 percent. In remedial reading,
differences arose between 2-year and 4-year colleges, with 82
percent of freshmen in 4-year colleges and 73 percent in 2-year
colleges passing.

8See page 20 in the section on Survey Methodology and Reliability for a description of the
imputation.

*Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate (table 19).



Teachers of In fall 1989, atotal of 30,650 persons taught remedial college
Remedial courses--an average of 15 persons per institution that offered
Courses remedial courses (table 5). Forty-four percent of schools with
remedial courses had 5 or fewer; 23 percent had 6 to 15; and 29
percent had 16 or more.? The average number of teachers varied by
institutional size, control, and type. Small colleges averaged 3
persons; large, 33 persons. In institutions with remedial courses, an
average of 5 persons taught remedial courses at private colleges,
compared to 22 at public institutions. Four-year colleges averaged
10 persons; 2-year colleges averaged 20.

About 8 of the 15 persons per institution teaching remedial courses
were specifically hired to do so. Almost 6* were given specific
training by the institution, and about 3* had degree credentials
specific to remedial education (figure 1).

Figure 1.-- Average number of persons at an institution teaching one or more remedial course in
fall 1989, by type of institution: United States,1989-90
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Source: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS38,U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).

“This item had a 4-percent nonresponse rate.

*Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the etimate (table 19).



Character-
istics of
Remedial
Courses and
Programs

Type of Credit

Although the number of teachers with degree credentials specific to
remedial education varied by size, control, and type of the institutions
where they taught, the percentage of teachers with degrees in remedia
education remained similar inall institutions: 23 to 26 percent.

Wider ranges--and statistically significant differences--were found in
the percentage of teachers specifically hired to teach remedial courses
(45 percent at private colleges and 57 at public, for example), and the
percentage given specific training by the institutions (19 percent at
private institutions and 43 percent at public).

Credit for remedial courses is an issue of considerable debate
among educators. Some argue that awarding some form of credit is
an incentive for completion of the course, while others believe credit
for such courses represents a lowering of standards. In order to
qualify for financial aid, students often must meet full-time
enrollment status. To ensure full-time student status, institutions
may grant "institutional credit" for remedial courses, which becomes
part of a student’s permanent college record but does not count
toward degree completion.

The survey collected information on the most prevalent type of
credit institutions award for each subject: no formal credit,
institutional credit, degree credit toward elective requirements, or
degree credit toward subject requirements. Institutional credit was
the most frequent type of credit given for remedial coursesin fall
1989. For example, of institutions offering remedial mathematics
courses, 69 percent gave ingtitutional credit (table 6). In contrast,
only 20 percent awarded some degree credit (5 percent* for subject
requirements and 15 percent * for elective requirements) for such
remedial courses. The remaining 11 percent* gave no formal credit.

Although this pattern was similar for reading, writing, and
mathematics, certain types of institutions were more likely to award
institutional credit than others. For remedial math, for instance,
79.percent of public and 2-year colleges awarded institutional credit,
as compared to 51 percent* of private and 60 percent of 4-year
colleges.

Significant regional differences in Northeast institutions versus
institutions in other areas also appeared. Institutional credit in
remedial reading was given in 83 percent of colleges in the
Southeast, 79 percent in the West, 64 percent in the Central region,
and 39 percent in the Northeast. Institutions in the Northeast were
more likely to give elective degree credit (32 percent*) or to give no
formal credit (28 percent*)in remedial reading than institutions in
the Southwest or West.

*Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate (table 19).



Requirement
Status

Entering and
Exitin
Remedial
Courses

Taking Regular
Academic
Courses

Institutions were asked whether remedial courses for students
needing remediation wer_most frequently required, recommended
but not required, or voluntary. At least 50 percent of institutions
offering remedial courses in fall 1989 most frequently required
students needing remediation to take remedial courses (table 7).
Such courses were voluntary at only 2 to 3 percent of institutions.
At the remainder of institutions, remedial courses were
recommended but not required. Remedial writing was required by
68 percent of institutions; remedial mathematics, by 63 percent; and
remedial reading, by 54 percent (figure 2).

Requiring remedial courses was more common at 4-year colleges
than 2-year colleges. For example, 74 percent of 4-year colleges
required students needing remediation in mathematics to take a
remedial mathematics course, while 51 percent of 2-year colleges
did so. In contrast, recommending but not requiring remedial
courses occurred more frequently in 2-year than 4-year colleges.

For example, taking remedial mathematics courses was
recommended by 48 percent of 2-year colleges and 23 percent® of 4-
year colleges.

The survey asked institutions whether or not they used placement
tests to select participants for remedial-courses in fall 1989. Ninety-
four percent of colleges used placement tests for remedial writing,
93 percent for mathematics, and 88 percent for reading (table 8).
The proportion of colleges and universities using placement tests
was consistently high at all types of schools.

Institutions also noted whether or not they based remedial-course
exit skills on regular academic-course entry skills. About 80 percent
of ingtitutions reported doing so in fall 1989--86 percent in remedial
mathematics, 81 percent in remedial writing, and 70 percent in
remedial reading.

Some institutions did not allow students to take regular academic
courses until they had completed their remedial courses. Others
permitted students in remedial courses to take any regular academic
course. Still other institutions limited students in remedial courses
to some regular academic courses. A student in remedial
mathematics, for example, might not be able to take any regular
mathematics courses, but could take regular English or history
classes.

About two-thirds of institutions in fall 1989 allowed students to take
some regular academic courses while taking remedial courses (table
9). The percentage with this policy ranged from 69 percent in
mathematics, to 68 percent in writing, to 63 percent in reading.
Almost no institutions (1to 2 percent) entirely prohibited students
who were enrolled in remedial courses from taking regular

*Standard error is greater than or equalto 10 percent of the estimate (table19).



Figure 2.-- Percentage of 2-year and 4-year institutions with certain requirement status for
remedial courses in reading, writing, and math: United States, 1989-90
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Source: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education inthe Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).



Provider s of
Remedial
Education

Evaluating
Remedial
Programs

academic courses. The remaining one-third of ingtitutions let
students take any regular academic course while taking remedia
courses.

Public colleges were more likely than private colleges to let students
take some regular academic courses while taking remedial courses.
These differences were statisticaly significant in remedial reading:
69 percent of public institutions let students take some regular
academic course while taking remedial courses; the corresponding
figure for private institutions was 49 percent*.

The survey collected information on which administrative unit of
the institution most frequently provides remedial/developmental
education: separate remedial division/department, traditional
academic departments, counseling/tutoring center, learning center,
or other area. The traditional academic department was the most
frequent provider of remedia education, with 69 percent of
institutions offering remedial mathematics, 65 percent remedial
writ ing, and 51 percent remedial reading in the respective academic
department (table 10). However, 26 percent* of all institutions
reported separate remedia departments or divisions in fall 1989 as
the most frequent provider of remedial reading, 20 percent* for
remedial writing, and 19 percent* for remedial mathematics.

The survey asked institutions to rank in importance the principal
types of evaluation they conduct of remedial programs. Institutions
selected from allist consisting of the following:

s Student evaluation of course or program;

w Instructor evaluation of course or program,;

= Student completion rate or grade for course or program;

s Followup studies of grades at the next level of courses;

s Other followup studies of students’ academic performance; and
s Other evaluations.

Institutions ranked only those evaluations which they conducted.
Almost al institutions conducted evaluations of remedial programs.
Half of them used four or more different types of evaluations
(figure 3). Student evaluations (80 percent of institutions),
instructor evaluations (78 percent), and student completion rates
(78 percent) were the most prevalent types of evaluation conducted

(figure 4). Followup studies of grades and other followup studies
were conducted by 65 and 54 percent respectively. Other types of

*Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate (table19).
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Figure 3. -- Percentage of institutions conducting different numbers of various types of evaluations
of remedial programs: United States,1989-90

100 1
90 4
80 4
70 -

Percent of "nstitut ons

Number of various types of evaluations

Source: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fait of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).

Figure 4.-- Percentage of institutions conducting and rating first in importance certain types of
evaluations of remedial programs: United States, 1989-90
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National Center for Education Statistics,1991(survey conducted in 1990).



Maintaining
Recor ds of
Student
Retention and
Graduation
Rates

evaluations were conducted by 6 percent of institutions. These
included pre- and post-testing, as well as various other assessments
of students.

Thirty percent* of ingtitutions viewed studies of student completion
rates for remedial courses or programs as the most important type
of evaluation conducted (table11). Student and instructor
evaluations were ranked first by 25 percent* and 23 percent?®,
respectively.

One goal of the study was to compare retention rates to the second
year for students enrolled in remedia courses with those for all
freshmen. Too few institutions maintain these records, however, to
provide valid national estimates. The item nonresponse rates for
the percentage of all 1988-89 full-time entering freshmen who
continued at an institution to the start of the second year was 27
percent. The nonresponse rate for the parallel item for freshmen
who had enrolled in at least one remedial course was 47 percent.
The nonresponse rates increased when institutions were asked to
report these figures by racial/ethnic group--to about 51 percent for
all freshmen, and to approximately 66 percent for freshmen who
enrolled in at least one remedial course.

Seventy-seven percent of institutions in fall 1989 maintained
baccalaureate-degree graduation rates for all freshmen, but only
40 percent maintained the rates by racia/ethnic group (table 12).
Even fewer institutions could report baccalaureate-degree
graduation rates for freshmen who had enrolled in at least one
remedial course:

= Eighty-one percent* of institutions do not maintain these data
for freshmen who enrolled in at least one remedial course; and

n Eighty-seven* percent of institutions do not maintain these data
by racial/ethnic group for freshmen who enrolled in at least one
remedial course.

The percentage of institutions maintaining graduation rates for
students who had enrolled in at least one remedial course was
uniformly low at all types of institutions (figure 5).

e Standard error isgreater than or equal to10 percent of the estimate (table 19).
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Figure 5.-- Percentage of 4-year institutions maintaining baccalaureate deeree graduation rates for
certain types of freshmen: United States, 1989-90 -
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Source: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).

Academic Ingtitutions were asked to choose from a list of support services
support which ones they provide specifically for students needing remedial
Services education. The list contained the following peer tutoring, faculty

tutoring, additional diagnostic testing, counseling, assistance
laboratories, learning center, and other services. In fall 1989, nearly
all colleges provided academic support services specifically for
students needing remediation. More than half provided five or
more services (figure 6); peer tutoring (85 percent) and counseling
(82 percent) were the most frequently offered. Over 60 percent of
colleges provided faculty tutoring, learning center, assistance labs, or
additional diagnostic testing (figure 7).
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Figure 6. -- percentage of institutions providing different numbers of academic support services
specificaly for students needing remediation: United States, 1989-90
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Source: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics,1991 (survey conducted in 1990).

Figure 7.-- Percentage of institutions providing certain academic support services specifically for
students needing remediation: United States, 1989-90
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National Center for Education Statistics,1991(survey conducted in1990).



Public and medium or large institutions were more likely than
private and small institutions to offer most of the academic support
services (table 13). Differences were statistically significant for
assistance laboratories, learning centers, additional diagnostic
testing, and counseling. For example, 78 percent of public colleges
provided alearning center; 76 percent, assistance labs; and 68
percent, additional diagnostic testing; while 54 percent of private
colleges provided alearning center; 44 percent*, assistance labs; and
49 percent*, additional diagnostic testing.

Sixteen percent* of institutions provided other types of support
services, such as text taping, word processing, computer assistance,
study skills workshops, and supplemental instruction.

Reducing the Institutions reported on the activities they were engaged in to
Need for reduce the need for remedial education: communicating with high
Remedial schools about skills needed for college work, participating in or

organizing workshops for high school faculty, or other activities.
Communicating with high schools about skills needed for college
work was the most typical institutional activity in fall 1989, with over
half of institutions participating in it (table 14). Public (71 percent)
and large institutions (69 percent) were more likely than private (28
percent*) and small institutions (30 percent*) to communicate with
high schools (figure 8).

Education

Figure 8.-- Percentage of institutions engaging in certain activities to reduce the need for remedial
education: United States, 1989-90
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Source: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics,1991(survey conducted in 1990).

*Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate (table 19).

15



Changes Since
the 1983-84
Academic Year

Nearly one-fifth* of institutions participated in organized workshops
for high school faculty. Thirteen percent* engaged in other
activities, such as providing programs for high school students or
raising admission standards. Forty percent of institutions offering
remedial courses did not engage in any activity to reduce the need
for remedial education.10

Some of the items on this survey were also included in an FRSS
survey Of remedial education in higher education institutions
conducted in 1983-84. To determine what changgs have occurred
over the last 6years, items from the 1989-90 survey were compared
with items from the 1983-84 survey that were asked in the same or
similar manner. The 1983-84 survey asked for the "Number of
separate courses (Do not count courses repeated in more than one
semester or multiple sections of the same course more than once).”
The 1989-90 survey asked, "What is the number of remedial/
developmental courses with different catalog numbers in fall 1989?
(Do not count multiple sections of the same course.)"

The 1983-84 survey found that 82 percent of ingtitutions offered
remedial courses in reading, writing, or mathematics.!! The 1989-90
survey found the number of institutions offering remedial courses
decreased to 74 percent. To substantiate this 8 percent decrease,
institutions that participated in both studies were compared (slightly
more than one-fifth of the institutions in the 1989-90 survey were
also in the 1983-84 survey). Overall, of institutions that had
participated in both samples, 7 percent fewer offered remedial
courses in 1989-90 than in 1983-84.

A downward trend also appeared in the percentage of 4-year
institutions offering one or more remedial course in reading,
writing, or mathematics from 1983-84 (78 percent) to 1989-90
(64 percent; table 15).

This trend reappears in both remedial reading and remedial writing
at 4-year institutions:

= In remedia reading, 53 percent in 1983-84 versus 41 percent in
1989-90; and

loPcmcntages add to more than 100 because ingtitutions may engage in multiple activities to
reduce the need for remedial education.

Uy the previous survey, standard errors were calculated only on sdected items. To
determine the standard errors for the remaining items, the ratios of the known standard
errors from the 1983-84 survey over the corresponding standard errors from the 1989-90
survey were computed. Then the average of the ratios based on standard errors for all
institutions was calculated, as was the avémge of the ratios based on standard errors for
subsets (e.g., public, private, 2-year, 4-year, large, small) of all institutions. In the former,
1983-84 standard crrors were 95 percent of 1989-90 standard errors (based on the average of
Sratios); in the latter,1983-84 standard errors were 63 percent of 1989-90 standard errors
(based on the average of 4 ratios and ignoring 1outlicr).

*Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate (table 19).
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» In remedial writing, 69 percent in 1983-84 versus 53 percent in
1989-90.

The decrease in the percentage of institutions offering remedial
courses was accompanied by a decrease in freshman enrollment in
remedial courses. In remedial writing and remedial mathematics
courses, this decrease was found for all, public, 4-year, and large
institutions. In remedial reading courses, the decrease in freshman
enrollment was found only in public and large institutions (table 16).
For example, at large institutions freshman enrollment in remedial
reading fell from 16 percent in 1983-84 to 11 percent* in 1989-90.

While participation in remedial courses may be decreasing,
academic support services appear to be on the rise. For example,
the number of colleges offering support services specifically for
students needing remediation increased from 90 percent to nearly
100 percent.

*Standard error is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the estimate (table 19).
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Survey

M ethodology
and
Reliability

The population of interest for this survey was institutions of higher
education (IHEs)thatserve freshmen and are accredited at the
college-level by an association or agency recognized by the Secretary
of Education. A national probability sample of 546 IHEs was
selected from a universe of 3,283 colleges and universities. The
sampling frame used for the survey was the universe file of the
Higher Education General Information System (HEGIS) Fall
Enrollment and Compliance Report of Institutions of Higher
Education of 1983-84. Of the total initiadl sample of 546 institutions,
47 were determined to be out of scope, mainly because they did not
have freshmen. The weighted total from the 473 responding
institutions in the sample (out of the 499 eligible institutions) is
2,874, representing all colleges and universities with fresnmen (table
17). The weighted total from the institutions able to report

remedial figures was somewhat lower (table 18)(see discussion of
item nonresponse rates below).

Questionnaires (copy included) were mailed in late April 1990. The
questionnaire and cover letter addressed to an experienced survey
coordinator at the institution requested that the questionnaire be
completed by the person at the institution most knowledgeable
about remedial/ developmental studies. Data collection and
followup efforts continued through mid-July. An overall response
rate of 95 percent was obtained from the eligible institutions.

The universe was stratified by type of control, type of institution,
and enrollment size. Within strata, schools were selected at uniform
rates, but the sampling rates varied considerably from stratum to
stratum. The response data were weighted to produce national
estimates and a weight adjustment was made to account for survey
nonresponse. The weights were calculated for each institution
inversely proportional to its square root of size. These weights
ranged from 1.9636 to 24.2000. The findings in this report are
estimates based on the sample selected and, consequently, are
subject to sampling variability. If the questionnaire had been sent to
adifferent sample, the responses would not have been identical;
some figures might have been higher, while others might have been
lower.

The standard error is a measure of the variability due to sampling
when estimating statistics. It indicates the variability in the
population of possible estimates of a parameter for a given sample
size. Standard errors can be used as a measure of the precision
expected from a particular sample. If al possible samples were
surveyed under similar conditions, intervals of 1.96 standard errors
below to 1.96 standard errors above a particular statistic would
include the true population parameter being estimated in about 95
percent of the samples. Thisis a 95 percent confidence interval.
For example, the estimated percentage of freshmen enrolled in
remedial mathematics courses at public institutions in fall 1989 is
21 percent, and the estimated standard error is 1.0. The 95 percent
confidence internal for the statistic extends from 21 - (1.0 times
1.96) to 21+ (1.0 times 1.96), or from 19 to 23 percent. This means
that one can be confident that this interval contains the true
population parameter 95 percent of the time.
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Estimates of standard errors were computed using a replication
technique known as jackknife replication. The estimated standard
errors for some key statistics are shown in table 19. In some cases,
estimates of standard errors were relatively large because statistics
were based on a small number of cases. This was true, for example,
for schools designated as minority status (those with a student body
less than 50 percent white). Standard errors for statistics not
included in this table can be obtained from NCES upon request.

For categorical data, relationships between variables with 2 or more
levels have been tested using chi-square tests at the .05 level of
significance, adjusted for average design effect. If the overall chi-
square test was significant, it was followed up with pair-wise tests
using a Bonferroni ¢ statistic, which maintained an overall 95
percent confidence level or better.

Survey estimates are also subject to errors of reporting and errors
made in the collection of the data. These nonsampling errors can
sometimes bias the data. While general sampling theory can be
used to determine how to estimate the sampling variability of a
statistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to measure and usually
require that an experiment be conducted as part of the data
collection procedures or the use of data external to the study.

Nonsampling errors may include such problems as differences in the
respondents’ interpretation of the meaning of the questions,
differences related to the particular time the survey was conducted,
or errors in data preparation. During the design of the survey and
survey pretest, an effort was made to check for consistency of
interpretation of questions and to eliminate ambiguous items. The
questionnaire was pretested with respondents like those who
completed the survey, and the questionnaire and instructions were
extensively reviewed by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) and a panel of specialists in remedial/developmental
studies. Manual and machine editing of the questionnaires was
conducted to check the data for accuracy and consistency. Cases
with missing or inconsistent items were recontacted by telephone;
data were keyed with 100 percent verification.

Data are presented for all institutions and by the following
institutional characteristics: type (2-year and 4-year), control
(public and private), geographic region (Northeast, Central,
Southeast, and West), enrollment size (less than 1,000 under-
graduates, 1,000 to 4,999 undergraduates, and 5,000 or more under-
graduates), minority status (less than 50 percent white, and greater
than or equal to 50 percent white). Some data on the percentage of
institutions offering remedial courses are aso presented by
selectivity ratings (most difficult, very difficult, moderately difficult,
minimally difficult, and noncompetitive).

Region classifications are those used by the Bureau of Economic
Analysis of the U.S. Department of Commerce, the National
Assessment of Educational Progress, and the National Education
Association. The Northeast includes Connecticut, Delaware, the
District of Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New
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Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
and Vermont. The Central region includes Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The Southeast includes
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
and West Virginia. The West includes Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

Item nonresponse rates varied. Nonresponse rates for items
discussed in the "Characteristics of Remedial Courses and
Programs" (pages 7-15) ranged from 0.0 percent to 0.6 percent.
Nonresponse rates for items on the number of teachers of remedial
courses were slightly higher, ranging from 3.9 percent to 7.2 percent.
As mentioned previously, the nonresponse rates for freshman
enrollment and passing items were considerably higher, as some
institutions were unable to provide these figures and were reluctant
to give estimates. Therefore, imputations were made for the
following missing freshman enrollment and passing rates:

Number of
Items requiring imputations cases imputed
Percent enrolled in remedial reading courses ..................... .55
Percent enrolled in remedial writing COUrSES .......ovvivvinivvinnns. 61
Percent enrolled in remedial mathematics courses ............ . 68
Percent passing remedial reading COUrSES ............c...vvvvereennnn. 73
Percent passing remedial writing COUrsesS........cummnn, : 79
Percent passing remedial mathematics courses ................... 88
Percent enrolled in remedial courses in reading,
writing, Or MathematiCS ..o, : 78

Imputations for the first six items were done initially. Of the 473
responding institutions, 361 offered at least one remedial program.
Of these 361 schools, item imputations rates for the six items ranged
from 15.2 percent to 24.4 percent.

The 94 schools requiring imputation were first broken into three
classes: 52 schools needed all six variables imputed; 14 needed all
three passing rates imputed, but none of the enrollment rates; and
28 needed some other combination of variables imputed. In order
to minimize the impact of imputation on both averages and
variances, a hot-deck imputation procedure was used, respecting the
sampling stratification wherever possible. Hot-deck imputation
selects a donor value from another institution with similar
characteristics to use as the imputed value. Thus, the institutions
were sorted by strata and within strata by total school size before
beginning imputation.
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Imputations were then done for the 66 schools that needed
imputation for all three passing rates (and possibly all three
enrollment rates). A single donor institution was selected for all
missing data for a given institution, if it was the institution
immediately preceding the one needing imputation, and if it
contained values for all six variables. Minimizing the number of
times a single institution is used as a donor minimizes the impact on
variance. Therefore, if an institution had already been used as a
donor, the preceding eligible institution on the list was used. If all
three of the preceding potential donors had already been used, a
donor institution would be used a second time. This kept the donor
institution as similar in size to the imputed institution as possible.

For 12 of the remaining 28 cases needing imputation, some of the
enrollment (and/or passing) data were reported. For these cases,
the missing data were imputed from the other data reported by the
same institution. For example, if the institution reported that 30
percent of its students were enrolled in remedial reading classes and
40 percent enrolled in remedial mathematics, but did not report the
percent for writing, the average, 35 percent, was imputed for
remedial writing.

This left 16 institutions needing imputation for one or two
enrollment (and/or passing ) variables where no data were reported
for the other subjects. (In addition, one institution had one missing
and one reported enrollment variable and two missing passing
variables. The enrollment imputation followed the procedure
outlined in the previous paragraph, and the passing variables were
imputed as described in this paragraph. Thus, 17 rather than 16
schools were in this category.) These were imputed using the same
hot-deck procedure described earlier.

Asaresult of the above procedures, three institutions were each
used as donors three times and seven other institutions were each
used twice.

The imputed values had a small and statistically insignificant impact
on the estimated overall average percentage of students enrolled in
or passing remedial classes. Comparing the pre-imputation
averages with those after imputation shows that including imputed
values raised the percentage enrolled by 1.4 percent for reading and
writing, and 2.2 percent for mathematics. It lowered the passing
rates by 0.4 percent for reading and 0.2 percent for mathematics,
while raising the rate by 0.4 percent for writing.

Imputations for the last item--total percentage of freshmen enrolled
in one or more remedial courses in reading, writing, or
mathematics--were restricted by the values for the percentage
enrolled in each of the individual subjects (remedial reading,
writing, and mathematics). The minimum value for the total
unduplicated percentage enrolled in remedial courses equals the
largest percentage enrolled in remedial reading, writing, or
mathematics. The maximum value for the total, unduplicated
percentage enrolled in remedial courses equals the sum of the
percentages enrolled in remedial reading, writing, Or mathematics.
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Higher Education, FRSS19, U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, 1984, and
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2) Survey of Remedial Education in Institutions of Higher
Education in the SREB States, Southern Regional Education
Board, 1989, by Ansley Abraham.

The FRSS 19 report was published in 1986. SREB will publish the
first in a series of reports based on its survey in June 1991.

The report reviewers were Ansely Abraham, Southern Regional
Education Board; Nancy Carriuolo, New England Association of
Schools and Colleges; John R. Wittstruck, Missouri Coordinating
Board for Higher Education; and Judi Carpenter, Michael Cohen,
Jim Houser, Roslyn Korb, and John Sietsema, National Center for
Education Statistics.

For more information about the Fast Response Survey System,
contact Judi Carpenter, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, 555 New
Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20208-5651, telephone (202)
219-1333. For more information about this survey, contact
MacKnight Black at the same address, telephone (202) 219-1594.
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Table1. -- Percentage of institutions Of higher education offering remedial courses and average number of
courses offered in remedial reading, writing, and math, by institutional characteristics: United
States, 1989-90

Institutions
Average number
of
Percent offering one or courses offered
Institutional more remedial courses
characteristic Number
with
freshmen Reading,
writing, Reading Writing Math Reading Writing Math
or math
AllINStutions v veeveeriviieninann . 2,874 74 58 65 68 1.9 1.9 23
Control
1,420 n 82 87 89 25 24 3.0
1,454 58 34 4 47 1.0 10 13
1,150 90 82 84 84 28 25 3.0
1,724 64 41 53 57 11 12 17
Most difficult ... . 46 27 18 22 18 ™) ) (@]
Very difficult....... 180 32 17 24 27 ) ) )
Moderately difficult - 1,072 62 40 53 55 12 12 16
Minimally difficult... .. 486 73 4 55 62 11 13 14
Noncompetitive,.........ovveeeeenn. 1,091 96 89 90 91 2.7 25 31
Region
Northeast 759 67 48 59 61 15 1.7 19
Central 825 62 70 74 18 18 22
Southeast 658 73 60 62 65 15 14 19
WESt v 632 74 60 69 7 30 26 34
Size Of institution
Lessthan 1,000 918 60 3s 47 48 0.9 1.0 1.2
1,000t04,999.... . 1214 e 64 69 75 18 1.9 23
5,000 0r MOr€..ovvvvvvvrsieiirans - 742 87 76 81 81 2.9 25 34
Minority status
MINOT Y covisvssssresmscsmssssisssone . 440 74 67 57 69 2.0 1.7 21
Nonminotity...........cccooveerninn. 2434 74 56 66 68 19 19 24

o Too few cases for a reliable estimate.
NOTE Because of rounding, number of institutions with freshmen may not add to total.

SOURCE Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRsS 38, U.s. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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Table 2. -- Percentage of ingtitutions unable to provide remedial-course enrollment data for all freshmen or for
freshmen by racial/ethnic group, by intitutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

[nstitutions Ingtitutions able to provide
unable to provide remedial remedial course enrollment
Ingtitutional course enrollment data datafor all freshmen but
characteristic for all freshmen not for racial/ethnic groups
Reading Writing Math Reading Writing Math
AlINSLULIONS -+ v+ e esivereriviniiinin ) 18 16 18 32 29 31
Control
2 21 22 29 33 33
6 5 12 36 24 28
Type
P | S 20 20 23 36 36 36
dyear 14 12 13 27 23 26
Region
Northeast 22 15 23 42 30 38
Ceatral.... 16 15 16 34 28 32
Southeas N 4 5 4 24 30 25
Weat,.. 30 28 29 29 30 29
Size of ingtitution
Less than 1,000 - evvriveiiierennies 4 2 13 38 23 28
1,000 104,999....ccevrvmmivrrsmmcsnes. 14 13 12 29 33 k7]
5,000 05 MOFuvvevnereraserrsresernasnsrons. 30 31 31 32 30 32
Minority status
Minority . 13 16 17 36 33 30
NORMBOLLY ..ovvvvevvcvsrvivensenminnne 19 16 18 31 29 31
NOTE: |Ingitutions reporting remedial-course enroliment data from institutional records and from estimates were considered able to

provide the data.

SOURCE Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).



Table 3.-- Percentage of entering freshmen whoenrolledinaremedial reading, writing, or math course and
percentage of those enrolled who passed, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Number Freshmen enrolled Freshmen passing
of fresh- in remedial courses remedial courses
Institutional men
characteristic (in
thousands) | Reading,
in fall writing, Reading | Writing Math Reading | Writing Math
'89 or math

Allingtitutionss.......covveerniien 2.242 30 13 16 21 7 73 67
Control

Public 1,784 32 13 17 23 74 0t 65

Private 457 22 12 11 12 86 83 80
Type

P2 . 1,069 36 16 20 26 73 70 65

L SRR . 1,173 24 9 12 15 82 7 69
Region

Northeast 520 33 13 18 20 rei 73 69

Central 670 23 10 13 19 73 7 65

southeast 418 31 16 14 23 83 74 68

WES oo 634 M 13 17 2 4 72 65
Size of institution

Less than1,000...........coivreereni. 109 26 9 15 18 84 81 ”

1,000t04,999.... 650 33 16 17 22 79 74 69

5,000 0 MOM +.vvevsevrceneserensons - 1,483 29 1 15 20 76 T 65
Minority  dtatus

Minariy ... : 207 55 32 28 k] ¥ 67 63

Nonminority 2,035 27 11 14 19 76 74 67

NOTE: Because of rounding, number of freshmen may not add to total.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).



Table 4. -- Percentage of institutions unable to provide remedial-course passing rates for all freshmen or for
freshmen by racial/ethnic group, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Ingtitutions unable Institutions able to provide
to provide remediai- remedial-course parsing
Institutional course passing rates rates for all freshmen but
characteristic for all freshmen not for racial/ethnic groups
Reading Writing Math Reading Writing Math
AllINItULIONS ovver i, 26 23 25 36 37 40
Control
PUDBIIC oo, . 32 30 31 34 36 37
Private . 11 8 14 41 38 46
Type
TRAL..cooc . 30 30 32 39 40 40
LT SO . 19 16 18 34 35 40
Region
32 24 33 48 35 48
20 22 4 37 38 46
12 10 9 27 33 28
41 34 35 38 43 41
Sise of ingtitution
Less than 1,000 c.ceveivivvenrssiiiesennnn. 8 5 13 43 36 43
1,000t04,9%.... . 22 20 20 35 42 4
5,000 0 MOFBuvreererrererererereroresmrasen 41 39 41 33 29 30
Minority ~ dtatus
11 . 2 23 26 38 41 35
NOBMIROSHY ..o . 26 23 25 36 36 41

NOTE: Institutions reporting remedial-course passing rates from ingitutional records and from estimates were considered able to
provide the data.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS38,U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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Table 5. -- Average number of persons teaching one or more remedial course in fall 1989, by institutional
characteristics: United States, 1989-90

wtiond Teaching Specifically With degree Given specific
Institutions remedial hired for credentials training by
characteristic courses this purpose spedific to the intitution
remedial education
AlLNtitutions.....voveriiinn 14.9 8.2 34 58
Control
PUDIC v, 219 124 5.0 93
PrIVAE oo ovvver i . 4.7 21 11 09
20.2 115 4.6 85
10.1 52 23 34
164 85 46 6.0
11.6 73 21 53
133 72 29 kX3
19.9 10.3 44 8.6
Size Of ingtitution
Less than 1,000 . 30 12 0.7 0.6
1,000t04,999.... . y 10.4 47 2.0 33
5,000 0r MOF@. v vvvervvririnns . 33.2 204 8.6 153
Minority status
1] P : 16.6 9.4 47 76
NORRABOTItY . v . 14.6 8.0 31 55

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, US. Department of
Education, National Center fOr Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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Table 6. Percentage of
characteristics

ingtitutions with most frequent form of credit given for remedial courses in reading, writing, and math, by institutional
: United States,1989-90

Reading Writing Math
Inst it utional
characterigtic No Ingtitutional Degr.ee chn.ec No Ingtitutional Degrfee Degr.ee No Ingtitutional DeQr?e DeQr_ee
formal credit credit, credit, formal credit credit, credit, formal credit credit, credit,
Creadiit elective subject credit elective subject credit elective subject
Allinstitution s...................... . 12 66 19 2 10 67 18 5 11 69 15 5
Control
Public 10 76 13 1 10 B 1 1 9 ” 9 3
Private 18 43 35 4 1 45 31 13 13 51 27 9
Type
10 76 14 1 12 ™ 10 1 9 ™ 10 3
16 54 27 3 9 55 26 10 13 60 20 7
28 39 32 2 22 43 23 12 17 49 20 14
8 64 24 3 6 62 28 ) 11 66 19 4
7 83 11 0 5 86 7 2 N 87 8 0
9 ™ 10 2 10 ” 8 2 9 u 1 3
8 59 34 0 6 62 23 9 9 66 17 9
15 ! 13 2 1 70 15 4 9 n 16 3
5,000 or more..... 12 65 20 3 12 66 18 4 15 66 13 6
Minority status
MINOMY v s 19 68 13 0 13 66 21 0 7 n 18 3
NORMIROTItY ...v.vvvov v . 1n 66 21 2 10 67 17 6 12 68 15 6

NOTE: Because of rounding percents may not add to 100.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991
(survey conducted in 1990).



Table 7. -- Percentage of institutions with most frequent requirement status for remedial courses in reading, writing, and math, by institutional

characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Requirement ~ dtatus

Reading Writing Math
Ingtitutional
characteristic Recommended Recommended Recommended
Required but not Voluntary Required but not Voluntary Required but not Voluntary
required required required
Allinstitutions..............ovvieins . 54 43 3 68 29 2 63 35 2
Control
Public..... 48 49 3 63 35 1 57 42 2
Private.... 66 31 3 ;] 18 4 4 2 2
Type
45 54 1 57 42 1 51 48 1
65 29 6 80 16 4 74 23 3
71 25 4 82 12 6 70 25 5
42 54 5 64 M 2 60 39 1
69 29 2 80 20 0 76 23 *)
37 61 2 S0 48 1 47 53 ®)
Size of ingtitution
Lessthan1,000...........c..cooiviie 57 43 0 s 23 2 75 2 2
1,000t04,999.... o 56 43 2 66 32 2 60 38 2
5,0000r MOrE....vvvvvrvinvsinins s 49 44 7 67 30 3 58 40 2
Minority —status
MINOY vevevrrerevnns 46 54 0 61 39 0 62 37 1
Nonminority 55 41 4 70 28 3 63 s 2

* =Less than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Because of rounding, percents may not add to 100.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System,College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991

(survey conducted in 1990).



Table 8. -- Percentage of institutions using placement tests to select participants for remedial courses and
percentage basing remedial-course exit skills on regular academic-course entry skills in reading,
writing, and math, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Ingtitutions using Ingtitutions basing remedial-

placement tests to course exit skills on regular

Institutional select participants academic course entry skills

characteristic
Reading Writing Math Reading Writing Math
AllLINitutions. .oeeeveveernvniiviiieeinnn, 88 ) 93 70 81 86
Control
PUBIIC st 92 9% 95 7 82 86
PAVALE ..o 77 91 89 67 4 8S
96 97 9 75 83 86
78 91 90 64 80 85
86 4 90 68 81 85
80 90 92 58 76 84
96 99 95 80 86 88
93 96 95 ™ 85 86
B 94 87 59 78 79
9 95 95 76 81 87
5,000 or more... 90 92 94 69 84 88
Minority Status

Minority. .. ..., 91 100 100 68 8s 9N
Non-minority ... 87 93 92 70 81 85

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey _?stem, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of
Education, National Ceater for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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Table 9. -- Percentage of ingtitutions letting students take any, some, Or no regular academic courses while taking remedial courses in reading, writing, and
math, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Reading Writing Math
Institutional
characteristic
Any Some No Any Some No Any Some No
regular regular reguliar reguliar regular regular regular regular regular
academic academic scademic academic icademic academic academic academic academic
courses cour ses courses courses courses courses courses cour ses cour ses
Allinstitutions...................... . 35 63 2 30 68 2 30 69 1
Control
Public.... 31 69 1 29 n ) 27 A 0
Private 45 49 6 32 63 5 37 62 2
Type
b3 SH R . 31 69 0 27 72 1 27 n 1
LS . 40 56 5 33 64 3 k2 66 0
Region
Northeast 29 68 3 38 60 2 37 63 0
Central 43 54 2 30 65 4 36 62 2
29 69 2 19 81 0 16 84 0
35 65 0 32 68 0 30 70 0
Sue of institution
Less than 1,000............cc......... 46 54 0 26 n 3 33 64 3
1,000t04,999.... . 30 66 4 30 68 2 29 n 0
500000 MOr€..vvvvviiiiiiininn, s 35 64 1 33 66 1 30 70 0
Minority status
MINORLY vescvvvvvni, 25 75 1 2 7 1 19 81 0
Nonminority ............cooviiiiiinn 37 60 2 31 67 2 k7] 67 1

* = Less than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Because of rounding, percents may not add to100.

SOURCE Fast Response survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S, Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991

(survey conducted in 1990).
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Table10. -- Percentage of institutions housing most frequent providers of remedial education in reading, writing, and math within various administrative units, b
institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Administrative unit

Reading

Writing Math
I ngtitutional Separate | Traditional | Counseling/ Learning separate | Traditional Counse'lmg/ Learning Separate | Traditional Counse.lmg/ Learning
characteristic remedial | academic tutoring conter | Other [ remedial | academic tutoring | caper | Other | remedial|  academic tutoring center Othe
divison | department center division | department center divison | department center
All ingtitutions . ..+.evvvvvins . 26 51 2 18 3 20 65 1 13 1 19 69 1 11 1
Control
28 53 1 16 2 20 65 ") 12 0 21 66 ™ 11 1
21 47 2 23 6 18 66 2 13 2 15 74 1 1n 0
Type
P . 28 55 1 16 1 23 63 0 14 1 25 64 0 10 1
L R . 24 46 3 21 5 16 68 2 12 2 13 74 1 11 1
Region
NOrtheast .......oocvvvviiieninen 20 59 3 17 0 13 I 3 12 0 11 8 3 9 a
Central 26 36 k] 29 6 21 54 1 22 2 19 61 0 20 il
Southeast . 36 50 0 10 3 30 62 0 7 ™) 32 62 0 4 2
WESE..cccoeccmercmmmmmmrnsrn . 21 65 0 12 2 15 n 0 6 2 15 w 0 6 2
Size of ingtitution
Lessthan 1,000................... 24 45 0 23 8 17 67 2 14 0 17 7 0 12 I
1,000t04,999..... 22 54 2 19 2 18 63 1 15 1 17 68 1 13 1
5,000 or more. 32 51 1 13 1 23 67 0 8 2 24 68 0 6 2
Minority status
MinOFItY cvvevsevevvessennvnsinns . 33 50 2 5 10 29 61 2 7 0 31 56 2 9 2
Nonminority............coo...- 25 51 1 21 1 18 66 1 13 1 17 n ) 11 1

*= | ess than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Because of rounding, percents may not add to 100.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,1991(sutvey conducted |

1990).



Table11. -- Percentage of institutions conducting and rating first in importance certain types of evauations of remedial programs, by institutional
characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Type of evaluation

Student evaluation Instructor evaluation Student completion rate | Followup studies of grades Other folowup studies
Institutional
characteristic
Ranking Conducting Ranking Conducting Ranking Conducting Ranking Conducting Ranking Conducting
first evaluation first evaluation first evaluation first evaluation first evaluation
Al institutions............. . 25 80 23 8 30 78 15 65 4 54
Cent rol
25 80 25 80 31 81 14 68 3 58
Private... 24 81 21 74 29 B 17 60 6 47
Type
[ | RS . 30 83 28 80 27 80 13 65 2 54
20 ;3 19 15 32 iz 16 4 6 54
17 79 36 76 26 78 10 62 7 63
25 80 15 8 38 84 18 69 3 58
26 86 17 i 26 M 24 67 1 52
32 i 29 ™ 27 70 6 59 4 40
Size of institution
Lessthan 1,000 ..., 29 83 20 o 29 76 14 67 4 47
1,000104,999..........c00..0.. 27 86 23 ;] 31 K 15 60 3 52
50000rmore...........c..... 18 n 27 76 29 16 0 s 62
Minority status
MiNOrity . vvvvviviiiiiiinns 15 3 22 81 47 85 1 59 4 58
Nonminority ................. 27 82 4 7‘7 27 n 16 66 4 53

*=Less than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Because of rounding, percents of inditutions ranking first in importance different types of evaluation may not add to 100.In addition, a sixth category of type of
evaluation—-"Other"—was not reported because it contained go few responses. Some rounded percents may add to fewer than 95 because of this omission. Percents of
ingtitutions conducting evaluations do not add to 100 because institutions ¢can conduct more than one type of evaluation.

SOURCE Fast Response Survey System,College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).



Table 12.--Percentage Of 4-year institutions maintaining baccal aureate degree graduation rates for certain types
of freshmen, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

For entering By racial/ethnic
Institutional For all BY racial/ethnic freshmen WO group for entering
characteristic entering group for all enrolied in at freshmen who enrolled
freshmen entering freshmen least one remedia in at least one
course remedial course
Allinstitutions.......cocvve . 77 40 19 13
Control
73 58 21 16
81 28 17 11
Region
Northeast 82 37 17 7
Central ... 78 39 17 14
Southeast 80 51 21 15
WESE wooviesrvermmmsmimimssns . 67 33 21 18
Size of institution
Less than 1,000 85 26 4 11
1,000 t0 4,999... 75 34 17 15
5,000 0r MOTE vvvevververserseerenn. 74 61 16 1

NOTE: Minority status is not included in this tabie because there were too few 4-year institutions for a reliable estimate.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38,U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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Table 13.--Percentage of ingtitutions providing certain academic support services specifically for students
needing remediation, by institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Academic support service

Ingtitutional
char acteristic Peer Faculty A.ddition.al ) Assistance Learning
tutoring tutoring diagnostic Counsdling labs center Other
testing
All  ingitutions........uuwun. 85 70 61 82 64 69 16
Control
PUBIIC wovvverceremevnersesmssnenions . 87 69 68 87 76 78 17
PrIVA..vvvvesvierec i . 82 73 49 75 4 54 14
Type
83 70 64 87 72 74 17
87 70 58 7 56 64 14
&5 70 50 86 65 Iz 16
82 65 56 80 55 67 17
84 74 62 n 69 62 1
90 74 ] 87 69 EA] 17
81 79 42 72 38 45 21
85 67 65 86 68 n 12
89 67 n 86 ”» 85 17
Minority status
L ETol g1 47— . 83 72 63 82 66 73 7
Nonminority....................... 86 70 60 82 63 68 17

NOTE The "Other” category consists of responses written in by respondents, such as computer assistance and text taping.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education . the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).



Table 14.--Percentage of institutions engaging in certain activities to reduce the need for remedial education, by

institutional characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Activity t0 reduceneed
Ingtitutional
characteristic Communicating with Participating in or
high schools about organizing None of the
skills needed workshops  for Other above,
for college high school currently
work faculty
All institutions,. . 54 19 13 40
Control
Public.. . n 24 19 4
Private. 28 10 5 66
Type
62 17 13 M
47 20 14 46
46 24 16 42
49 16 12 48
66 17 10 2
59 18 16 37
Size of ingtitution
Leasthan 1,00C ... vveerrieens. 30 2 5 66
1,000 L9893 4. O 58 19 10 38
$.0000r MOrE . eervvrvevneneeennn. 69 32 25 23
Minority ~ dtatus
MINOTY v, 56 14 14 %2
Nonminority .........oovvivrnnns . 54 19 13 40

NOTE: The "Other” category consists of responses written in by respondents, such as raising admissions standards and providing
programs for high school students.

SOURCE Fast Response Survchystem,Collegc-chel Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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Table 15.--Percentage of institutions offering remedial courses in reading, writing, and math, by institutional
characteristics: United States, 1983-84 and 1989-90

Remedial Remedial Remedial Remedial
courses reading writing math
Institutional characteristic

1989-90 | 1983-84 | 1989-90 | 1983-84 | 1989-90 | 1983-84 | 1989-90 | 1983-84

All ingitutions. . . 74 82 58 66 65 KK 68 !
Control

94 82 87 87 89 89 88
70 M 4 4 S6 47 53
88 82 80 84 ;3 84 2
64 0.3 41 53 53 69 57 61

Size Of ingtitution
Less than1,000 . ...vvivivuieereerereeaninineinrinesnioesrneieesene. - 60 69 76 83 47 55 48 50
1000t04,99 ) .3 84 64 69 69 8 75 76
5,000 0F MOMLtvrrivreenreeniiniineeesioniiiiesssiieeneernnrnereeseees 87 94 76 83 81 86 81 87

SOURCE: Fast ReSpONSe Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department Of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990), and College Level Remediation, FRSS
19, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1986 (survey conducted in 1984).



Table 16. --Percentage of freshmen enrolling in remedial courses in reading, writing, and math, by institutional

characteristics: United States, 1983-84 and 1989-90

Remedial Remedial Remedial
reading writing math
Ingtitutiondl  characteristic
1989-90 1983-84 1989-90 1983-84 1989-90 1983-84
AUBHHULONS .............ooovvvovrss s, 13 16 16 21 21 25
Control
PUBIIC. ccritereesetsissmmmmmmesssimnssssummnenssssrss ) 13 18 17 22 23 27
Private . 12 9 1 12 12 15
Type
16 19 20 23 26 28
9 12 12 17 15 19
9 14 15 16 18 19
1,000 t0 4,999 . 16 18 17 2 2 26
5,000 0F MOF€.rvevrevemsinmrerresiarene . 11 16 15 21 20 25

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, US. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990), and College Level Remediation, FRSS
19, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1986 (survey conducted in 1984).
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Table 17.--Number and percentage of institutions included in the study sample and the universe, by institutional
characteristics: United States, 1989-90

Respondents Universe*
Institutional characteristic
Number Percent Number Per cent

All ingitutions . . 473 100 2,874 100
Control

Public . 287 61 1,420 49

Private . 186 39 1,454 51
Type

2year ) 139 29 1,150 40

4-year . 334 n 1,724 60
Selectivity

Most difficult . 15 3 46 2

VY GffiCUE oovevvvveeesieerenrsneniseieenieersesennes . 45 10 180 6

Moderately difficult ......crmrieersermennnessrn 211 45 1,072 37

Minimally difficult . 59 12 486 17

Noncompetitive . 143 30 1,091 38
Region

Northeast . 130 27 759 26

Central . 126 27 825 29

southeast . . . 102 2 658 3

west . 115 24 632 2
Size of inditution

LEBS AN, ..vvvvvvvvvvvcernnsveeves s 81 17 918 2

L0010 499.,..covvvvincn e e - 164 k) 1,214 4?2

SO00 0N MOE ..o . 28 48 742 2%
Minority status

Minority . 61 13 440 15

T R : 412 87 2,434 8

*Data presented in all tables are weighted to produce national estimates. The sample was selected with probabilities proportionate to the
squareroot of enrollment. Institutions with larger enroliments have higher probabilities of inclusion and lower weights.

NOTE: Because of rounding, number of ingitutions in universe may not add to total.

SOURCE Fast Response Survey System, Coliege-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38,U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).



Table 18. --Number and percentage of institutions included in the study sample and the universe that reported
the number of freshmen enrolled in a remedial/developmental reading course, by institutional
characteristics: United States, 1989-90

o Respondents Universe
Institutional
characteristic
Number Percent Number Per cent

AUSHIUEONS ... oo . 223 100 1.366 100
Control

Public . 165 74 899 66

Private . 58 26 467 34
Type

Lyear . 89 40 55 55

dyear . 134 60 611 45
Region

NOTtheast .........coumimmmmmmmnin 54 ] 288 21

Ceatral 66 30 431 32

SOUBEREE ..., ovovrss e e 58 26 mn 28

WO .. oo v s s 45 20 269 20
Size of ingtitution

Less than 1,000, 29 13 307 2

1,000 454 - 80 36 665 49

5,000 or more . 114 51 393 29
Minority

MINORY ..o . 33 15 259 19

NORMHBOREY ... 190 85 1,107 81

NOTE: Because Of rounding, percent of institutions iN universe may not add to 100. Because of rounding, number of ingitutions in
universe may not add to total.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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Table19.--Standard errors of selected items

Percent of
institutions
offering  remedial
reading, writing,

Percent of
indtitutions
offering remedial
math courses

Average  number
of remedia
math courses

offered

Percent of
freshmen enrolied
in remedial
courses in reading,

Percent Of
freshmen enrolled

in remedial
math courses

Institutional or math courses writing, or math
characteristic
Estimate | Standard | Estimate | §tandard | Estimate: {Standard | Esiimate | Standard | Estimate | Standard
error error error error error
AllNStULIONS. . v e 4 21 68 22 23 0.11 30 14 21 1.0
Control
PUBIC.cvcorvrvvmvmsrisesssmsssssisenns . 91 14 89 15 3.0 0.17 32 13 23 1.0
PrIVAE. ..vicisecvereersievesiininn . 58 38 47 4.1 13 0.13 22 42 12 22
Type
Lyear.. . 90 25 84 29 3.0 0.22 36 21 26 1.6
L2 | SRR . 4 30 57 2.7 1.7 0.09 24 19 15 1.1
Selectivity
Most difficult .. 27 113 18 13.9 23 1.62 ®) (@) ®) )
Very difficult.....ooocicrevvvonnr. 32 7.7 27 6.7 1.6 0.28 ®) ") ) )
Moder ately difficult............... 62 4.0 ss 37 1.6 0.13 *) ®) ) ®)
Minimally ~difficult ................. 7 6.8 62 8.1 14 0.16 ) ™ ® *)
Noncompetitive.................... . 9% 1.7 91 2.7 31 024 *) ) ) )
Region
67 51 61 54 19 0.20 33 3.0 20 20
82 44 74 44 22 0.23 23 26 19 25
73 48 65 35 1.9 0.21 31 31 23 24
74 53 71 53 34 0.40 k) 24 22 17
Size of institution
Lessthan1,000.,............coveni 60 50 48 5.6 1.2 0.10 26 3.9 18 3.7
1,000t04,999. .00 vecuevrvinniinn 78 2.7 75 29 23 0.13 33 24 22 21
5,000 0r MOPE...vvivversniivnervensne 87 23 81 30 34 0.30 29 1.8 20 13
Minority status
MINOALY ...coovevrvrvareerenniisionens . 74 6.8 69 76 21 0.26 55 40 35 45
Nonminonity...........ooivieerene 74 20 68 25 24 0.12 27 1.6 19 11

42



Table19.--Standard errors of selected items--Continued

Percent of
freshmen
passing
remedial
math courses

Percent of
indtitutions
unable to
provide remedial
reading course
enrollment data

Percent Of
nstitutions providing
remedial reading
course enrollment
data for all fresh-
men but not for

Average
number of

persons teaching

one or more

remedial courses

Percent Of
indtitutions  giving

cre

for remedial
courses in math

Ingtitutional for all freshmen |racial/ethnic groups
characteristic
Estimate | Standard | Estimate | Standard! [Estimatee |Standard! | Estimate | Standard | 3stimate | Standard
error error error error error
AlLINSHtUtioNS i, 67 13 18 26 32 3.7 149 . 69 2.7
Control
Public 65 14 22 37 29 44 219 1.04 79 28
Private 80 44 6 29 36 65 4.7 0.44 51 57
Type
65 13 20 43 36 58 20.2 128 79 33
69 26 14 25 27 39 101 0.70 60 4.0
Region
69 3s 2 58 42 8.1 16.4 207 49 81
65 19 16 53 M 8.9 116 1.83 66 56
68 40 4 19 24 73 133 1.65 87 42
65 21 30 6.9 29 8.0 19.9 274 n 48
Size Of institution
Less tha) 1000.........vvvvvvvenn . 7 44 4 37 38 92 30 025 66 8.1
100104999 oo, 69 19 14 39 29 52 104 0.90 7 38
500000 MOE .. cvovverierirs . 65 1.9 30 4.6 32 57 33.2 1.93 66 43
Minority ~ status
11001 S 63 48 13 54 36 98 16.6 353 7 7.0
NOAMIROTY ......oovvvriininas . 67 12 19 29 31 38 14.6 0.81 68 29
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Table 19.--Standard errors of selected items--Continued

Percent  of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
institutions ingtitutions  using | institutions basing | institutions letting intitutions
requiring  students | placement  tests remedial math | students take some providing
needing remediatior to sdlect Course exit skills | regular academic peer tutoring
institutional to take participants ~ for on regular courses while taking|  specifically for
characteristic remedial courses | remedial courses | academic course | remedial courses | Students needing
in math in writing entry skills in math remediation

Estimate | Standard | Estimate | Standard | EStimate | Standard | Estimate | Standard | Estimate | Standard

error error error error error
Al institutionS..mmmnn. . 63 24 94 14 86 22 69 28 85 23
Control
57 33 96 10 86 25 n 21 87 22
74 58 1 3.0 &S 39 62 57 82 50
51 41 97 11 86 31 n 35 83 39
4 34 91 23 85 28 66 3.7 87 31
Region
70 6.2 94 26 8s 37 63 6.7 8S 38
60 57 90 25 84 42 62 52 82 49
76 6.3 99 0.6 88 45 84 48 84 44
47 5.6 9% 22 86 43 70 48 90 30
Size of institution
LesS than 100....c..vervrvcens . 7 75 9% 31 7 53 64 737 81 62
1,000£0 4,999 venereiversurarisenee ) 60 47 95 18 87 28 n 44 85 35
5,000 0r more....oevin 58 41 92 1.9 88 26 70 35 89 26
Minority status
Minority . 62 6.8 100 0.0 91 48 81 65 83 8.1
NG TV . 63 3.0 93 16 85 23 67 33 86 27




Table 19.--Standard errors of selected items--Continued

Percent Of Percent of Percent of Percent of ingitutions
institutions institutions institutions maintaining baccalaureate
conducting Student ranking firstin | communicating with degree graduation rates
evaluations importance student | high schools about | for entering freshmen who
Ingtitutional of remedial evaluations of skills needed for enrolled in at least
characteristic program remedial programs college work one remedial course
Egtimate | Standard| Estimate | Standard | Estimate | Standard Estimate Standard
error error error error
All ingtitutions. 80 21 25 2.6 54 31 19 31
Control
Public . 80 23 25 36 n 3.7 21 3.9
Private ) 81 4.0 A 4.0 28 43 17 45
Type
Lyear 83 29 30 4.6 62 48
deyear Y] 34 20 30 47 40
Region
(11 SR . ™ 53 17 3.6 46 57 17 85
Central 80 48 25 36 49 55 17 53
Southeast 86 40 26 6.0 66 6.0 21 49
WSt 77 4.2 32 65 59 72 21 17
Size Of ingtitution
“ L e &0, AN A P U 83 55 29 6.2 30 6.2 A4 78
1,000t04999....... . 86 27 27 3s 58 42 17 4.7
5,000 or more n 33 18 32 69 4.0 16 3s
Minority status
Minority . 73 9.1 15 49 56 94 26 93
NOB-PUNOTY .. oovvvi s vssnsrsissssnensennens . 82 24 27 28 54 34 17 3s

*Too few cases for a reliable estimate.

—Not applicable. This question was asked only of 4-year institutions; comparisons between 2- and 4-year schools were, therefore, not
computed.

SOURCE: Fast Response Survey System, College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989, FRSS 38, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 (survey conducted in 1990).
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FAST RESPONSE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Form approval
SURVEY SYSTEM NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS OMB No. 1850-0649
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208-5651 App. Exp. 6/91

SURVEY OF REMEDIAL/DEVELOPMENTAL This report is authorized by law (20 U.S.C.1221e-1). While you are no
STUDIES IN INSTITUTIONS OF required to respond, your cooperation is needed to make the
HIGHER EDUCATION results of this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

Definition of Remedial/Developmental Studies for Purposes of this Study:

Program, course, or other activity (in the area of reading, writing, or math) for students lacking those skills necessary to
perform college level work at the level required bv Your institution. Throughout this questionnaire these activities are
referred to as "remedial/developmental®; however, your institution may use other names such as "compensatory,” “basic
skills,” or some other term. Please answer the survey for any activities meeting the definition above, regardless of name;
however, do not include English as a second language when taught primarily to foreign students.

Please answer for your regular undergraduate programs and use data from your institutional records whenever possible. If exact
data are not available, then give your best estimate.

Does your institution offer any remedial/developmental courses? Yes No

If no, please complete section below and mail to the address on back of the survey.

Person completing this form: Name Title

institution State phone ( )

NCES Form No. 2379-38, 4/90
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1. Enter information requested in Parts a-f for remedial/developmental courses in each subject area in fall 1989. For thos
subjects (reading, writing, or math) in which you have no remedial courses, enter "0" in Part a and skip Parts b-f.

Remedial/developmental course information Reading | Writing Math

a. What is the number of remedial/developmental courses with different catalog
numbers in fall 19897 (Do not count multiple sections of the same course.)

b. What is the most frequent type of credit earned from remedial/developmental
courses? (enter one)

1= No formal credit

2= Institutional credit, does not meet subject or graduation requirements
3= Degree credit, elective only

4= Degree credit, meets subject requirements

c. What is the most frequent type of course requirement status for students needing
remedial/developmental courses? Courses are: (enter one)

1= Required; 2= Recommended but not required; 3= Voluntary

d1. Are placement tests used to select participants? (enter yes or no)

d2. While students are taking remedial/developmental courses, can they take: (enter one)

1=Any regular academic courses?
2= Some regular academic courses?
3= No regular academic courses?

e. Who most often provides remedial/developmental education? (enter one)

1= Separate remedial division/department 4= |earning Center
2= Traditional academic department(s) 5= Other (specify)
3=Counseling/tutoring center

f. Are the exit skills provided by remedial/developmental courses based on the entry skills
required by the regular academic courses? (enter yes or no)

2. Rank in order of importance the principal types of evaluation of remedial/developmental programs that your institution
conducts. (1= most important; 2= second most important, etc., for all that apply)

a. Student evaluation of course or program ____ d.Followup studies of grades at the next level of courses
b. Instructor evaluation of course or program ____ e Other followup studies of students’ academic
€. Student completion rate or grade for course performance

or program —f. Other (specify)

3a. How many persons (unduplicated head count) taught one or more remedial/developmental courses in fall 19897
Of these, how many:b. Were specifically hired for this purpose?
c. Had degree credentials specific to remedial education?
d. Were given specific training by your institution for teaching remedial/developmental courses?____

4.  Which of the following academic support services does your institution provide specifically for students needing
remediation? (check alt that apply)

a. Peer tutoring Counseling —— @ Other (specify)

b. Faculty tutoring

d.
e. Assistance labs
f. Learning Center

¢. Additional diagnostic testing

5. What is your institution doing to reduce the need for remedial/developmental education? (check all that apply)
a. Communicating with high schools about skills needed for college work

b. Participating in or organizing workshops for high school faculty

C. Other (specify)
d. None of the above, currently
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Ba. For each racial/ethnic group, what percent of entering freshmen enrolled in one ormore remedial/developmental course

in fall 19897 (Give unduplicated counts of students within each subject.) R

in Writing Math

1. All freshmen (allracial/

S

ethnic groups combined)?
Black, non-Hispanic?

White, non-Hispanic?

Hispanic?

Asian/Pacific Islander?

American Indian/Alaskan Native?

6b. Are the numbers of all freshmen (all groups combined) in Q6a: [] From institutional records? OR [] Estimates?
6c. Are the numbers by race/ethnicity in Q6a (2 through 6): [] From institutional records? OR [] Estimates?

7a. For each racial/ethnic group, what percent of entering freshmen in Q6a passed or syccessfully completed one or mol
remedial /develomental courses in fall 19897 (Give unduplicated counts of students within each subject.)

LA I <

6.

Read g Writing Math
Ail freshmen (allracial/
ethnic groups combined)?

Black, non-Hispanic?

White, non-Hispanic?

Hispanic?

Asian/Pacific Islander?

American Indian/Alaskan Native?

7b. Are the numbers of all freshmen (all groups combined)in Q7a: [] From institutional records? OR [] Estimates?
7c. Are the numbers by race/ethnicity in Q7a (2 through 6): [] From institutional records? OR [C] Estimates?

8. Give the total, ynduplicated percent of entering freshman who enrolled in

one or more of the above remedial /developmental courses in fall 1989.

9a. For each racial/ethnic group in Columns 1and Il, what percent of 1988-89 full-time entering freshmen goftinyed at yoy

institution to the start of their second vear (1989-90)?

Calculate percent for each
racial/ethnic group separately ethnic group each racial/ethnic group

All freshmen (allracial/ethnic

1.

O kR0

6.

Colymn| Column i

Of all 88-89 Of 88-89 full-time entering
full-time entering freshmen who enrolled in
freshmen within at least one remedial/

each racial/ developmental course within

groups combined)? % %
Black, non-Hispanic? % %
White, non-Hispanic? % %
Hispanic? % %
Asian/Pacific Islander? % %
American Indian/Alaskan Native? % %

9b. is the percent of ail freshmen (all groups combined) in Column ll: [_] From institutional records? OR [_] Estimates?
9c. Are the percents of freshmen in each racial/ethnic group in Column IIl: [J From institutional records? OR [_] Estimates?

10. FOR 4-YEAR SCHOOLS ONLY: Does your institution maintain baccalaureate degree graduation rates:

a.

For all entering freshmen? Yes No
By racial/ethnic group for all entering freshmen? Yes No
For entering freshmen who enrolled in at least one remedial/

developmental course? Yes No
By racial/ethnic group for entering freshmen who enrolled in at

least one remedial/developmental course? Yes No




